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‘dren. “*That was'a very encour .«

By JASON DePARLE

" WASHINGTON, ISept. 28 — As the
age of limited benems descends on
welfare families, pchcymakers have
shown a keen new interest in absent
fathers, especially;the undereducat-
ed, underemployed often streetwise
men, who go momhs if not years,
without seeing their children.
Dozens of progr'ams have sprung

up to raise the earmngs of these

fathers, Researchefrs today released
a long-awaited study of the program
for fathers that bore the hopes of a
previous round of pverhauls, and it
mostly added to the literature of
disappointment that surrounds ini-
tiatives for poor mmoruy men.

The program Pa‘rents Fair Share
- failed to increase|the earnings or

employment of noncustodial fathers
it served. It did show a small in-
Crease in the average amount of

. chiid support the fathers paid: about

$4.20 a month, an increase of 6 per-
cent. But even that fmdmg came with
a footnote, because lit failed a test of
statistical sxgmﬁcance

The program med to increase ‘the’ .
*school” and’ nearly, 70 percent had

fathers’ earnings and their child sup-
port payments and strengthen their
family ties. Most of the fathers.in the
program, which o{fered a mix of
training and counseling services,
were black or Hnspamc men and
about half had not fmzshed hlgh
school. |

The study was conducted by the
Manpower. Demonstration Research
Corporation, a nonprofit organiza-
tion based in New ‘York City. The

report’s general conclusions had
long circulated among policymakers
long before its ofﬂcnal release, and
the lessons have already been sharp-
ly debated - among the - warring
camps shaping a new generation of
programs for poor fathers

In a telephone interview today,
Fred Doolittle, a vncé president of the
research corporanon said that not

—-allofthe findings were discouraging.

While the increase m child support
payments was small fhe said, “many

peopte didn't expect| any child sup-

port increase.

- Mr. Doolittle also ‘czted anecdotal

evidence, not quannfled in the report,
that counseling sessions with “‘peer
suppert groups™ led| fathers to be-
come more involvediwith their chil-
ing
surprise,” he said. Many of the new
srograms emphasizeithese peer sup-
port groups. |

Still, even supporters of father-
hood programs concede their work
remains cut out for them “It's disap-
pointing that we didn’ t see these guys
runmng to the employment offices,”
said Representative E. Clay Shaw
Jr., a Florida Repubhcan who is pro-
motmg a bill that would spend $2
billion on- new programs for poor

“fetlersMr-Shaw would-direct the -

monéy’ toward programs with .

- greater emphasis on: marriage and

give some of it to religious groups,
hoping “they can get ‘through 0
some of these harder: cases that the
bureaucrats fail at.” !
i
|

_TUESDAY’

ices, with three explicit goals:

Operating from 1994 to 1997 with
Sovernment and foundation money,
Parents’ Fair Share grew out of a
1988 welfare Jaw. It tried to build
better relationships between ‘child
support agencies and poor fathers
whose children were often on wel-
fare. It operated in ‘seven- cities:
Dayton, Ohio; Grand Rapids, Mich,;
Jacksonville, Fla.; Los Angeles; .
Memphis; Sprmgfteld Mass., and -
Trenton. In exchange for thexr co~
operation, The program promised fa-
thers training and counseling serv-
to
raise the fathers’ earnings, increase
child support payments and
strengthen their
their children.

But the study notes that the pro-
gram typically suffered from a cum-
bersome administration, split be-
tween child support- agencies that
stressed collection and nonprofit
groups that stressed services. .In
some places, there was a shortage of
training programs that would admit
the fathers.

In the program, almost half of the
men had not graduated from high

criminal records. About 80 percent of
the fathers referred to the program
by local child support agenc1es were
bldck or Hlspamc )

The program’s effect on child sup-
port came in two ways. First, just by
forcing child support agencies to re-
view cases they typically ignored, it
identified some fathers able to pay,
perhaps. through previously unre-
ported jobs. The extra case reviews
raised the average child support pay-
ment by 19 percent to a monthly
average of $61.

‘The " second effect was found
among the fathers actually referred
to the program. Their payments in-
creased an average of-6 percent to a
monthly total of about $75. The in-
creases were most. pronounced ‘in
Dayton, where payments'rose 55 per-
cent, to $60 a month, and in Grand
Rapids, where they rose 20 percent
to $31 a month.

. The payment amount actually fell
in ‘Memphis, Trenton and Spring- |
field, though. the declines were not
statistically significant. In all of the
locations, the percentage of fathers
who made any payment in an 18-
month penod rose to 73 percem from
69 percent. i '

The lessons for the future" N .

Wendell Primus, an analyst at the
Center on Budget and Policy Priori-
ties, a nonprofit research group in
Washington, wants more and better
services. “‘There were some sites
that did better, and that gives me
some-cause for optimism,” he said.

But some conservatives said the
results underscored the limits of tra-

“ditional social services. *The promo-

tion of marriage is the ideal,” said
Wade Horn, president of the National. .
Fatherhood Initiative, a nonprofit
group that promotes responsible fa-
therhood. He acknowledged that the
“restoration of marriage” might
also be difficult to achjeve. '

Ehe New Pork Times
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‘Welfare Fathers Ald
Program Criticized

By Juprra HAVEMANN

Washingtan Post Staff Writer

The naboné }nost ambitious. ef-
fort to help the ﬁthers of children on
welfare failed to mcreme the men's
employment or | jearnings and had
only modest success at forcing them
to make chﬂd support payments,
amordm%‘ot‘; a a:tenswe study to be

Y.
Overall, men enrolled in the $12

. million program did no better in the

job market than/ similar men who
received no help.
The study represents the most

comprehensive examination of fa-

therhood programs that have devel-

' 09edmta03t:mc:alcomponentofthe

nation’s social’ pohcy When Con-
gress rewrote : the federal welfare
laws two years ago, it ushered in a
new crackdown on absent fathers,
requiring states to track them down
and force them to help pay for the
support of their children. As a result,
numerous programs have proliferat-
ed around the country to help carry
out this goal. But detailed results
from the largest of these efforts
offered dxspmtmg news ahout how

. these programs are working.

Called "Parents Fair Share”
program ‘operates in seven cities
across the country and reaches
about 2,600 absent fathers. Half of
the men lack a hxgh school diploma
and 70 peroent have an arrest re-
cord. ™
The program rm on a tripod of
agencies: Child’ support collection

,ofﬁualsgwethemenabrakon
thexrmonﬁﬁypayments:ftheypar‘

tmxpate in the programs, soaal ser-
vice agencies conduct

sessions on what |it takes to be a
good father, and labor agencies offer

'Jobdubsandu'auungdamtohelp
' themenlandjobs. :

But in its study of the .progxam,
the Manpower Demonstration and

Research Corporation found that 78

percent of the men beld jobs at some
point during the 18-month period
smdxed—whetherorncttheyme

- in the program. The New York-

basedmrchorgmmﬁona!sodzs-

" covered that the participants in Par-
ents Fair Share earned an average of
- 87,352, whﬂeagvmpofsmn'larmen‘

made $7,670 during the same peri-

- od. Overall, 72 percent of the fathers

in Parents Fair Share made at least
one child support payment during

the 18 months studied, cmnpared‘

with 69peroentofasxmﬂargroupof
fathers not enrolled in the program.
However, the total amount collected

from both groups of fathers was |
 almost the same. Two citiés——

Grand Rapids, Mich., and Dayton,
Ohio—had stronger results, partly
because of better. cooperation
among the separate agencies, ac-
cording to the report.

- Although the services provided
by the program seemed to have no
effect, the screening process by

-which applicants were selected end-

ed up spurring child support collec--
tions. Normally, the system rarely
goes after welfare fathers for child
support because states believe they

will spend more going: after them-

than they will collect in payments.

But when the states began their

fatherhood programs, they started
asking more questions of these men,
and. ended up distinguishing those

. 'who couldn't pay from those who

wouldn’t. And overall, child support
payments . were about 19 percent
higher for the men screened, wheth-
erornottheywereselectedto
participate in the program. '
Ron Mincy, a program officer at

" the Ford Foundation, which helps

fund the program, said that while
the men in the program received
counseling and support, they re-

ceived little actual traiming that .

might help them develop the skills
that could land themn better jobs.

A new program being launched -

by the foundation will provide tar- -

geted money for training low-in-
comemenmanefforttoseew}wth
er this is more successful. .

~ Inall, 38 states have promised to
.spend some federal welfare money

" on fathers and Corigress is consider-

-

ing whether to increase the money
available, .

“We don't have all the answers,”
said Rep. E. Clay Shaw (R-Fla),
leading author of the welfare bill,
“and we would have much preferred
that the research told us we were on

‘the right track, But-we can’t give up
" on these kids. They need fathers.”

Finding the answer is critical, said

‘Wendell Primus, director of income _
" security at the Center on Budgetand

Policy Priorities. “We can't have the
women overemployed as breadwin-
ners, caretakers and parents, and
the men sxttmg idle,” he said.

@he {Uaﬁmngton iJost
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_ University of Pennsylvania
Graduate School of Education
3700 Walnut Street, Box 58
Philadelphia, PA 19104-6216
Phone (215) 573-5500
Fax (215) 573-5508

Email: mailbox@ncoff.gse.upenn.edu
Handsnet: hné 1 24@handsnetorg

November 6, 1998

Ms. Cynthia Rice

Domestic Policy Counsel

Old Executive Office Building, Rm. 212
17th and Pennsylvania Ave.,, NW
Washington, DC 20502

Dear Ms. Rice:

It is our pleasure to invite you to the Fathers and Families Roundtable on
“Welfare Reform, Fathers, and Families,” co-sponsored by the National Center on
Fathers and Families (NCOFF) and The Urban Institute. The roundtable will be held
- on December 8 at The Urban Institute, 2100 M Street, N.W., in Washington, D.C.

The roundtable will include two sessions, a morning symposium open to
“policymakers and family and welfare specialists, primarily in Washington and the
surrounding areas and an invited afternoon small-group session focused on specific
research, practice, and policy issues. The morning session will be a point-
counterpoint centered on three questions: (1) What should be the balance between
tougher child support enforcement and enabling services for poor families, (2) How
should services for dads be financed, and (3) Should there be incentives (like the
pass-through) within the child support enforcement system and elsewhere to
encourage low-income non-custodial fathers and custodial mothers to “play by the
rules”? (See the enclosed agenda) A brief discussion will follow each point-
counterpoint presentation.

The format for the afternoon session will include two panels. The first will be
constituted with representatives from national legislative and advocacy
organizations who will provide a response to issues raised in the morning session
and in relationship to the mission and interests of their constituencies. The second
will include family specialists who will provide an overview of the status of work
and needs within research, practice, and policy. As a follow-up to these short
presentations, attendees will convene into breakout groups whose task it will be to
formulate specific questions and identify researchable areas of work identified in
both the morning and early afternoon sessions.

We expect that the conversations begun and debates generated from the
roundtable will provide a rich source of information that will contribute to the
conceptualization and implementation of research efforts in the field. At the end of
the roundtable, we expect to have a sense of the status of the issues and to be able to
pursue recommendations for advancing sound research.


mailto:tm6124@handsnet.org
http:mailbox@ncof[gse.upenn.edu

o | | Page 2

- "We hope that you wxllt accept this mv1tat1on to attend thlS roundtable and ask
that you complete the enclosed response sheet or contact Drita S.. Taraila at NCOFF
(215/573-5500 or dntat@gse upenn.edu) by Thursday, November 12 to conflrm your
acceptance of our mv1tat10n : :

We look forward to heanng from you

Yours smcerely,

Vivian L. Gadsden - Elaine Sorensen
Associate Professor : Senior Research Associate
Director, NCOFF - The Urban Institute
215/573-5500 a 202/261-5564 ..

Enclosures


http:dritat@gs~.upenn.edu

National Center on Fathers and Families

Welfare Reform, Fathers, and Families Roundtable

Invitee Response Form

Ms. Cynthia Rice
Domestic Policy Counsel

To help us in the planning of this Roundtable, please return this response
form by fax to (215) 573-5508 by Thursday, November 12.

__ Yes, 1 ’will attend the Welfare Reform, Fathers, and Families Roundtable
on Tuesday, December 8.

__No, I am unable to attend the Welfare Refbrm, Fathers, and Families
Roundtable.

A block of rooms has been set aside at the Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street (at
M Street), N.W., Washington, D.C. 20037. This is a short block from The Urban
Institute (map enclosed). Marriott contact is Shirley Benaroya (202/261-9715). Single
room rate is $145 plus tax. . '



Fax (215) 573-5508
Email: mailbox@ncoff gse.upenn.edy
Handsnet: hné124@handsnet.ory

. University of Pennsylvania
Graduate School of Education
i 3700 Walnut Street, Box 58
Philadelphia, PA 19104-6216
Phone (215) 573-5500

Welfare Reform, Fathers, and Families Roundtable
The Urban Institute
2100 M Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037
December 8, 1998
8:00-8:30 a.m. Continental Breakfast
8:30-8:45 a.m. Overview of Meeting and Introduction

Vivian L. Gadsden, National Center on Fathers and Families
Elaine Sorensen, The Urban Institute

8:45-9:00 a.m. Introduction of Issues

Judge David Gray Ross, Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement

Moderator: John Mdnahan, Administration for Children and
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

9:00-9:45 a.m. Question 1:
What should the child support enforcement role be in
providing enabling services to poor families?

Commenters:

Diana Durham McLoud, National Center for Strategic Non-Profit
Planning and Community Leadership

Linda Stewart, Secretary of the Department of Workforce
Development, State of Wisconsin

9:45-10:30 a.m. Question 2:
How do you finance enabling services to poor dads? Who
should control the funding?

Commenters:

Wade Horn, National Fatherhood Initiative
Wendell Primus, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities


mailto:hn6124@h.ndsnet,org
mailto:m.ilbox@ncoff.gse.upenn.edu

© 10:30-11:15 am.

11:15-12:15 p.m.

12:30-2:00 p.m.

2:00-3:00 p.m.
3:00-3:45 p.m.

3:45-4:00 p.m.”

‘ Agenda '
' Welfare Reform, Fathers, and Families Roundtable
Page 2

December 8, 1998
The Urban Institute

Queshon 3 ' -

Should there be incentives (hke the pass-through) within
the child support enforcement system and elsewhere to
encourage low-income non-custodial fathers and.

_custodial mothers to “play by the rules”?

Cormnenters

Diane Fray [unconﬁnned] Ofﬁce of Child Support Enforcement,

e Connecticut Department of Social Services .

Christa Anders, Child:Support Enforcement Division,
Minnesota Department of Human Services

Dﬁhch

' ,Panel 1

What ev1dence is needed to convince const1tuenc1es

. focuseéd on welfare, child, and family support to move in.
~ one direction or another on the issues dlscussed in the

morning session?

Moderator Linda Mellgren, Office of Assistant Secretary for Planmng
and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and Human
\ Services / .
Evelyn Ganzglass, National Governor's Assoczatzon

Jack Tweedie, National Conference on State Legislatures
Deborah Weinstein, Children’s Defense Fund

Panel 2

What else do we need to know in the areas of research

_and policy to strengthen practice?

Moderator: Barbara Kelley Duncan, Chlldren s Defense Fund

Edward Chisolm, Ckatham -Savannah Youth Futures Authorzty

Gmger Knox, Manpower Demonstration Research. Corporation

Geraldo Rodriguez, Central Maravilla Service Center, Department of
Community and Senior Services

Breakout Sessions

Synthe51s of the Issues

~ Commenters:

" Michael Laracy, The Anni¢ E. Casey Foundation
" Ronald B. Mincy, The Ford Foundation

Concludmg Remarks -

Vivian L. Gadsden, National Center on Fathers and i—"&milies'
Ellaine Sorensen, The Urban Institute
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THE THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

OF MICHIGAN -
MICHAEL F. SAPALA ' 710 CITY-COUNTY BUILDING ‘ ALEXANDER N, LUVALL
CHIEF JUDGE, ‘ DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48226-3413 EXECUTIVE COURT ADMINISTRATOR
‘ [ .
FAMILY COUNSELING & . ' ! » o (313} 224-3266
MEDIATION ! , FAX (313) 224-6070

i

October 16, 1998

Ms. Andrea Kane | : . - '
Domestic Policy Staff ; ‘ o
Office of the President

Old Executive Office Building -
17" and Pennsylvania Avenues, NW
Room 271 o
Washington, DC 20501

1
i
!
1
c
i

Dear Ms. Kane:

, I would like to thank yéu for taking the time away from your obviously busy schedule to have met
with myself and others on September 30, 1998 in regards to the Fathers Count Act of 1998, HR. 3314, It
was a pleasure to have met you and the others from the White House Domestic Policy staff.

As I mentioned at the meétmg, attached you will find a written copy of the statements [ presented,
and various other pertinent items of value. | appreciate the opportunity to share other concerns and visions
of the Famﬂy Court, Wayne County Friend of the Court here in Detrmt MI.

Agam thank you for making the time to meet with us and for allowmg me the opportumty to

_forward this written material.
oo
Smcerely i

/
RN e {/’iéj{: ( (A

Dav1d L Manv1l]e ACSW ' | ; ‘
Family Counseling and Mediation Unit Supervisor.

| ® o



Davzd L. Manville, Famxly Counse[mg and Med:atzon Deparﬁnent Famzly Court, Wayne County |
Friend of the Court, Detroit, MI
Submitted statement from the thte House Meetmg on Domestzc Polzcy and Fathers
September 30, 1998 . : CLo

.|
Page 1 - N ‘ ;

'Ladies and Gentleman of 'the White House Domestic Policy committee:

" My nameis Davrd L. Manvrlle and I am the Supervisor of the Family Counseling and f

- Mediation Department, the Famlly Court Division of the Wayne County Friend of the Court i in -
Detroit, MI. I am very excited and appreciative to have received this invitation for an :
opportunity to address you this afternoon on an issue of which I am heartedly committed to: the
re- mtroductron re-mtegrauon and the promotion of fatherhood to three essential components of
therr lives: their children, their famrhes and their commumtles

, I would like to start this Taftemoon by stating that the consideration and introduction of
the Bill entitled the “Fathers Count Act of 1998" is extremely important, necessary and it has

~ been a long wait to see it come to this point. It is extremely crucial that we address the forgotten
" or detoured concept that children are in need of the input of two parents who can nurture, guide
and socialize them into responsible adults. We are all aware of the staggering and harmful
effects that have resulted from the decline of two parent involvement in their childrens lives:
One parent, regardless of gender, cannot provide the crucial and irreplaceable components of
another parent. I believe that this Fathers Count Act of 1998 will dramatically assist Courts,

agencies and the private sector 1n confrontmg and d1rnmrshmg these problems

Twill begm with the shanng of matenal on two programs that the Family Court Wayne
County Friend of the Court has had in operation for atleast 13 years. We believe these
programs are somewhat unique to Courts. There is additional detailed information on these
_programs in the package of submltted matenal for your reference.

" The first is the Patermty Parenting Time Program whlch basxcally originated in 1986,
* however in a different format, when our then Chief Judge Richard Kaufman, noted that never
married fathers were éssential to their children and fathers should not only be viewed as a means
of child support. The format is’ sn‘nple upon acknowledgment of paternity or adjudication by
the Court, the father has the opportumty and the right to request that he receive legalized
parenting tmle with his child. (The mother could also raise this issue). The Court would then
refer the matter of access to the! Family Counselmg Unit for an investigation and
recommendation.  We schedule! appomtments with both parents and have been seeing 24 couples
on a scheduled appointment day In the session, discussion is focused around issues related to.
parenting, children’s developmental needs, past contact between father and child and the
. concerns and requests of each parent The Family Counseling staff attempts to mediate all cases-
- and the ratio of success is quite: thigh. In those cases where we cannot mediate an agreement, a
parentlng time recommendatlon is submitted by the Family Counselor to the Court in what we
*_view is in the child’s best interest. The Unit also schedules the Court date to have the

v
M i

!
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;
agreement or recommendation turnied into a court order, at no cost to either. party.

One component we have encountered is the parents concept that “he don’t pay, he
doesn’t see” or “I’m paying, I' have the right to see” my child. In your packet, I have included
two graphs: the first being one in which fathers have received a recommendation for parenting
time from this Unit and the amount of child support that they have paid. The second graph is of
fathers that had received a recommendation from this Unit for “reserved” parenting time, which -
means there is no order at this time As you can see, the fathers with parenting time paid over
1.7 million dollars and had an arrearage of 1.2 million dollars. The fathers without an order only
paid 1.1 million dollars and had arrearages of 1.3 million dollars. We have all known for years
those fathers, whether divorced, separated or never-married, are more willing and do
provide financial support when they also have the opportunity to provide emotional and
psychological support to their children.

The second program is the Parenting Time Enforcement Program. In Michigan,
enforcement of a denial of parenting time is mandated by statute. However, in Wayne County
we have developed a specific program for this dilemma. In fact, Jessica Pearson from the
Center for Policy and Research in Colorado completed a study approximately six years ago and
Wayne County’s program was only one of five in the country. Again, the procedure is simple: a
non-custodial parent schedules an interview at our Unit and comes in to file a complaint. If the
Counselor determines that the alleged denial of parenting time is valid; we forward a letter to the
custodial parent asking for their response. If they do respond, we attempt to get the parenting
time back onto the schedule as the order describes it. If we cannot do so, a Show cause hearing
is scheduled, again by our Umt and the parents are ordered to appear in front of a Referee. At
that time, make-up parenting tlme can be ordered, the custodial parent could be held in contempt
and sanctions levied or the issue could be dismissed.

One of the adverse dilemmas with this concept is that the need is so great in our County
that we are scheduling appointments for the non-custodial parent in late November, two months
after a denial has already occurred. This program, in and of itself is not enough. There needs to
be parenting time workshops which specifically focuses on the importance of both parents in
their child’s life, education around the age appropriate dynamics of children’s behavior and .
make up parenting time procedures. The issue of denial of parenting time is nationwide and
essentially is everyone’s problem. Between 30-50% of all fathers reduce their contact with their
children after a divorce, in part, due to interference by the custodial parent. This action of denial
of parenting time diverts Court employees from other intended functions, resulting in an
overburdened system being further weighed down by disputes that should be solvable by the
parents. And most important, children are frustrated in their development in becoming well
adjusted adults when their parents continually wage conflicts with one another. For example, in
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Wayne County, the Unit I supeivise has eighf employees who handle the majority of the
evaluation cases (custody and parenting time). My Unit also coordinates this program. All
employees are available on Moilday, meaning that they are unable to schedule other cases.

Two other programs the Court could develop would aid in decreasing this malcontent.
One would be the training of persons in alternate- dispute resolution techniques wherein parents
could learn the “how-to’s” of resolvmg their own issues.

The second program would be a Faith Based collaboration with a covenant of Churches.
Since converting to a Family Court in October 1997, the Wayne County Friend of the Court,
Family Court Division has developed a vision of community based involvement in parents lives.
Religious organizations that begin with a commitment to a covenant would provide pre-marital
counseling for a duration of at least six months; marital and/or family counseling during the time
of crisis during a marriage such as a tuneup session; pre-divorce counseling for those
contemplating a separation or divorce action; and post divorce assistance for those families
experiencing difficulty in communication, problem solving, access denial or matters of custody
to assist in dispute resolution. In the recent past the Court has held meetings with the leaders of
the Lutheran Church in Detroit and the Archdiocese of Detroit to begin formulation of plans for -
the above program. We are proposing that pastors not just marry the couple in a ceremony but
inform the parties that they are marrying the pastor for the duration of their marriage also. Too
often, couples are married and then left after the altar to either sink or swim as they are able.

To promote more father involvement in their childrens lives and to provide education and
training toward solutions for fathers to become better parents, we are proposing a plan w1th the
local Head Start sites to accomplish the following;

*Friend of the Court, due to their computer data base would be able to provide all Head

Starts in Wayne County with a listing of children in their catchment area, based upon
age and financial eligibility status in order to assist Head Start in their recruitment
strategy.

*Fathers in the patemity Parenting Time Program and fathers of Divorce with minimal
contact with their children would be able to receive, as part of their Court ordered
access, a volunteer ass1gnment at Head Start

*Fathers would be able to develop a relationship with,their child

*Fathers would provide:a community service by volunteering at an agency that is
predominantly woman centered, thereby providing children with a posmve male role
model :

*Fathers would actually see, learn and be part of the socialization process of their child -

*This environment would be able to assist in diminishing the fears of the mother, who

~ believe the father is not capable of being able to provide fro the care of their child
*This contact sets the foundatlon for more expanded access between child and father and

i
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involvement in his Chi:ld’s live -
*And it provides the father with parenting and relationship skills.

The Family Court is in the process of developing a parenting education manual
specifically geared for never mamed parents. The needs of the never married population, while
similar in a lot of areas, are 51gmﬁcantly different in many areas than those of a divorced or -
separated family. These 51gn1ﬁcant differences are specified in the packet of supplied
information. One additional component would be the involvement of peer to peer counseling so
that fathers with experience can show other fathers that they can be effective fathers.

. I am fortunate to be employed by a Court that has leadership with vision. The Chief -

. Judge Michael Sapala, Presiding Family Court Judge Kirsten Frank Kelly, Judge Helen Brown
and the Friend of the Court, Mr; Kim Bateman have dedicated the Family Court to altering the
Friend of the Court from a collection agency mentality to that of being a service provider for the
300,000 cases that we service. ! :

Another concern is non-custodial parents, especially fathers who are incarcerated in both
local jails and in state prisons. Look at the statistics of African American males who become
involved with the Juvenile and Adult correctional system: the statistics are that nearly 75% of
them have had some kind of contact with one or both of these systems. Many of these males are
also fathers. To assist with the reduction of criminal behavior, it is imperative that arrangements
are made for these fathers to have weekly telephonic contact with their children; weekly face to
face contact with their children and; to establish a line of communication such as having a group
of fathers read a story to their child(ren), have tapes made of this story and have the fathers
personahze their tape. This also includes women who are incarcerated.

The Wayne County regibn is sorely lacking in sites where there can be reunification or
re-connection between non-custodial parents and children. These would occur at a site that is
safe, secure and nurturing. Collaboration with licensed day care settings and/or Head Start sites
that would be available for educational programs and safe transfer is necessary.

The mission, provided by the leadership at the Family Court is to encourage the passage
of this Bill in the near future. The Family Court of Wayne Court is poised to assume the
leadership in the provision of any number of pilot programs dedicated to re-involving non-
custodial parents and fathers Wlth their children, re-committing fathers to their children and
educating fathers to become more involved in the important and essential task of assisting in
raising their children to become productive members of the community. The time has come,
with the assistance of the Federal government to be able to convert our ideas and plans into
. action oriented programs. As the committee has heard from all presenters today, the Court is in
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need of fundmg resources. What is also needed is clear direction from the Federal government
on IV-D studies; along with the flexibility to establish programs on a local level that assists us in
our vision of strengthening families by involving non-custodial parents and especially fathers.
Our Court is dedicated to being pro-active, rather than reactive. With the emergence of the

- Family Court, we are more prepared to view parents and especlally father’s 1nvolvement ina
more global context: that of the fam1ly system.

- There is also the crumal need in cities such as Detroit to encourage African American ‘
males to be educated as Social Workers and Psychologists to work with and role model for these
young fathers. - ' :
, In closmg, I'd like to mlake a final point to mcmbers of this committee. In the material I
- provided is a result of a study of never married fathers who have custody of their children. Note
~_that at the time of the Family Counsehng Umt s involvement, 51% of the cases already had -

fathers having physical custody of their children and, this was prior to our interviews and
recommendation. At the conclusion of the Fannly Counseling Unit’s involvement, 50% of the
cases still had fathers having physu:al custody of their'children. This study involved 208 never
married cases and indicates that we have many dedlcated fathers in our commuruty

" Thank you for this wonderful opportumty to address thls cornm1ttee thlS afternoon.

‘Respectfully submitted

Da{iidL.Manville R
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~ Anti-Poverty Strategies

' To increase the probability that children in single parent |

- families are above poverty that followmg factors must be
~present: — - - T -
° Earmngs of the mother

* Support from the father in the form of child support collectlons
“or child support assurance; |

- o Government assistance programs (i.e. chﬂd care, food aSSIStance B |

health assrstance and the EITC); |
o  Work programs that | pay more than welfare beneflts and chﬂd
. ,support
e Earnings drsregards / Chﬂd SuppOrt pass throughs and /or
~ subsidies so that government assistance is not lowered dollar for
“dollar as earnmgs and/or child support increases.




- Prima‘ry Differences in Labor Market
Barriers for Fathers Compared to Mothers
e Involvement with Criminal Justice System
¢ Work EXperiénce |

|| » Child Care
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Increasmg Chlld Well-Belng and
. Pald Chlld Support

I-ncreésing Earnings of Non—Custochzﬂ Parents

A Workforce development/Reducmg employment bamers
- B. Pubhcly funded JObS

Buddmg Stronger Relat10nsh1ps Between Non-Custod1al Parents and The1r

- Children

'A. Better parentmg skﬂls/Med1at1onﬂ’eer support

B More frequent mteractmn/contact except in cases-of domestic v1olence

Increasmg Effectweness of Paid Child Support

A. Disregarding child support pa1d in calculating TANF beneflts |
B Sub81d121ng the payment of child support




Pohcy Optlons |

Drsregard More Ch]ld Support Slmphfy Drstrlbutron |

Erther ‘mandate or offer states a chorce (pay famﬂy S

~or Feds)

. Apply family- first dlstrrbutron to IRS offset
. Would srmphfy drstrrbutron rules -

Chrld Support Incentrve Payment
) Block Grant to encourage noncustodral parent -

o employment/fatherhood actlvrtres/mteractlon with
children o
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A Child Support Vision for
Low-Income Fathers

No lohger just be a collection and dis-bursement agency

More father fnendly programs by addmg goals of gettmg fathers emploved

- and mvolved in their chﬂdren s lives

Adding opportunity and incentives to a primarily_ puﬁitiVé system
Recognize different father néeds

Gatekeeper to other resources; but also the enforcer; if necessary
Cooperation requirex-n‘en’té on custodial parent, if on TAN F

CBOs should be involved early in the process




A Child Support Vision: Specific Ideas
| Enhance father involvement in lives of their children by peer support |
becoming more engaged in custody and visitation issues. Build off What we
~ have le learned from Parént’s Fair Share demonstratlons e e

Prov1810ns of Parent1ng/Med1at1on/Lega1 Serv1ces ,

» Access to employment and nammg opportumtles/control relmbursement 01 fees
for serv1ces rendered | » |

Short term publicly-fnn'ded jobs

More ﬂex1ble modlflcatlon rules/arrearage pohc1es/1n kind ass1stance/ch11d
support guidelines

 More liberal child support di‘sreg‘ard policies.

Subsidizing child support payments




Why Should This Model Work?

® Never been tried — all the components have never been
integrated

| ® Has the enforcement tools of the Child.Suppo;rt Enforcement
~ Program |

e Motivates success by building off a growmg relationship
with a child

® Has built-in economic incentives
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AMOUNT OF CHILD SUPPORT AWARDED BY STATE GU!DELINES IN VAR!OUS

: CASES
: ﬁ Case
State - -
A B c 0 £
Alabama ....ooveemeeecnreneet ! $216 $280 - $433 - $634 Y
F1F1 7 RO—— 38 38 312 546 $1,193
[ X{7{.1 F: R— . (" 75 482 - 628 - 1061
ATKansas .....cooeeceennens : M 150 -~ 305 475 1,025
California woeecviccveccrccennns 236 278 478 770 1,457
" Colorado ...oevervrmrennnasd 231 - 261 -409 510 - 1,066
Connectictt weeeverennns, 0 0 404 703 1,198
DElAWAIE "w.oeeuverevevcrrecrnce 91 9] ' 467 626 LIS
District of Columbia ..... 50 208 458 821 1,495
11173 J—— : 135 261 463 721 1,186
01,111 °{ - ORRPUNT 210 210 383 673 1,607
Hawaii c.oeceeeecrmcnenemsnarenes ‘ 100 100 470 610 1,260 -
BTV T Je— i 122 166 0 - 345 566 913
B {1117, SOp——y 102 136 294 485 . 1,020
1111711 - TN E 215 327 692 - 839 1,462
717 RN ! 50 189 358 566 . 1,047
KaNsas .......cceeersesserinceens } 188 227 - 330 582 1,195
T {17 T—— ! 221 1293 445 637 1017
[ ETTTLYE] - —— 1)) 292 . " 45] 667 1,052
M3Ine ..orecearsnieenmernees P 82 - 290 - 437 619 1,031
T ETYIET:Y: RO— # 249 295 449 655 1,060
Massachusetts IR ) H 7 R 1) | 789 ("
Michigan ... ‘ 128 141 468 657 1,078
Minnesota 62 84 .376 606 ~ 1,228
- Mississippi i 92 124 251 427 - 908
TR 1 — 149 265 447 609 1,032
Montana ......oememervenens ! 6 - 15 26 456 908
Nebraska ......coveveerevcecs j 50 50 350 677 1035
Nevada ......ooccvecreerrrecnens | 200 180 375 660 1,575
- New Hampshire ............. ! 30 50 424 667 1473
New Jersey ......coooeveneee. ; 112 267 452 U |
New Mexico .........ccc...c... s 183 291 468 . 588 1095
New York ..o 25 50 436 699 1,548
North Caralina .............. 1 50 57 463 600 . 1012
North Dakota ...cocoeeeent. i . 68 126 356 582" 1,231
U T reeaesenraeens ; 150 278 465 609 . 1.045
Oklahoma ..c.evvvevercicens | i 171 295 415 - 801
Oregon ecvmvemmncenceaonconcns " 13 159 J43 587 1027
Pennsylvania ........... rvens ! Yy .. 257 415 554 1)
Rhode island ................. L 252 315 480 677 1,170
South Carnolina .............. | 58 183 463 574 1,000
South Dakota ... | 275 275 486 652 1,032
Tennessee ...cocccesevonnnn 153 200 393 665 1422 .
TEXAS coomrererneenceneeenerenaens b 108 147 298 517 1,114
Utah .......... v | B3 131 447 616 ()
Vermont ....ccooccooeenaecneee. ‘- M ) 428 642 1,025
VITGINIa .eooeereersereccnens L2311 . 289 . 446 641 1,042
Washington ......ccoeemeeen. L 50 © 50 412 641 1,054
West Virginia .......ccooee. 80 117 364 539 . 1742
Wisconsin ...... 1 S 133 - 180 375 660 . 1,575
Wyoming ......... L 105 200 - 348 519 - 882

Tin these ‘cases, cuurts have the discretion to set the amount that seems aapmpnaie to the mun

ANote.—See text for uplanah?a of cases A, B, €, D, and £

Source: Pirog, Klotz, & Buyers, 11997,

Case A father——-$530 mother-—$300
Case B: father—$720; mother—$480

5o

Case C: father—$2,500; mother—$1,000
-Case D: father—$4,400; mother—$1,760
Case E father—$6 300: mother——$4 200

Source: 1998 Green Book



Variations in Child Support Guidelines Acrbss States

”

Child Support Order as a Percentage of

Earnings Child Support Order (dollars) Noncustodial Parent’'s Earnings

Custodial Family Noncustodial Parent California Florida Maryland Minnesota Texas Califorﬁia ‘ Florida Maryland Minnesota Texas
0 10,000 3,220 1,780 - 2,940 2,019 2,194 322 17.8 294 202 218 -
2500 . T500 e s 222,586 - 2,004 - 2,768 - 130071 T T 3380 T T Tee 7T 7369 17.3 228
5,000 ) 5,000 1,716 - 1,858 2,220 . 831 1,154 34.3 33.2 444 16.6 23.1
0 15,000 4,758 4,612 4 4,212 3,794 3,161 31.7 30.7 28.1 25.3 21.1A
3,750 11,250 - 3,891 4,175 4,003 2,436 2,436 34.6 371 35.6 21.7 21.7
7,500 ) 7.500 ' 2,772 3,332° 3,231 1,300 1,711 37.0 44 .4 43.1 17.3 22.8
-0 ) 20,000 ' 6,205 5,896 5,312 4,954 4,128 31.0 ‘ 29.5 26.6 24.8 ' 20.6
5,000 15,000 4,758 5319 5,109 3,794 3,161 31.7 35.5 34.1 25.3 21.1:
10,000 . - 10,000 3,822 - 3,984 - 3,856 2,019 2,194 38.2 - 398 38.6 20.2 21.9
0 25,000 7,652 7,134 6,208 6,114 5,095 30.6° 28.5 24.8 24.5 20.4
6,250 - 18,750 5843 . 6,446 6,062 5,689 3,886 31.2 34.4 32.3 30.3 20.7
12,500 12,500 4,035 4,588 4,304 2,892 2,678 ' 32.3 36.7 34.4 23.1 21.4
-0 30,000 9,099 8,371 ?,008 7,274 6,062 .30.3 27.9 23.4 24.2 20.2
7,500 22,500 6,929 7,575 6,944 6,761 © 4,612 308 33.7 - 309 30.0 20.5
15,000 15,000 4,758 v 5,197 4,704 3,794 3,161 31.7 34.8 31.4 25.3 211
1 35,000 10,546 . 9,609 R 7,980 8,435 7,029 30.1 27.5 22.8 24 .1 20.1
8,750 26,250 8,014 8,581 7,785 7.710 5,337 30.5 327 29.7 | 29.4 20.3
17,500 . 17,500 5,482 5,809 5,180 5,227 3,645 31.3 33.2 29.7 29.9 20.8
0 40,000 11,993 10,846 88380 9,595 7,996 30.0 271 22.2 24.0 20.0
10,000 30,000 9,099 9,464 8,460 8,578 6,062 30.3 31.5 28.2 28.6 20.2

20,000 . 20,000 6,205 6,381 5,640 5,803 4,128 - 310 31.9 - 28.2 29.0 20.6



~ State Actions Regardihg the $50 Disregard

—

Stams |

'Hasafcdéraj waiver. .

Alabama Elmmat:d Montana Eliminated

Alaska Continucd Nebraska Eliminated

Arizona | Ehmmatcd Nevada Continucd

-,A;rkansas Eliiminatcd ZNcw Hampshi}c Elimiﬁazcd

California ‘ Cégntinucd | New Jerscy Contnued

Colorado El:iminatcd New Mexico Eliminézcd.

Connecucut Cénzinucd at$100" | New York Continucd

DcléWaIC | C(;;.m:iltu,tccl~ North Carolina Eliminated

District of Columbia | Eliminated North Dakota Eliminated .

Florida Elilnﬁinamd Ohio Eliminated

Georgia Eliminated Oklahoma Eliminated

Hawaij Eliggn'man:.d‘ Oregon | Eliminated

Idaho Eliimi_natcd Pennsylvania Eliminated; will begin
| again by court order

Minois Continued Rhode Island Continued

Indiana Eliminated South Carolina Eliminated

Iowa Elil;linatcd South Dakota Eliminated

Kansas Continued at $40 Tennessee Eliminated

Kentucky | Eliminated Texas Continued

Louisiana Elin%zinatcd Utah Eliminated

Maine Conitinucd Vermont Continued

Maryland Elin%xinat:d Virginia Continued

Massachusetts Couirinucd Washington Eliminated .

Michigan ¥ Continued West Virginia Continued

Minhcsom Elﬁx{inamd Wisconsin Continued; Disrcga:ds

i ' enare child support’
Mississipﬁi Eliminated Wyoming | Eliminated
Missouri : Eli:ninamd

‘ ) .
Source: Center for Law and Social Policy: written materials from various states: and telephonc interviews.
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‘Subsidizing Child Support Payments
(could be used to meet state TANF MOE requirements)

. Add up child tax éredits/expenditures not used by custodial parent

Head of Household Deductlon
Personal Exemptions
.~ $500 Child Tax Credit

State Tax Crevdits‘

mdow>

‘Subjectto constraint that families can not be better off if 'living apart
Use these credits to subsidize payment of child support order in following
year. If father pays 100% of order, his child gets entire amount of unused

credit.

Example




‘Maximum Possible CSIP Subsidy for Selected Earnings Levels
~ for Families with One or. Two Children |

-

| Mother’s AGI (earnings)

- %0 $4,000 . $8,000 - $12,000 - ‘$16,000
1 child 2 children 1 child 2 children 1 child 2 children 1ch1Ed 2chtldren - 1 child 2childreh~
 $8,000 $3614 $4048 . $1,654 $3304 $905  $953.  $447 $1,353~" Cso T 752
Fathers -~ = SR . o | S .
AGI  $12,000  $3614 $5504 $1,266  $2516  $905  $1.553 . _$447  $1.353 . $O.._ . $752....
(earnings) R » . | e
$16,000  $3016 ~$4716  $1,243 - $2,078  $905  $1,810  $447. $1353 . $0  $752
| $20,000 $2587 $3873  $1,243  $2,148 . $005  $1,810  $447  $1,353 - $0 . §752

Note: Assume no income other than earnings and no credits other than the child tax credit and the earned income credit. Calculations use 1998 federal income
tax parameters, but assume the $500 child tax credit is fully phased in {even though this will not be the case until 1999).



Married Custodial Family's ‘Noncustodial Parent's

Famlly Earnings

10,000
10,000
10,000

15,000
15,000
15,000

20,000
20,000

. ..20,000__ ...

25,000
25,000
25,000

30,000
30,000
30,000

35,000
35,000,
35,000

40,000
40,000
40,000

Effects of Current Law on the Incomes of Married Families, Noncustodial Parents

and Custodial Families with Two Children in the State of California A

20,000

Earnings Earnings
0 10,000
2,500 7,500
5,000 5,000
0 15,000
3,750 11,250
7,500 7,500
0 20,000
5,000 15,000 Lo
10,000 = -~ - 10,000~ n -
0 25,000
6,250 . 18,750
12,500 12,500
o . 30,000
7,500 22,500
15,000 . 15,000
-0 35,000
8,750 26,250
17,500 17,500
0 40,000
10,000 30,000
20,000

Married Family Income Custodial Family’s Income
Alter Taxes and Transfers  After Taxes and Translers

19,018
19,018
19,018

19,858
19,858
19,858

20,624
19,022 ,
18,022+ =

22,845
20,970
20,445

... .25410
23,160
23,010

29,008
26,£08
26,608 -

32,625
30,225
30,225

9,950
12,009

14,068

9,950
13,039
16,022

9,950
14,068

17,486

10,141
15,097
17,104

11,154

16,022
18,639

12,167

17,757

21,020 °

13,180 .

18,180

23,401

Noncustodial Parent’s income
After Taxes and Transfers

5,058
3,932
2,652

7137
5,290
3,697

9,308
7,137
T 44557 T T

11,478
8,765
6,052

13,649
10,393
7.137

15,819
12,021
8,222

17,990
13,649
9,308

Combined Income ol.Separate Families  Marrlage Penaity

Alter Taxes and Transfers (_Bonus)
15,008 (4,009)
15,941 (3,0786)
16,720 {2,298)
17,087 (2,771)
18,329 (1,529)
19,719 {140)
19,258 (1,3686)

21205 2183 __._ .
21,942 2,920
21,619 (1.227)
23,862 2,892
23,156 2,711

o 24,802 (608)
26,414 3,254
25,776 2,767
27,986 {1,022)
29,778 3,170

29,242 2,635
31,189 (1,456)
32,839 2,614
32,708 2,483

,;-_\ ‘ 7 .



Description of Proposed Model*
1k 1. Child support disregardedlike earnings

| 2. Cap on child support order — order cannot exceed
5% of first $5,000 of noncustodial parent s net

-~ earnings, 25% of next $5 000 of net earrungs and 35%7 |

of remamder

- Ys3 Chrld Support Incentrve Payment (CSIP) wrth cap of
- 3 on matohmg rate PMWWe ,_

| *. Thrs 1S a proposed model for discussion purposes and is likely to
Vchange as it undergoes review and further impact analysis




Table 1
Income Adequacy and Marriage Penalties (Bonuses)
in the State of California for a Mother and Father with Two Children

Earnings ) R ‘ . S ) " _Income as a Percentage of vae;’ty‘ .
. ’ Child Support Order as Percent ol Effective Tax Rate . ) . . . I ¢ A )
© Married Custodial  Noncustodial Noncustodial Parent's Earnings on Child Support " Married Custodial Family Noncustodial Parent: © Marriage Penalty (Bonus)
Family Family Parent . . Current Law Proposal Current Law  Proposal Current Law A Current Law ~ Proposal Current Law  Proposal - Curent Law _ Proposal

10,000 - 0 - 10,000 ' 32.2 - 10.7 87.0 {270.0} A 134 - 760 , 103.1 - 60.5 86.2 ‘ (43.4) (16.9)
10,000 2,500 7,500 33.8 - 8.2 ; 83.4 (270.1) 113.4 91.8 ©106.0 - 470 700 (39.1) (21.5)
10,000 5,000 5,000 . 34.3 4.4 B 75.5 (270.0) 113.4 107.5 1"1 0.5 31.7 49.6 (35.5) (26.7)
15,000 0 - 15000 - 817 14.4 © 912 (154.4) 118.4 . 760  114.9 85.4 116. 4 (388 (30)
15,000 3,750 - 11,250 : 34.6 - 115 89.2" (162.1) 118.4 99.6 122.4 63.3 94.3 (33.0) (7.0). .
15,000 7,500 - 7,500 - 370 - 82 84.8  (1302) 1184 1224 1301 - 442 700 ... (265) —(11.8) — -~

20000 0 20000 310 17.1 . 932 (69.8) 123.0 760  117.3 1113 1446  (332) 49
20,000 5,000 ° 15,000 31.7 14.4 91.2 (47.6) 113.5 1075 1287 85.4 116.4 ~ (14.8) 10.5
20,000 10,000 10,000 38.2 10.7 89.0 (115.2) 135 - -~ 1336 . 1480 533 882 . (111)- 10.5
25,000 0 25,000 30.8 18.8 92.0 - (16.5) ~ 136.3  ?.7.5 © 1148 _ _ 137'.3 172.7 {35. 5) . A/ 1.0 . . .
25,000 6,250 18,750 312 166 ..928 . . (235) .o 42501 - 1154~ - - 1415 TUI104:97 718757 T T (138) T 14, 9
25,0007 12,5007 7 12,500 . ) “323 12.2 115.4 (3.7) _ 1219 .- 130.7 1476 . 724 102.4 (4.0 8.0
30,000 O 30,000 - 303 - . 199 . 822 18.4 . 1516 - 852 _ 1100 163.3 2008 . {(35.9) (6.2)
30,000 7,500 22,500 30.8 18.1 - . 939 13.4 138.1 1224 146.1 - 124.3 158.6 - (15.0y 12.8
30,000 15,000 15,000 31.7 14.4 63.7 (41.7) . 1372 142 4 152.7 - B854 116.4 - (17.0) 1.3
35,000 o 85000 304 207 750 269 . - 1730 ... 930 113.2 189.2 2289 (@425)  (147)
35,000 8,750 26,250 305 19.1 © 838 18.0 158.7 1357 157.1 143.8 179.7 (19.8) 7.2
35,000 17,500 17,500 : 31.3 16.0 32.5 (17.1) 158.7 160.6 . . 157.4 98.4 130.5 (22.3) (11.8)
40,000 0 40,000 30.0 212 69.6 326 ' 1946 100.7 1166 - 215.2 257.1 (48.2) . (23.2)
40,000 10,000 30,000 30.3 19.9 © 787 239 180.3 146.86 165.1 " 163.3 200.8 . - (27.1) (1.3}

40,000 20,000 20,000 . 31.0 171 ) 85 6.2 ' 180.3 178.8 160.0 111.3 1446 (27.8) (26.3)

Note: Calculations use 1998 Calitornia child support and TANF parameters and federar tax and feod stamp parameters, but assume the $500 chilkd tachredit is fully phased in (even though this will not be the case untii 1999).

' Thae poveity threshold for the married family is the threshold for a family-of 4, or $16,766 in 1998; the poverly threshold-for the custodial family Is the \hreshold for a family ot 3, or $13,086 in 1998; the poverty threshold for the
- noncustodial parent Is the poverty threshold for one person, or $8, 359 in 1998; and the poverty threshold for the custodial and noncustodial combmed families Is me poverty threshold for a family of 3 plus the poverty thresiold for
ong person, or $13,086 plus $8,359 ($21,445) in 1998.

OQMQ/IQ /WQM QQ LS ,L() 3 Lied %%qu{tnﬂ%fﬁﬂh
> g it ofosf Oy oo a°



Table 1

Income Adequacv and Marriage Penaities (Bonuses)

in the State of Texas for a Mother and Father with Two Children

206

161.5

Earnirigs . k . !ncbme asa Percen\ag‘e o(l;"over‘tw )
. . . : ‘ Child Support Order as Percent of - Effective Tax Rate ) o “ L - -
Married Custodial  Moncustodial Noncustodial Parent's Earnings " on Child Support Married Custodial Family Noncustodial Parent Marriage Penalty {Bonus)
Family’ Family Parent Current Law Proposal Current Law Proposal Current Law - Current Law  Proposal - Current Law “Proposal Current Law . -Proposal
10,000~ O 10,000 21:9‘ . 118 80.9 {270.0) 95.0‘ 51.8 -82.4 728 '8417 L (35.0)- "~ {11.8)

10,000 2,500 7,500 228 - 85 755 (270.1) 91.8 658 82.8 56.8 68.9 . (29.4) (14.4)
10,000 - 5,000 5,000 23.1 4.6 41.9 {269.9) 88.7 "74.2 75.6 384 498.5 - {284) . (23.3)¢
15,000 o 15,000 ' 211 16.2 80.0 (106.0) - 110.4 . 535 86, 8/ ) .1(54;5 113.3 {(37.0). (13.3)
15,000 3,750 11,250 217 ©12.8 60.8 (143.3) 105.7 - 73.2 92 6 .80.7 92.7 - {29.8) {13.1)
15,000, 7,500 7,500 . 228 8.5 30.0 (108.0) 101.0 829 951 56.9 68.9- (22.1) (16.1) -

20,0000 20,000 T 206" 89 T T TeE3T T (285) 12307 588 . 849 1362 1404 (341)  (165)
20,000 5,000 156,000 ) . 211 16.2 34.3 (33.5) 116.8 84.9 93.8 . 1048 113.3 (24.2) {15.3) -
20,000 10,000 10,000 21.8 -11.9 30.0 - {(100.0}- 113.0 112.6 118.1 728 84.7 {15.9) (7.3)
25000 0 . 25000 204 20.4 610 a4 136.3 638 85.8 1679 . 167.9 (819  (18.4)
25,000 6,250 18,750 20.7 18.4 - 300 (22.6) 1251 . .86.7 108.1 ©128.3 133.6- {16.1) (7.0)

_ 25000 12500 . 12500 . .. 214 140 800 . _(430)._. - 1219 . — 1269 1317 . © --8BE - - 99T - (100) ~  (27)
30000 0 30,000 202 20.2. 561 . 259 1516 69.0 83.0 199.6  199.6 G17) (@3.1)

30,000 7.500 1 22,500 20.5 19.8 30.0 (10.8) . 138.1 108.4 1214 152.0 153.9 (12.7) . (4.0 :

.~ 30,000 © 15,000 15,000 214 - 16.2 60.2 413 137.2 . 130.2 131.5 1045 ~ 1133 {17.0) (12.8) i
35.000 0 - 35,000 201 ‘ 20.1-' o 525 - 267 173.0 74.2 . 88.0 o 2313 .- 2313 {37.8) . - .(29.2)

- 35,000 8,750 26,250 7 203 20.3 30.0 (3. 9) 158.7 1214 135.2 1758 175.8 (16.1) (7.7
35,000 17,500 17,500 '203‘ 17.7 0.0 T (170) 158.7 146.6 1465 - 120.3 126.8 {22.3) (19.9)
40,000 0 40,000 20.0 20.0 49.8 271 1946 793, 93.2 © 263.0  263.0 (43.7) (35.2)

40,000 10,000 30,000 20.2 20.2 © 30.0 - 2.7 180.3 133.3. 145.9 - 199.6 199.6 ~{21.2) (13.4) .
40,000 20,000 20,000 18.9 0.0 (4.0) 180.3 - 163.0 1 36.2 140.4 (27.0)

(27.8)

Note: Calculations use 1998 Texas child support and TANF parameters and federal tax and fbod stamp paramelers but assume the $500 child tax credit is fully phésed in {even though this will not be the case unti! 1939).

1 The poverty threshold for the marred family is the threshold for a family of 4, or $16,766 in 1998; the poverty threshold for the custodial family is the threshold for a family of 3, or $13,086 in 1998; the poverty threshokd for lhe
noncustodial parent is the poverty threshold for one person, or $8,358 in 1898; and the poverty mrashold for the cuslod:al and noncustodlat combined families Is the poverty threshold fora famuy of 3 plus the poverty threshold for
one person, or $13,086 plus $8,359 ($21,445) In 1858. )
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| CVAosts and Impacts

- Still need more work to estabhsh the cost and 1mpacts of
implementing the proposed model

Know that 4.2 million female-headed families with
children have income below the poverty line and therefore |
1eave substantial amounts of child tax benefits “unused”

Know that $2. 9 b1lhon in child support pald on behalf of
AFDC farmhes | | ~ ' |

Know that 32 percent of women below poverty with

- children receive child support payments
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AN INCENTIVE PLAN TO PROMOTE THE PAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT

'

by Wendell Primus and Esther Rosenbaum

Introduction ,

As welfare reform encourages families to rely on earnings and eventually moves
them off of public assistance, income from the child support system will become an
increasingly more important 'mechanism for providing income to children in single-
parent, low-income families.. Unfortunately for many of these children, only a small
portion of noncustodial parents pay child support. The reasons for non-payment vary.
Many noncustodial parents do not pay because they are unemployed or
underemployed. Some view the system as unfair or inefficient because their payments
do not seem to increase their children’s well-being or because of the system’s
inflexibility in modifying and adjusting orders and in its arrearage policies. In other
cases, paternity has not been established and/or there is no child support order or the
father cannot be located, so child support cannot be collected.

The Child Support Incentive Payment (CSIP) described in this paper attempts to
increase the income and well-being of these children by creating incentives for the good
behaviors of working and paying child support — just as the earned income tax credit
increases the incentives to enter the laboriforce and increases the earnings of custodial
parents.! !

i

The CSIP creates these incentives by:

. increasing the CSIP benefit as child support payments and earnings increase,
rewarding both work and the payment of child support;

. not depriving children of tax credits and exemptions which benefit low-income
families solely because their paren,ts do not live together;

. providing noncustodlal parents with the same earnings and tax incentives as
custodial parents.

! Robert Greenstein and Isaac Sﬁapiro. New Research Findings on the Effects of the Earned Income Tax
Credit. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 16, 1998, pp. 4-5.



Background

Currently, only a small fraction of children ir single-parent families receive child
support from their noncustodial parent. For example?, in 1995, California collected only
$599 million, or 38 percent, of the $1.6 billion dollars owed in current child support
payments. Collections were received on only 197,000 of the 526,000 child support

orders.’ These numbers substantlally understate the amount of potential child support .

payments that go uncollected. For two million children in California’s child support
program, paternity or child support orders never have been established in the first
place.*

Given the specter of t1me limits in the new welfare law, the financial well-being
of poor children in single-parent families will be increasingly reliant on a combination
of their mothers” and fathers” earnings (whether in addition to or in place of
government assistance) if they are to have any chance of escaping poverty. It is
important, therefore, for states to ensure that more child support orders are established
and paid and that more of the child support payments actually reach the children to
improve their well-being.

Noncustodial parents ;with children receiving cash assistance are often reluctant
to pay — and sometimes go to great lengths not to pay — their child support orders
because they do not feel that the payments are actually benefitting their children.® Prior
to the mid-1980s, all child support collected on behalf of welfare-receiving families was
retained by the government as reimbursement for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) payments to the family.® This was a contributing factor to the
reluctance of noncustodiai parents to pay child support. To help address this problem,
the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 changed the provisions governing distribution of
child support to families receiving AFDC by "passing through” up to $50 of child
support collected by the Chﬂd Support Enforcement Office to the AFDC family.

!

% While the CSIP is intended to be a nation-wide program, it was first conceived in the context of
California and therefore, California will be used as an example throughout the paper.

3 us. Department of Health anc;i Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of
Child Support Enforcement. The Twentieth Annual Report to Congress. Tables 68, 69, 74 and 75.

* Calculated from data from Tables 32 and 33 of The Twentieth Annual Report to Congress.

5 Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Matching Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform
from the Parents’ Fair Share Pilot Phase. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994, p.74.

® With one minor exception: in aipproximately 11 states with "fill the gap" policies, not all of the child
support collected was retained.
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However, the 1996 welfare law repealed this pass-through requirement.
Therefore, states are now free to continue the pass-through, completely eliminate it, or
expand it. Sixteen states have chosen to continue the pass-through, 33 states have
completely eliminated it, and two states have expanded it.” One state — W1sconsm -
~ passes through the entire amount of child support that is paid.

Even in those states, like California, that have retained the $50 pass—thrdugh to
custodial families, these funds are usually partially offset by a reduction in food stamp
benefits (since most low-income families receive both TANF and food stamps), further
reducing the amount by which the child is made better off by the child support
payment. For example, if a noncustodial parent pays $250 in child support, $50 is
passed through, but food stamp benefits to the custodial family are reduced by $15 as a
result of the increase in income. Thus, his child will only be made better off by $35.
This high rate of effective taxation (essentially an 86 percent tax rate) provides the
noncustodial parent with little incentive to pay his child support obligation.

For noncustodial parents both with and without children receiving cash
assistance, making the required payments is often very difficult because these parents
move in and out of the labor force without their orders always being adjusted and -
because they are often under-employed. Low-income noncustodial parents who are
presented with support obligations that far exceed their ability to pay or are not
adjusted appropriately when their earmngs decrease may also deem the child support
system to be fundamentally unfair.® As a result, many of these noncustodial parents do
not make the required child support payments and accumulate a debt in the amount of
owed child support; are charged with paying retroactive support and Medicaid
childbirth costs (plus interest and court costs) dating back to the time the child first
received AFDC or TANF and in some states dating back to the child’s birth; or default
on their orders and as a result incur fines, have their wages withheld, or have liens
placed on their property.

The existence of this child support’ ‘debt — which can be substantial — can be
dauntmg to noncustodial parents in low-wage jobs. Because the noncustodial parents
may feel they never will be able to pay off their child support fully even if they are

*working, these arrearages may actually deter them from seeking stable employment or

1

Paula Roberts. State Action Re $50 Pass-ti:mugh and Disregard. Center for Law and Social Policy,
January 1998. :

8 See Matchin g Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform from the Parents’ Fair Share
Pilot Phase, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994, pp. 74-5 and Working with Low-
Income Cases: Lessons for the Child Support Enforcement Systent from Parents’ Fair Share, Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, May 1998, pp. 12-3.
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making child support payments, encourage them to move into the underground
economy, or cause them to completely sever ties with the family. While the child
support enforcement system has various methods of dealii:z with non-payment of child
support orders and collection of past-due orders, such as withholding wages, placing
liens on property, revoking licenses and tracking noncustodial parents through
federally mandated computer systems, these methods often do not result in increased
payments — especially when the noncustodial parent has little or no income or assets.

In order to overcome these obstacles in the child support system and to provide
benefits to children based on the good behaviors of their parents, an improved child
support system should consist of five additional components:

. provision of employmént services to unemployed and under-employed fathers;
. provision of peer suppbrt and mediation services;

! ,
. modification of selected child support policies including more flexible

modification of orders, arrearage policies and allowing in-kind services to
substitute for cash; |
t ;
. substantial disregards of the noncustodial parent’s child support payments in
means-tested programs such as TANF;

. and a Child Support Incentive Payment (CSIP) for noncustodial parents.

This paper will describe in detail this last component. This would be an
especially effective addition in California counties (such as the Parent’s Fair Share site in
Los Angeles) where monies and programs already have been targeted for the first two
components, including services which aid noncustodial parents in getting employed
and increasing their earnings and living standards. The final two components help
translate these earnings into increased child support payments, thus improving the
well-being of children. ‘ '

Rationale

Custodial parents are provided with work incentives through the tax system that
are not available to noncustodial parents because they are based on the presence of
dependent children in the home. The federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), for
example, effectively increases'the well-being of children at low-income levels. The EITC
encourages custodial parents to work by acting as a wage supplement that increases as
earnings increase for workers with very low earnings. However, noncustodial parents
do not qualify for the family EITC, and only a few may qualify for a very small EITC

!




benefit provided to workers v;vithout a child in the home.

Also available to the custodial parent are a $500 per child tax credit, exemptions
for dependent children, a head-of-household deduction and similar state tax credits and
exemptions. These benefits are largely based on the presence of children and are
contingent upon the custodial parent having earnings that are large enough for the
exemptions or non-refundable credits to actually reduce tax liability. It is logical for the
- system to prov1de custodial and noncustodial parents with these same incentives to .
work, especially since unemployment is one of the major barriers that noncustodial
parents face in paying child support.

In addition, children who do not live with both parents often do not reap the full
potential of these child tax benefits. For example, in families where the children live
" with only one parent, the benefits that the children receive from the federal EITC are
based only on the earnings of the custodial parent. If increasing child support payment
and thereby increasing child well-being are goals of the child support enforcement
system, then it seems logical to provide noncustodial parents with the same incentives
as custodial parents to work and support their children and to allow low-income
children to benefit from these: tax credits that were designed to assist them.

However, providing an EITC in the absence of other coordmated policies to
noncustodial parents who do'not pay child support would probably not be politically
feasible, nor substantively sound policy. In the case of noncustodial parents, not only
are incentives needed to increase earnings, but those increased earnings must also

_improve the welfare of their children. Therefore, simply increasing earnings and
providing more support to the noncustodial parent would not be politically acceptable.
Only if these increased earnings translate into additional child support would the
incentive be politically feasible.

However, it is also necessary to ensure that the additional benefit to the children
from the noncustodial parent.does not make the family better-off by living apart.
Rather, the incentive should motivate the noncustodial parent to pay child support by
making available the "unused" child tax benefits that the children could receive if the
parents were together. To ensure that no incentive exists for living apart, the CSIP is
based upon the benefits and incentives that would be available to the children in a
family if both of their parents were living and raising their children in one family unit.

The proposed plan would match the child support paid by the noncustodial
parent with the unutilized child tax credits from the custodial parent. If the
noncustodial parent paid his entire order, his children would receive the full amount of
unused child tax benefits. The CSIP would increase the well-being of low-income
children by calculating benefits based on the eammgs of both parents and would

i
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provide an increased incentive for the noncustodial parent to work and pay child
suppeort. :

The-main incentive for the noncustodial parent to cooperate with the custodial
parent and the child support office and turn over the necessary documentation for his
family’s CSIP eligibility would be the direct increase to his children’s well-being that
results from the CSIP. For those noncustodial parents with children receiving cash
assistance and therefore are not actually receiving any of the paid child support, the
CSIP would make the noncustodial parents feel as though the child support they are
paying is directly improving the well-being of their children. For those noncustodial
parents without children receiving cash assistance, the CSIP would supplement their
efforts to pay child support and would allow them to feel as though the sacrifice they
are making in giving up some of their limited incomes to their children has an actual
impact on their well-being. The CSIP would also provide a monetary incentive to the
noncustodial parent to participate by reducing his arrearages by the amount of CSIP
that is paid to-the custodial family.

‘Since large child support debts may deter many noncustodial parents from
seeking gainful employment or paying current child support, reducing their arrearages
by the amount of the CSIP should provide these noncustodial parents with increased
incentives to work and pay their current orders. Many of these debts are incurred when
these noncustodial parents become unemployed but the child support enforcement
system is not responsive enough to their movement in and out of the labor force and
often does not adjust their orders accordingly.’ Rewarding payment of current child
support by reducing these debts, therefore, will not only make these noncustodial
parents better able to pay their current orders, but also may help restore some of their
faith in the child support system.

Conceptual Design of the Child Suppoft Incentive Payment

The CSIP is based upofn several principles:

. Children should not bé deprived of tax credits and exemptions which benefit
low- and moderate-income families solely because their parents do not live
together. ‘

. The value of the child tax benefits should not be greater because the biological

parents are not living together.

i

® See Matching Opportunities to dbligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform from the Parents’ Fair Share
Pilot Phase, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994, Chapter 6. -
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. Noncustodial parents should have the same incentives to work and support their
children as custodial parents.

The CSIP would encourage noncustodial parents to work and pay child support
by providing their children with benefits that are a function of these behaviors. Up to a
certain maximum, the greater the child support payment by the noncustodial parent,
the greater the benefit received by the children. And, an increase in the noncustodial
parent’s earnings translates into a direct increase in their children’s benefits.

i A

The tax code contains a number of provisions that benefit children in low-income
families, such as the head-of-household deduction, personal exemptions, child tax
credits and the EITC. .These provisions, however, generally only benefit low-income
families that have at least some earnings. For example, only families with income at
least as great as the total of their personal exemptions can receive the full benefit of the
exemptions. Also, because the child tax credit is not refundable (except in limited
circumstances), families without any tax liability receive no benefits from the credit.
Because many custodial parents have little or no income, they are unable to take full
advantage of these tax provisions.

Meanwhile, it is possible that noncustodial parents have income that is low
enough to qualify for these provisions yet high enough that they are able to gain some
benefit from the credits and exemptions. However, they are not eligible to receive these
credits and exemptions, because their children do not live with them. Children whose
parents do not live together are therefore deprived of the benefits of the tax code
provisions that were specifically established to assist them because they cannot take
advantage of both parents’ incomes.

For example, because the EITC increases with earnings in the phase-in range,
children whose custodial parents only earn enough income to be on the up-slope of the
benefit structure could possibly receive the maximum EITC benefit if their noncustodial
parents’ earnings were taken into account (as in the CSIP calculation). Under the
current system, however, the children do not benefit from the noncustodial parent’s
income because only custodial parents qualify for the federal EITC.

The CSIP would remedy this by providing the children with a benefit
determined by finding the portlons of the child tax benefits that are not used by the
custodial parent and — just as businesses trade corporate tax credits with each other —
transferring them to the noncustodial parent if his income qualifies him, as if he could
. claim the children as dependents. However, the children will only receive a payment if
the noncustodial parent pays. child support

In order to calculate th‘e CSIP benefit for a particular family, a state’s child



support enforcement agency would use the previous year’s tax returns for both the
custodial and noncustodial parent to examine five types of tax benefits: the EITC, the
federal head-of-household deduction, personal exemptions and Child Tax Credit and
state tax provisions for low-income families. The CSIP amount would be based on the
difference between what wotild have been available under the combined income of the
custodial and noncustodial parents, and the amount of credits and exemptions actually
taken by the custodial parent. The children would then receive a share of these unused
child tax benefits proportional to the share of the child support order paid by the
" noncustodial parent. For example, if the noncustodial parent paid 80 percent of his
child support order, the children would receive a benefit equal to 80 percent of the
calculated unused credits, spread out over the year. |

In addition to the beneflt to the custodial family, the noncustodial parent would
benefit by having his arrearages reduced by the amount of CSIP paid to the custodial
family, thereby creating an incentive for him to cooperate with the custodial parent and
the child support office and submit the required documents for his family’s eligibility.

!
: The unused credits would be calculated by adding together the amount of the
EITC based on both parents’ éarnings that exceeds the amount of EITC actually

received by the custodial parent, the amount of the head-of-household deduction and
child personal exemptions that the custodial parent did not use because her earnings
were too small, but the noncustodial parent’s earnings qualify him for and the amount
of the child tax credit that the custodial parent did not use because her tax liability was
too small, but the noncustodial parent’s tax liability qualifies him for (and state child tax
benefits and credits if applicable). Once the maximum possible benefit is calculated, a
matching rate is determined that is equivalent to the proportion of his child support
order the noncustodial parent pays, but which cannot exceed three-for-one. A much
more detailed explanation of these calculations can be found in the appendix.

Interaction With Other Programs

One concern that always arises when designing a new incentive program is how
it will interact with other income security programs. ‘Although as described later, CSIP
will not be administered by the tax system, conceptually it is designed as a tax benefit
based upon income received during one calendar year. Thus it should be treated the
same as other tax benefits, such as the EITC, and should not be counted as income when
calculating benefits for other means-tested programs like TANF, food stamps, or low-
income housing." ’

10 Under AFDC, the EITC was nét counted as income. Under TANF, the definition of income is left up
to the states, however, most states have chosen not to count the EITC as income.

| 8
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One of the reasons the EITC is not counted as income when determining benefits
is that eligibility is based upon annual earnings. The other means-tested benefits are
based upon monthly income and thus real problems ensue in estimating the amount of
the EITC that is actually earned when calculating monthly benefits under these other
means-tested benefit programs. The same issues apply to the CSIP. In addition, the fact
that the CSIP will be completely disregarded will simplify its calculation and
administration. ‘

!

Impact of the CSIP |

The following table shows the maximum possible CSIP subsidy for families with
various levels of income. The subsidy levels were calculated using the above
methodology according to the 1998 federal income tax parameters, but assuming the
$500 child tax credit is fully phased in (even though this will not be the case until 1999)
and considering the mother as the custodial parent and the father as the noncustodial
parent. The calculations also'assume that the parents have no income other than
earnings and no credits other than the child tax credit and the earned income credit.
The actual benefit received by each individual custodial family will depend on the size
of that family’s child supportiorder, the portion of the order paid by the noncustodial
parent, and the cap on the matching rate, if applicable. The matching rate limit will
probably apply to many of the families eligible for the largest possible subsidies where
the noncustodial parents’ earnings are very low — families in the upper left-hand corner
of the table (because the chlld support order will therefore also be low).

The table shows that the most substantial subsidies will be available to custodial
parents with earnings of $4,000 or less. For example, a custodial mother with no
earnings and a noncustodial father earning $12,000 per year with two children could
yield a maximum possible CSIP of $5,504. A custodial mother earning $4,000 per year
and a noncustodial father eammg $8,000 per year with two children could yield a
maximum CSIP benefit of $3,304. This is important for several reasons. First, it shows
that the program is well targeted, as the largest subsidies would be available to those
who are most in need and the subsidies would decrease as the custodial parents’
earnings increase (and need decreases)

Second, a large number of eligible families would fall into this Iowest-earnmgs
range where the subsidies are largest — the larger the subsidy, the larger the incentive
for the noncustodial parent to work and pay child support. In fact, the average
earnings of persons in female-headed families with children below the poverty line in
1996 was $3,642. Therefore, the average poor custodial family would be eligible for a
substantial subsidy. In 1996, some 40 percent of female-headed families with children
below the poverty line had no earnings, placing them in the first column of the table
(assuming the noncustodial parent has some earnings). In addition, for those female-


http:rate,.if

Maximum Possible CSIP SUbsidy for Selected Earnings Levels
for Families with One or Two Children

Mother’s AGI (earnings)

$0 $4,000
1 child 2 children . 1 child 2 children

$8,000
1 child 2 children

$12,000

1 child 2 children

$16,000
1 child - 2 children

$8,000  $3,614  $4,048 $1,654  $3,304 $905 $953 $447  $1,353 .
Father’s o ‘ |
AGI  $12,000  $3614 $5504  §1266  $2516  $905  $1553 447 §1353
- (earnings) ‘ V , | A
'$16,000  $3,016  $4,716 $1,243  $2,078 $905  $1,810 $447  $1,353
$20,000° $2.587 $3,873 '$905  $1,810  $447  $1,353

" $1,243  $2,148

$0 §752
$0 8752
$0 $752
$0  §$752

Note: Assume no income other than eamings and no credits other than the child tax credit and the earned income credit. Calculations use 1998 federal income

tax parameters, but assume the $500 child tax credit is fully phased in (even though this will not be the case until 1999).
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headed families with children below the poverty line which were receiving an EITC in
1996, the average value of the EITC was only $966, leaving much of the EITC
"unused."™ |

Administration

Because of the records required to. determine the benefit level, the need for up-to-
date accounting of child support payments and the necessary outreach to families -
involved in the child support system, the CSIP payment would have to be ad ministered
by the local Child Support Enforcement Office. All noncustodial and custodial parents
in the child support system would be required to turn over copies of their tax returns to
the state or local CSE office so that the amount of unused credits could be determined.'
To encourage noncustodial parents to cooperate, the CSE office should also make sure
that noncustodial parents understand that their arrearages will be reduced by the
amount of CSIP that the custod1a1 family receives.

After the tax returns o_f both parties are filed, child support payments for the year
would be estimated based on the payments made so far in the current year. The CSE
office would calculate the unused child tax benefits for the year for each specific family.
The office would then determine the CSIP based on child support paid. These
calculations will yield different unused benefit levels and different matchmg rates for
each family that will change from year to year. The complexities of the calculations
would be programed into a computer. The CSE worker would enter the required
information from the tax returns and child support payment records into the computer
and the program would calculate a unique benefit level for each family. In order for the

-iricentives to work, however, the CSE office must make sure that parents understand
the basic features of the CSIP. — to the extent the noncustodial parent pays child
support, those payments are matched at a given rate and additional payments are made
to the child.

In most cases the calculations required are based entirely upon history —
earnings and taxes paid in the previous year. However, if the noncustodial parent had
little or no earnings in the previous year, but increased earnings in the current year,

_there would be very little benefit from the CSIP in the current year and the noncustodial

3

' Center on Budget and Policy Priorities analysis of CPS data.

2 In many states, the CSE office already has access to parents’ tax returns and/or the authority to
request submission of tax returns, W-2s, payroll stubs, etc. in order to determine the earnings of the
parents for the purpose of establishing or modifying child support orders. This requirement, therefore,
would not really alter the information-gathering authority of the CSE office or the relationship between
the case worker and the parents or.increase the amount of information on the noncustodial parent’s
earnings and employment that the!office would have access to.

I
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parent would therefore not be rewarded for his increased earnings until the following
year. This could occur if, for example, a parent recently got out of jail or just recentily
became employed as a result of employment services. In these cases, the CSE office
would have to make the calculations described above on the basis of current year
noncustodial parent earmngs The custodial parent’s earnings and taxes would always
be based upon last year. Thus, for noncustodial parents with very low earnings —
earnings below the poverty line for a family of three (assuming two children) —in the
previous year, the CSE office will have to re-calculate the CSIP if earnings increase in
the current year. ‘ ’

The noncustodial parent’s earnings will have to be reported quarterly and
annualized to allow the CSIP to be adjusted for any changes in earnings levels. If the
noncustodial parent’s earnings fluctuate in the current year then the CSIP that was
calculated based on the previous year’s earnings serves as the CSIP floor, below which
- the maximum benefit level for the current year cannot drop. When current earnings
rise above the previous year’s level, the CSIP would be re-calculated using current
earnings and the current year’s EITC benefit structure, thus creating an incentive to
increase earnings. When current earnings fall below the previous year’s level, the
maximum CSIP equals the floor set by the previous year’s earnings.

The office would determine the CSIP as early in the year as possible and begin
making monthly payments (based on the payment for the entire year) to the custodial
parent until the next year’s tax return is filed and the CSIP is re-calculated.

The office would have some flexibility in determining how and when to
distribute these benefits and combine them with child support payments. For example,
if the noncustodial parent did not pay his child support in one month because of job
loss or a decrease in earnings, the child support office could increase that month’s CSIP
benefit (and thereby reduce the remaining months’ payments) in order to balance out
the loss of child support. Or, if the noncustodial parent became unemployed during the
year, then his order would be adjusted accordingly and he would probably not be
making any payments during his period of unemployment.

These ad]ustments could affect both the amount of child support paid and the
amount of the CSIP. If the chﬂd support order is reduced, but the noncustodial parent
mairitains his payment level, then the proportion of his order paid would increase and
50 could the CSIP matching rate (although it could not increase above the three-for-one
limit). However, even if the child support order is reduced and the noncustodial parent
adjusts his payment accordmgly, the CSIP matching rate which has already been
established for that family fog the current year could not go down.

At the end of the year, the CSE office will reconcile the appropriate CSIP based
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on actual child support paid.. In the very rare instances where the family has been paid
too much CSIP for the year, an adjustment can be made to the next year’s CSIP
paymeriis so that at the end of the next year, the famﬂy has received the accurate sum of
child support payments and CSIP

There is very little chance for fraud in the CSIP system as outlined in this paper.
The amount of payment depends entirely upon copies of tax returns and actual child
support payments that flow through the Child Support Enforcement Office. The family
is not eligible for CSIP payments if these conditions are not met. In fact, as explained
later, there is a good chance that this proposal will actually reduce erroneous claiming of
child tax benefits under current tax law.

The Child Support Enforcernent Offi'ce and the welfare office would be expected
to disseminate information to parents about how the CSIP program works and about
how the benefits are determined so that parents would be encouraged to participate
and be aware of what behavior changes on their part could increase their children’s
benefit levels, i.e. an increase in work or an increase in child support paid.

Financing .

This proposal was originally designed from the point of view of California,
which is required by state law to implement child support assurance proposals in three
counties. In California and other such states, the CSIP could be funded by state
budgetary surpluses or states could finance the CSIP for TANF families with state
maintenance-of-effort (MOE) ‘funds

In the long run the program should be financed with federal dollars, just as the
EITC and the child tax credits are financed federally. The administrative costs would be
shared on the same basis as the current funding of the child support program — 66
percent federal dollars and 34 percent state dollars. However, states which choose to
include state tax credits in the calculation of the CSIP will be responsible for funding
this portion on their own.

Advantages of the CSIP

While the explicit purpose of this incentive payment is to increase payment of
child support orders, it also has other positive implications. As mentioned earlier, the
CSIP would provide noncustodial parents with increased incentives not only to pay
child support, but also to work

Noncustodial parents wﬂl have an incentive to work because increasing their
current earnings will result in a direct increase in the potential benefits that their

]
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children can receive. This gwes noncustodial parents the opportumty to not only
improve the well-being of their children, but improves the link in the noncustodial
parents’ minds between their actions and the well-being of their children.

The resulting CSIP will also ensure that there is a direct connection between child
support paid and benefits received by the child. The increased benefits to their children
will make noncustodial parents feel more connected with their children, which could
lead to increased involvement in other areas of the child’s life. It could also change
substantially the dynamics between the two parents. Payment of child support by low-
income noncustodial parents directly increases the welfare of the custodial parent.
Thus, there might be less resistance to child visitation and access.”® There also might be
less reluctance to have an order modified:in a downward direction when the
noncustodial parents loses a )ob because the CSIP would make up all or part of the
difference. ' '

In addition, the CSIP will give noncustodial parents more faith in the child
support system because they will see that the child support that they are paying is
actually benefitting their children. Because noncustodial parents will be informed that
the CSIP is designed so that 1f the full order is paid, then the all of the maximum benefit
is paid to their children, they will be aware that paying child support will directly
increase the well-being of thexr children and thereby will be encouraged to pay the full

order.

The collection of tax returns by thelocal child support office for the purpose of
calculating the CSIP-will provide the office with more accurate information on
noncustodial parents” ability to pay. In this way, the CSIP may help the child support
office to alter existing child support orders more accurately to reflect changes in the
noncustodial parent’s ability to pay (such as becoming unemployed or in taking a
higher paying job). ;

Also, admm1strat10n of the CSIP could help reduce several kinds of tax fraud that
are currently occurring. First, because tax forms of the mothers and fathers will be
compared, noncustodial parents who illegally claim their children as dependents can be
discovered. Second, there has been a continuing debate over the EITC error rate and
legislation was passed in both 1996 and 1997 to try to eliminate some of the errors. It is
believed that "all viable ideas to reduce errors and achieve savings through legislative

i
;
i

> The proposal is not intended to encourage interaction in cases where there is a history of domestic
violence, abuse, etc. However, even in these cases, the CSIP would at least allow a greater portion of the
monetary support provided by the noncustodial parent to benefit his children.

‘
i
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action appear to have been a}dopted.

The administration of the CSIP would provide one new way to reduce some of
the EITC error. Some 39 percent of the EITC errors among families with children (both
intentional and unintentional) are due to child residency rules.”® In other words, a
parent or guardian who should not be claiming an EITC because legally the children do
not reside with him, is recewmg a benefit. Being able to compare the custodial and
noncustodial parents’ tax returns through administration of the CSIP could enable child
support administrators to identify noncustodial parents who are fraudulently or
inadvertently double-claiming the EITC, report this information to the Internal Revenue
Service, and thereby help to further reduce EITC errors. This might also offset the cost
of this proposal to a sxgmflcant extent.

Finally, because the CSIP is a function of child support paid, noncustodial
parents would be encouraged to pay child support through the system, rather than
underground because their children can only receive the CSIP if their payments are
recorded. This feature of the!CSIP also eliminates any possibility of underreporting of
child support payments by the custodial parent in order to get a bigger benefit because .
the CSIP will only count chlld support payments made through the child support office.

Conclusion

The CSIP attempts to correct for the disincentives that currently exist in the child
support system for noncustodial parents by providing noncustodial parents with the
same incentives as custodial parents to work and support their children, without
allowing a family to becoine better-off by splitting up.

The CSIP accomphshes this by providing benefits to children based upon child
support paid by the noncustodxal parent and "unused" tax credits from the custodial
parent. The CSIP would increase the well-being of low-income children by calculating
benefits based on the earnings of both parents and would provide increased incentives
for the noncustodial parent to work and pay child support.

In addition to the explicit purpose of increasing payment of child support orders,
the CSIP also has the potentiai to make noncustodial parents feel more connected with
their children; give noncustodial parents more faith in the child support system;

i
H

}
" Robert Greenstein. "The Earned Income Tax Credit and Error Rates.” Center on Budget and Policy

Priorities, February 25,1998, p. 1.
1

' Robert Greenstein. "The Earnéd Income Tax Credit and Error Rates.” Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities, February 25, 1998, pp. 6-7. :
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increase the accuracy of alterations to existing child support orders; reduce the potential
for several kinds of tax fraud; and encourage noncustodial parents to make payments to
the child support system, rather than under the table.

i
1
)
1

i

16



APPENDIX

Detailed Explanation of Hdw the CSIP Benefit is Calculated

Calculating the CSIP &enefit involves two steps. The first step is to calculate the
. amount of "unused" child tax benefits/credits based on income from the custodial and
noncustodial parents in the pr1or calendar year. These include potentially five types of
tax benefits:

t
[
i

1. the umised EITC,

Ay

2. the unused amount of the head-of-household deduction,
3.  unused child personal exémptions,

4. the unused amount ofﬁ the new child tax credit and

5. similar state child tax inenefité /credits.

The second step is to determine what p}oportion of the child support order has been
paid by the noncustodial parent in the current year, apply this same proportion to the
value of unused tax benefits calculated in step one and pay the child this amount as a
match to the payment of child support by the noncustodial parent.
|

_The first calculation in step one determines the "unused EITC." If the custodial
parent has more earnings in the preceding year than the maximum allowed to receive
the EITC ($30,095 for a family with two children in 1998), then there is no unused EITC.
If the custodial parent has no earnings, then the unused EITC could potentially equal
the maximum possible value‘ of the credlt or $3,756 for a family with two children in

. 1998.

)
i
!

The unused EITC would be calculated by adding together the mother’s and
father’s earnings from the previous year, determining the EITC benefit for the
combined earnings of the parents (using the federal EITC benefit structure), and
subtracting out the EITC benefit that the custodiai parent already received on her own.

For example, suppose the custodial parent of two children earns $5,000 and the
noncustodial parent earns $10,000 in the previous year. The custodial parent’s EITC would be
$2,000, so there is potentially some unused credit. Combining their earnings would push them
into the phaseout range of the EITC (which begins at $12,260 in 1998). So, their combined
earnings of $15,000 would yield a credit of $3,179. To get the unused EITC, the custodial

i
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parent’s credit of $2,000 is subt;mctedﬁom the $3,179 to get an unused EITC of $1,179.
! .

The next part in stép one is to calculate the amount of the head-of-household
deduction that is not utilized by the custodial parent. If the custodial parent had any
tax liability, then it follows that all of the deduction was used and there is no potential
unused benefit. Otherwise, the amount of the unused deduction can be determined by
comparing the custodial parent’s adjusted gross income (AGI) to the'standard
deduction amount ($6,250 in'1998) — if AGI is greater than $6,250 then there is no
unused deduction and if AGI is less than $6,250 then the unused deduction equals the
difference between $6,250 and the custodial parent’s AGI. This amount is then
multiplied by 15 percent to translate the income deduction into a tax credit value.'

Next, the amount of unused personal child tax exemptions is calculated. If there
was any federal tax liability, then all of the child tax exemptions were used and there is
no potential unused benefit Conversely, if there was any unused head-of-household
deduction in the previous calculation, then all of the child exemptions remain unused.
In this case, the actual unused exemptions are calculated by simply multiplying the
number of children by the exemption amount ($2,700 in 1998). Otherwise, the amount
of the unused child personal exemptions can be determined by subtracting the head-of-
household standard deduction amount and the adult personal exemption from the
custodial parent’s adjusted gross income (AGI). If the result is negative or zero, then all
of the child exemptions remain unused and the actual amount of the unused ’
exemptions is again calculatéd by simply multiplying the number of child dependents
the custodial parent could claim by the exemption amount. If the result is positive, this
amount subtracted from the product of the number of child dependents she claims
multiplied by the-exemption 'amount yields the value of the unused child tax
exemptions. The value of the unused child tax exemptions is multiplied by 15 percent
to convert it to a credit amount. ‘

The final calculation in step one determines the amount of any unused child tax
credits. The amount of the child tax credit utilized by the custodial parent can be easily
discerned by looking at the custodial parent’s tax return. If the entire $500 ($400 in
1998) credit per child has been used, then there is no unused child tax credit. If the
custodial parent has utilized less than $500 per child then there is potentially some
unused credit. However, the principle that these tax credits can not make the family
where the mother and fatherare living apart better off than if they were living together
comes into play. For example, if both the custodial and noncustodial parent earned
$4,000 each and lived together they would have been ineligible for any child tax credit.
Therefore, this family should not receive any benefit from the child tax credit when they

'8 Here it is assumed that most of the people who will be eligible for a CSIP benefit will be in the 15
percent tax bracket.
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are living apart. To find the correct amount, the custodial parent’s earnings would be
added to the noncustodial parent’s taxable income (AGI minus his deductions and
exemptions) and the calculated unused head-of-househoid deduction and unused child
exemptions would be subtracted. The appropriate tax rate would be applied to this
adjusted taxable income to find the adjusted tax liability, a child tax credit amount
would be determined for this adjusted tax liability (using the federal child tax credit
parameters), and the child tax credit that the custodlal parent already received on her
own would be subtracted out

The "total unused tax fcredits“ are determined by adding together the previously
calculated unused EITC, umisec% head-of-household deduction, unused child tax
exemptions, unused child tax credit, and any unused portions of state tax credits or
exemptions (if California, orany state, chooses to add these). This total becomes the
maximum possible CSIP for that particular family.

The next step is to determine what proportion of this maximum the children will
receive. If the noncustodial parent pays the entire amount of his order that year, then
his children will receive the full amount of the unused credits. If he pays anything less
than the full amount {based on the payments that have been made so far in that year),
then his children will receive that same proportion of the unused credits. In other
words, the more of his order the noncustodial parent pays, the more of the unused
credits his children will receive.

For example, suppose a family’s total unused credits equal $2,000 and the noncustodial
parent has a child support order. of $4,000 for that year. If the noncustodial parent pays $2,000
that year, or one-half of his order, then the CSIP paid to hzs child would equal one-half of the
family’s total unused credits, or $1 000.

However, a limit is placed on amount of CSIP benefit paid to the custodial family
for each dollar of child support paid by the noncustodial parent. This limit on the
"matching rate” is set at three. In other words, for every dollar of child support paid,
the custodial family cannot receive more than three dollars of CSIP, no matter what
proportion of the order is actually paid.” :

Once the matching ratie is established for the particular family, it stays fixed for

i
'

V. This maximum matching rate'is based on the incentive (40 percent) a custodial parent receives from
the EITC with eamnings in the up-slope of the EITC benefit structure. Instead, the child support order
was used as a proxy for earnings and then a maximum matching rate was calculated that would provide
an equivalent incentive to the noncustodial parent to pay child support. Since the average child support
order for low-income noncustodial parents is assumed to be from 12 to 15 percent of earnings, a
matching rate of three provides approximately the same incentive (36 to 45 percent) to the noncustodial
parent to pay child support as the EITC provides to the custodial parent to work.
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the year and can not decrease even if the order itself is increased. If the father becomes
unemployed and the order is modified downward, the matching rate may increase, but
not above three. Thus, durmg the year, the father knows that if he pays the full amount
of his order each month, his children will receive the maximum CSIP.

For example, assume a family has $4,000 of unused credits and the child support order is
$500 per year. Then, one dollar.of child support paid would yield eight dollars of CSIP benefit.
In this case, the matching rate is excessive and would not be politically feasible. The cap, then,
would reduce this matching mte so that one dollar of child support paid would yield three dollars
of CSIP benefit. -

This CSIP benefit creates two incentives for the noncustodial parent. First, the
noncustodial parent has an incentive to earn more because increased earnings can
increase the family’s unused EITC and therefore his children’s potential benefit.

Second, the noncustodial parent has an incentive to pay all of his child support order,
and the more earnings he has, the easier thls will be.

Special Cases

\

There are two alternative family structures to the one addressed by this model
that could slightly complicate the calculation of benefits. The first involves a
noncustodial father who has children in two (or more) different families. He might
‘currently live with one set of children and have noncustodial children from another
relationship, or he could have two (or more) different sets of children, but is not living
with any of them. The second alternative structure involves a mother who has two (or
more) children with different fathers.

When the noncustodial father has two different sets of children, the CSIP
calculation will be a simple extension of the regular calculation. Since under the federal
EITC each of the households with the children is eligible for the maximum credit
(assuming earnings are less than $30,095), each of these cases should be viewed as two
separate families made up of a custodial parent with children and a noncustodial
parent. The noncustodial parent is expected to make separate child support payments
based on his income to each of these families and similarly, the CSIP should be
calculated separately for both of these families, both based on the noncustodial father’s
income. .

In the case where the father does not live with any of the children, two separate
CSIP benefits would be calculated independently of each other for the children in each
of the custodial households. Each calculation would be identical to the calculation
described in detail above. In the case where the father lives with one set of children,
those children do not receive child support payments from the father and similarly, are

20



not eligible for a CSIP. Only& the noncustodial children are eligible for a CSIP and their
CSIP is calculated using the standard CSIP formula.

In situations where thie custodial mother has children with different fathers, the
calculation is slightly more complicated.” A maximum CSIP for the two children
combined would be determined based on both children and then each child’s share
would be determined separately. For simplicity, assume that there are two children
with two different fathers. First, a hypothetical CSIP "a" would be calculated using the
first father’s earnings and the regular calculations, but as if both children are his. Then
a hypothetical CSIP "b" would be calculated in the same fashion, but using the second
father’s earnings. The larger of a and b would become the maximum possible benefit
that can be received by the two children combined. Since the children have two
separate fathers, each child will have a portion of the custodial family’s benefit assigned
to them, each will have a different matching rate on their portion of the benefit and each
will receive a portion of their benefit that is based on the proportion of the child support
order that their father pays. In order to find these amount, the next step is to calculate
CSIP benefit amounts "x" and "y" for each individual child based on the custodial
mother’s and each child’s noncustodial father’s earnings using the regular CSIP
formula. The value of x and y are then pro-rated so that x plus y equals the maximum
possible CSIP for the family (the greater of a and b), but so that the proportion of x and
y to their sum remains the same. This pro-rated x becomes the maximum possible
benefit assigned to the first child and the pro-rated y becomes the maximum possible
benefit assigned to the second child. Each child will then receive an actual benefit based
on the proportion of his child support order that child’s father pays, just as in the
regular CSIP calculation.

i
!
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Economic incentives M'ust Exist in Order to Increase Child Support Payments
from Low-Income Fathers and Improve the Well-Being of Their Children

|
by Wendell E. Primus and Esther Rosenbaum

As welfare reform eﬁcourages families to rely on earnings and eventually moves
them off of public assistance, income from the child support system will become an
increasingly more 1mportant mechanism for providing income to children in single-
parent, low-income families. Many poor children in single-parent families will be able
to escape from poverty —-or avoid being pushed still deeper into poverty — only if they
can benefit from a combination of wages earned by their mother, earnings from their
father paid in the form of child support-and government assistance in the form of
earned income tax credits, chlld care subsidies, food stamps and health insurance.

Unfortunately, only é modest fraction of poor children in single-parent families
currently receive child support income from their noncustodial parents. The proportion
of never-married mothers whose children receive child support payments is espec1ally
low. Research indicates that more than $34 billion in potential child support income
goes unpald each year and that almost two—th1rds of single mothers receive no support.!

The reasons for non-payment vary. Many noncustodial parents do not pay or do
not fully pay because they are unemployed or underemployed. Some choose not to pay
because of strained relatxonshlps with the custodial parents, denial of visitation rights
or because they do not trustv the custodial parents to. spend the money wisely.*’

Other noncustod1a1 parents do not pay because they view the child support
system as unfair or inefficient. For low-income fathers in some states, the child support
orders themselves may be too high. Other complaints about the system include that it
is biased toward-women, inflexible about modification and adjustment of orders and
allows arrearages to build when fathers are truly unable to pay, while providing no
opportunity for the cancellation of this debt.> Many noncustodial and custodial parents
dlspara ge the underlying problem with the Chlld support system today — for many
|
1 _

! See Elaine Sorensen, "The Beneflts of Increased Chxld Support Enforcement,” in Welfare Reform: An
Analysis of the Issues, Urban Instltute 1995, pp. 55-58 and "A National Profile of Nonresident Fathers and
Their Ability to Pay Child Suppogt in Journal of Marriage and the Family, November 1997, pp. 785-797.

2 Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwoci)d Matching Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform
from the Parents’ Fair Share Pilot Phase Manpower Demonstration Research Corporatxon April 1994,
pp. 70-3.

3 Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwoo;d Matching Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform

from the Parents’ Fazr Share Pilot Phase Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994,
p. 74. . i
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low-income families, a noncustod1a1 father’s financial contribution does not actually -
improve the well-being of his children. Instead, all or most of the payment reimburses
- federal and state govemmexixts for welfare assistance paid to the custodial family. In.
spite of these issues; enforcelment of these orders and ensuring that enforcement tools
are used effectlvely and efﬁcxently remains a very high priority.

Increasmg the Effectlveness of Paid Chlld Support

i

The most prcmlsmg si,trategy to assist d1sadvantaged fathers in becommg better
parents and improving the well -being of their.children is one which combines the
following: a broad array of employment services plus job creation in some cases,
fatherhood programs that are tailored to the partictilar needs and strengths of the
1nd1v1dua1 father, strong enforcement of chiid support obhgatlons and substantial -
~economic incentives for noncustodlal fathers to pay by ensuring that child support paid
actually improves children’ % economic well-being. While all are important aspects of
needed policy change, this article focuses primarily on how to provide economic -

. incentives for the payment of child support

‘There are two prlmary pohcy optlons fori mcreasmg the effectlveness of pald
child support Oneis to dlsregard a substantial portion of the child support payment _
. when calculating the TANF payment to custodial families; the other is'to subsidize or
supplement the. payment ¢ of child support. The former policy Gption aids only those
children who are receiving TANF while the latter helps both TANF and non-TANF
children. Both policy optlons would allow the child support paid by noncustodial
- parents actually to improve t the well-bemg of thexr chlldren and thereby encourage
fathers to pay more of their order

: Expandmg Chzld Support Dzsregrrds
| ; |

The 1996 welfare law repealed the requlrement that states pass through a portion -
of the child support collected to the AFDC family instead of retaining all of it as

4

L 1 a
" reimbursement for AFDC payments made to the family. ‘Therefore, states are now free

to contiriue the pass-through, completely eliminate it, or expand it.- Sixteen states have
chosen to continue the pass-through, 33 $tates have completely eliminated it‘, and two

]
% From the states’ perSpectwe glven the TANF block grant structure and its interaction with. the food
stamp program, there are significant disincentiveés to enacting child support disregards. It:would cost
the states approxirately $1.40 to actually increase the iricome of a custodial family by $1.00. On the °
other hand, these same economic dlsmcentlves exist for any increase in cash payments, whether itbea -
. simple increase in the cash grant ora greater dlsregard of the custodial parent’s earned income.
.‘However the states have considerable TANF surpluses and any of the aforementioned payments would
count in meetmg a state’s mamten ance of effort (MOE) requxrement under 'I‘ANF
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states have expanded it.° One state — Wisconsin — passes through the entire amount of
child support that is paid. , :

Even'in those states that have retained the $50 pass-through tocustodial families,
these funds are usually partlally offset by a reduction in food stamp benefits (since most
low-income families receive Iboth TANF and food stamps), further reducing the amount
by which the child is made better off by the child support payment. For example, if a
noncustodial father pays $250 in child support, $50 is passed through, but food stamp
benefits to the custodial family are reduced by $15 as a result of the increase in income.
Thus, his child will only be made better off by $35. This high rate of effective taxation
(essentially an 86 percent tax rate) provides the noncustodial parent with little incentive
to pay his child support obhgatlon

In order to increase collectlons and improve child well-being, all states should
significantly expand their child support disregards. In calculating the TANF payment,
the state could establish a fixed flat amount to be disregarded (e.g. $100 or $200 per
month) or could provide a disregard equal to a specified percentage (e.g. 50 percent) of
the monthly child support collections, or do some combination of the two.

Another possibility is to apply the same dxsregard policy of custodial parent s earnings
under TANF to payments from the noncustodial parent.

l

Subsidizing Child Support Payments

Another policy option that would increase economic incentives for the
noncustodial father to pay child support is to subsidize the amount of child support
that is actually paid. Conservatives continually argue that when something is
subsidized it encourages more of the subsidized activity. Using that logic, subsidizing
child support payments should increase the amount of child support paid, in addition
to improving the well-being of children i by mcreasmg their income.

! -

The tax code contains a number of provisions that benefit children in low-income
families, such as personal exemptlons, child tax credits and the earned income tax credit
(EITC). These provisions, however, generally only benefit low-income families that
have at least some earnings. Because many custodial parents have little or no income,
they are unable to take full advantage of these tax provisions. Meanwhile, it is possible
that noncustodial parents have income that qualifies them for these provisions, but they
are not eligible to receive these credits and exemptlons because their children do not
live with them. i : '

® Paula Roberts. State Action Re $50 Pass-Througii and Dzsregard Center for Law and Social Pollcy,
January 1998.
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Some chtldren whose parents do not live together are therefore deprived of the
benefits of the tax code provisions that were spec1f1cally establxshed to assist them -
because they cannot take advantage of both parents’ incories. These' ‘unused” credits —
credits from which the chtldrer\ could have benefitted if they lived with both parents —
could be tallied and used to subsidize and incentivize the child support that is paid by
the noncustodial parent (see table). The payment would be treated like the EITC (i.e.
not counted as income) for the purposes of calculatmg benefits under other means-
tested programs. »

' \

As the table below 111ustrates for example, there are "unused credits" of $2,676
for a noncustodial parent earning $12,000 and a custodial parent with no earnings-and ,
one child. Assume in this case that the noncustodial parent has an annual child support
order of $1,784, then for each dollar of child support paid, the child support agency
would add $1.50 to that paymertt and forward it to his child. Transferring this income
to a non-resident child by mcentlvxzmg the payment of chlld support would be an
important addition to our mcome securlty system. =

l

1

|
i

. Maximum Possible Subsidy for Selected Earnings
Levels for Families with One or Two Children
i‘ . : ‘ f N ‘ . .
| " - Mother’s Earnings
$0 $8,000
| |
~ $8,000 Co
1child $2,676 . $905
: 2 children $4,010 . $953
 Father’s o ’ :
Earnings | $12,000 L S
‘ I 1child $2676 $905
| 2children . $4,566 $1,553
| $16,000 I
1 child $2,578 . $905
i 2.children . $3,921 $1,810

!

There are many other. optlons for sub51d12mg child support payments that are -
less complicated. For example states could just subsxdlze child support paid by a pre-.
l e e . . 4
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set percentage of the child sEupport order based upon its size. The child support order
should serve as a good, but simple proxy for the income of the noncustodial father. The
graph below illustrates one %option — a state would subsidize the child support paid
dollar for dollar up to a certain order amount and then phase out the subsidy witha .
lower match rate as the size of the order increases. ‘The graph could be configured in -

any number of ways. . |

Subsidization
Rate

1.0

| b . Order

|
|

Improving the Well-Being of Low-Income Noncustodial Fathers

Both of these policy o'ptions would increase the income of custodial parents and
their children, but would not affect the well-being of the noncustodial parents.
However, many low-income noncustodial parents are expected to pay a very large
proportion of their earnings in child support — often between 30.and 40 percent —
leaving them with little dlsposable income. A father working full-time at minimum
wage would be left with i mcome far below the poverty line if he were to pay his full
order. This would result in a much lower standard of hvmg for the noncustod1a1 parent
than for the custodial faxmly '

' For example, assume a. custodlal mother with two children and a noncustod1a1
father are both earning $10, 000 per year and the father pays the full amount of his child
support order. In California, after all taxes, transfers and work expenses are taken into
account, the custodial farmlyi receives an income that is 134 percent of the poverty line, -
while the noncustodial father’s income is only 53 percent of poverty. While there may
be few cases where this example actually occurs in the real world, it-is disconcerting .

. that public policy would create this level.of inequity. This inequity dlscourages low-

income noncustodial fathers- frorn paying their full orders and often induces them to -

- enter the underground economy or creates an mcentwe ‘for them not to report thelr ‘
wages honestly. ! Lo - : ’

¥
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There are important 1q:>oli<:y reasons for directly assisting noncustodial parents
who are paying child support and alternative ways of accomplishing this objective.
‘Cne would be to expand tax credits to provide earnings incentives to noncustodial
fathers or legislate new tax beneflts, such as allowmg paid child support to be deducted
from income. Another way would be to reduce the size of the child support orders for
low-income noncustodial parents. The political feasibility of these alternative policies
needs to be evaluated along with the tradeoff between increasing the incomes and
ability of low-income noncustodial parents to meet their obligations and increasing the
incomes of their children. , ,

For any of these pohaes to have the des1red effects, the culture of the child
support officé must change Just as welfare reform-during the early 1990s aimed to
transform the culture of welfare offices from cash disbursement offices into- agencies
which focus on placing mothers in the. workforce, child support offices must continue
vigorously to enforce collection of obhgatlons while working with other agencies and
community-based organizations to help noncustodial fathers become employed and
develop stronger ties to their children. Child support offices cannot be expected to
provide all of the necessary services on their own and probably should not, but they
must be encouraged to develop strategies and linkages with other agencies/
organizations that will assist these fathers to better provu:ie for their children, rather
than just collect and disburse checks. Providing economic incentives could well be the
key ingredient for encouraging noncustodial fathers to pay more of their child support
orders and thereby 1mprovmg the well-being of chlldren in low-income, single- parent
families.
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| DEVELOPING INNOVATIVE CHILD SUPPORT ‘
DEMONS’I’RATIONS FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS.

A cnncal concern among pohcymakers is the development and enactment of

v pohcxes that lessen the extent and depth of poverty, especially among children. Many
poor children in smgle—parent farruhes will be able toescape from poverty — or avoid
being pushed still deeper into poverty only if they can benefit from a combination of

- wages eamed by their mother, eamnings from their father paid in the form of child

support, and govemment assistance in the form of earned income tax credits, child care
“subsidies, and food and health insurance. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities is
‘undertaking the development of demonstration projects that concentrates on the second
- of these three income sources — mcreased contributions from the earmngs of non-

custod1a1 fathers Ll o - : -

C ) ‘ o S e
Bulldmg on the work states and locahtres have already undertaken in developmg

programs for non—custodxal parents the Center is working to initiate prO)ects designed
to achieve two primary! goals first, to boost the  employment and earnings of non-
' custodial parents and second, to pass some of those increased earnings on to children in
the form of child support. As described below, this is'an opportune time-for states and
localities to undertake new projects for non-custodial, jparents because new federal
fundmg for these efforts was prowded as part of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

l
Lo N

Background A
; Currently, only a: modest fracuon of poor chlldren in smgle—parent famxhes

~ receive child support mcorne from their non-custodial parent. The proportion of never-
married mothers who receive child support payments is especially low. Research
indicates that more thani$34 billion in potential child support income goes unpa1d each
year and that almost two~thrrds of smgle ‘mothers receive no assxstance

~ The new welfare Law makes 1mportant strldes in the c.‘uld support enforcement

arena, strengthening the fools for collecting child support from non-custodial paren’m

- who have income. However, it does little to help jobless non-custodial parents enter the
_ labor force, and consequently, lxttle to increase child support collections from non-
custodial parents who lack earnings’ from which to make these payments. This is very
problematic given that the economic ¢ircumstances of young men, particularly those
with limited skills and education credentials, are decaying at an alarming rate. The
inflation-adjusted average annual earnings of 25- to 29-year-old men without a high
school diploma fell by 35 percent between 1973 and 1991. This suggests that the payoff
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from tighter enforcement may be cionstrained by the inability of some non-custodial
parents to pay. ‘

‘Currently, the chxld support system does not have the enforcement mechanisms
to handle instances where the non-custodial father claims to be unemployed. Judges
and child support officials usually have limited means at their disposable to determine
the accuracy of a noncustodial parent’s claim that he has no earnings. Moreover, jailing
unemployed fathers is counterproductive. Judges may order-noncustodial parents to
seek work and report back to the court on these efforts, but courts and state child
" support enforcement agenaes have large caseloads, are often overwhelmed, and
typically lack the resources to momtor ar:txvmes of thlS nature.

A final i issue that affects the abxhty of the child support system to collect
payments is the low level of cooperation by non-custodial parents. For AFDC or TANF
cases, the father’s incentive to make payments may be greatly diminished because the
state can retain, as reimbursement for welfare costs, all child support payments. Under
TANF, states can retain chﬂd support payments for the reimbursement for both cash
and non-cash assistance;(i.e. services) provided to the family. This can lead to a
preference {on the part of both parents) for informal, direct payments that bypass the

system ' 3

Many non-custodial parents also are convinced that the c}uld support system is
fundamentally unfair, particularly to low-income non-custodial parents who, in their
view, are frequently presented with support obligations that far exceed their ability to
pay. - This can be particularly true for non-custodial parents who do not make the
required child support payments and accumulate a debt in the amount of owed child
support. The existence of this child support debt — which can be substantial - can be
daunting to non-custodial parents in low-wage jobs. Because the non-custodial parent
may feel they will never be able to pay off their child support fully even if they are
working, these arrearages may actually deter them from seeking stable employment or
makmg child support payments or cause them to cornpletely sever ties from the family.

The Parent’s I-'axr Share Demonstrahon o - Coal

In the Famxly Suppon Act of 1988, Congress mandated that various

' demonstration projects be conducted, including projects testing the provision of JOBS

services to non-custodial parents. For the past several years, a major demonstration

project know as Parents’ Fair Share (PFS) has been carried out at nine sites. Supported

by the federal government and several foundatlons, PFS is a response both to this

 legislative mandate and to the need to develop new, more effective approaches to
dealing with non«custodxal parents. .



The Parent’s Fa1r Share demonstrataon reqmres non-custodlal parents of children
" on welfare to partzcxpate in employment-related and other services when they are
unemployed and unable to meet their child support obligations. As summarized in
Table 1, PFS has offered a variety of services to non-custodial parents, mdudmg four
core components: 2 menu of employment and training services with a special emphasis
on on-the-job-training (OJT) as a means to mix training with income-producing work;
peer support groups built around a curriculum stressing responsible fatherhood;
opportunities for non-custodial parents to mediate conflicts with custodial parents; and
' assistance with problemns related to child support obligations. Through these services,
PFS seeks to increase the earnings and living standards of non-custodial fathers, to
translate these earnings into mcreased child support payments, and ultimately, to bcath
improve the well—bemg of children and reduce public welfare spending.

Although the fmal results ofrthe dernonstration are not currently available, some
of the initial results are! promising. It appears that child support collections have
 increased in some sites. In addition, the “smokeout effect” is high — a significant

number of those who claimed to have no earnings were found, as a result of the project,
"actually to have earnings. Finally, the peer support component has emerged as the core
. of the program, and judging by levels of parhmpahon and enthusxasrn as the most

successful component

Despite these pro‘mising developments, however, there is potential to build on
the Parents’ Fair Share demonstration. The program offers limited alternatives if the
father is out of work and employment can not be found. In addition, it has not
experimented with policies to ascertain whether passing through to AFDC children
more of the child support paid on their behalf will result in increased child support
payments. Increased earnings that lead to increased child support payments under PFS

generally result In little if any addmonal income for chlldren on AFDC

A‘ x

Developmg a Model for a Further Round of Demonstrations
~To acidress these matters, the Center staff is workmg w1th states and localities to

~ develop a new demonstration model for non-custodial parents. Its core elements would

consist of enhancing the employment component of Parents’ Fair Share demonstration

and enacting mechanisms to assure that a larger portlon of a non-custodxal parent s

earnmgs actualiy reach the parent s children. T

PN

~ The Employment Companent |

Several pleces of recent academic research show that the nurnber of low-skxlled
job seekers in Many cities substantially exceeds the number of low-skilled jobs, making -
it dxff:cuit for the less-skxlied among thlS dlsadvantaged group to secure sustained



Table 1

GUIDELINES FOR PARENTS' FAIR SHARE PILOT PROGRAMS:
Four Core Components

1. EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

The Parents’ Fair Share pdot programs have mcluded a group of activities intended to help
participants secure long-term, stable employment at a wage level that would allow them to support
themselves and their children. Since noncustodial parents vary in their employability levels, pilot
programs were strongly encouraged to offer a variety of services, including job search assistance and
opportunities for education and skills training. In addition, since it was important to engage
participants in income-producing activities quickly and to establish the practice of paying child
support, pilot programs were required to offer opportunities for on-the-job training (Om which
combines skill-building and immediate income.

2. ENHANCED CHILI? SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

A primary objective of Parents’ Fair Share is to increase support payments made on behalf of
children living in single-parent welfare families. This goal will not be met unless increases in
participants’ earnings are translated into regular child support payments. Although a legal and
administrative structure already exists to establish and enforce child support obligations, pilot
programs were encouraged to develop new procedures, services, and incentives in this area. These
included: 1) steps to expedite the establishment of paternity and of child support awards and wage
withholding arrangements; 2) quick follow-up when noncustodial parents failed to participate in the
program as ordered; and 3) flexible rules that allow child support orders to be reduced temporarily
while noncustodial parents participate in Parents’ Fair Share and build the capacity to meet their child
support obligations more adequately in the future.

3. PEER SUPPORT

" MDRC'’s preliminary research on the Parents’ Fair Share demonstration suggested thzt
employment and training services, by themselves, might not lead to changed attitudes and regular
child support payments from all participants. Thus, pilot programs were developed in which support
groups for participants were established to inform participants about their rights and obligations as
noncustodial parents, to encourage positive parental behavior and sexual responsibility, io strengthen
participants’ commitment to work, and to enhance participants’ life skills. The component was built
around a curriculum called Responsible Fatherhood, supplied by MDRC. Some of the pilot programs
also included guest speakers, recreanonal actwmes, mentoring programs and/or planned parent-child
actwntxes : :

. L S L

4. MEDIATION o e RUE

Often disagreements between noncustodial parents about visitation, household expenditures,
lifestyles, child care, school arrangements, and the roles and actions of other adults in their children’s
lives influence child support payment patterns. Thus, the pilot programs were required to provide
opportunities for parents to mediate their differences, using services modeled on t.hose provided
thxough many farmly courts in divorce cases.,

Source Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood, “Matching Opportunities to Obhganons Lessons for Child
Support Reform from the Parents’ Fair Share Pilot Phase,” Manpower Demonstration Research
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employment. By swelhng the number of low.skrlled mdxvrduals in the labor force,
welfare reform is v1rtually certain to aggravate this problem
This suggests that different ‘types of employment strategies will be needed both
to increase the overall number of low-skilled jobs and to give individuals with few skills
and limited work hxstory an opportunity to gain experience and skills that mayv make
them sufficiently . attractive to employers to secure private-sector positions. Toward this
end, we are working to develop several components of an employment model to help
non-custodial fathers attain the necessary job skills to find and retain a job. While each
. community needs to determine which services are most appropriate, there are four basic
activities that should bé considered: job readiness activities, on-the-job training, publicly
funded jobs of last resort, and job retention services. Not all services are appropriate for
~-all fathers, thus it is also important to develop mechanisms to ensure the most hard-to-
serve fathers receive the most mtensrve services.

. Job readiness activities Job readiness activities include assessment, jol: clubs, short
training sessions to acquire- “soft skills,” peer support, mediation, parenting, and
other services to respond to each client's needs. It would be appropriate for most
unemployed non-custodial fathers to receive this set of services, with many job-

- ready clients being placed directly into jobs as a result of the activity. Clients
receive no pay or stipend for this activity except for reimbursement for '

. -transportation’ expenses During the time spent in these activities, child support
orders would be suspended and arrearage credit might accrue with successful
completion of thrs component.

. On-the-job training and trial employment. Individuals unable to find employment
... immediately could be placed either in on-the-job training or trial employment
. with a private employer. Under the trial employment component, a employment
+ service provider would act as an intermediary and help develop entry level
‘positions among a variety of local employers. Recognizing that private
companies are reluctant to bring individuals onto their payrolls unless they have
assurances the individuals will work out, the intermediary would essentially
- guarantee that a given employee Is job-ready. Before being placed in a position,
clients would receive a mixture of classroom training and soft skills enhancement
and demonstrate they are job-ready. During the time a client is in this
- component, the client could be.paid an hourly wage. After an initial penod ‘of
- training, the client would be placed with a private firm and receive further
training on the job. The intermediary would continue to pay the client until the
. company the client has been placed is ready to hire the client and bring him or
her onto the payroll. In addition to trial employment it would also be beneficial
_to develop opportunities for parnmpants to mix training with work, either
~ through on-the-job training or through combinations of: classroem training or
education and subsxdxzed or unsubsxdxzed work SN

4. . ’-,1
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. Publicly-funded jobs. For those fathers who cannot locate unsubsidized
employment and are not ready for the component described above (i.e., are
unable to be placed with a private employer), publicly-funded jobs could be
needed. It is envisioned that most of these opportunities for paid emplovment
would be in nonprofit and community-based organizations. Access to such jobs
can help non-custodial parents subsequently move into unsubsidized
employment. These positions are needed both to increase the overall number of
low-skilled jobs!in areas of high unemployment and to give hard-to-employ
individuals an opportunity to gain work experience and job-related skills. In the
absence of community jobs, it is unlikely that many of non-custodial parents will
be able to enter the labor market (or to meet their child support obligations).

. Job retention services. The final component of the program would provide job

| retention services. This component would help individuals remain in their jobs

and would handle employer/employee relahons}ups or other employment

barriers as they present themselves '

To the extent posszble, participation in the employment component of the
program would be reqmred for fathers who were not paying child support — that is, the
* father would face consequences (with a possible ultimate step of incarceration) if they
did not participate in the program or pay child support. Significant efforts would be
made, however, to secure cooperation by the father on a voluntary basis by stressing the
positive aspects of the program — peer support, assistance in finding employment,
arrearage reduced if current support is paid, and the support order suspended while the
father is in the program on an unpaid basis.

" The Child Support Comf;onent

The second area where the new demonstration model would extend beyond
Parents’ Fair Share involves testing several ways to ensure that when a non-custodial
parent finds employment and pays child support, a larger share of the child suppnrt
payments reach the chxld on whose behalf they are made.

Changes in federal and state pohcxes have altered AFDC to emphasize work and
efforts to surmount barriers to employment among custodial parents, rather than simply
focusmg on whether the AFDC check was appropriately calculated. Similarly, our
vision is that the child-support system should not simply demand payment but also see
overcoming obstacles to employment among non-custodial parents as part of its mission.
As part of the program model for non-custodial fathers, we have identified several
potential enhancements to-move the system in this employment-oriented direction. If
this is accomplished, it may act as a positive force in assisting fathers to secure and
maintain jobs. ~
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Pass-through of child support payments Currently, in most states, child support
payments made on behalf of children receiving welfare will be retained by the
state welfare department and will not increase the well-being of the father's
. children.  This may dlscourage the payment of child support by the non-custodial
- father and weaken the incentive for the non-custodial father to go to work. In this-
project, we would like to test an approach where a porﬁon or the entire child
support payment made on behalf of children receiving TANF assistance is passed
through to the family. Because we anticipate greater employment and earnings
- among non-custodial fathers in the project, the additional costs of the pass-
* through could; be covered by the increased chxld support payments made by
program partxmpants '

- I—’Iexzbzlzty in ad]ustmg child support orders. Non—custodlal fathers in low-wage jobs
_often experience fluctuations in income, primarily because they change jobs or
become unemployed. Policies that allow child support awards to be adjusted

- quickly as employment circumstances change may encourage fathers to make
child support payments and prevent accumulation of arrearage in situations
beyond the father’s control. It also would be useful to develop policies that do
not allow arreairages to accrue when the father is parnapanng in employment-
enhancmg services. ! : ~ :

" Arrearage PoI:czes Ancther component that could be mcorporated into the
program model*:.s the development of alternative methods for handling child -
support arrearages accumulated by the non-custodial fathers. The existence of
child support debt — which can be substantial — can be daunting to non-
custodial fathers in low-wage jobs. Because these fathers may feel they will never
be able to pay off their child support fully even if they are working, some argue
these arrearages may deter them from seeking stable employment or making
child support payments or may cause them to sever completely their ties to the
family. To examine whether changes in arrearage policies would increase
employment and child support payments, we hope to interest states in testing two
types of changes in policies related to arrearages. First, we would like to see a test
of changes in two policies that can cause large arrearages to exist in the first place:
. the practice of makmg child support orders retroactive to the date the child first
- received AFDC or TANF, which can be several years in the past; and the practice

of assuming thatthe non-custodial parent has earnings in circumstances where
- that may not be the case. Second, we would like to test new policies under which

- past arrearages are partially forgiven in circumstances where the father has been
making child support payments or participating in employment activities for a set
period of time. (Depending on the situation of the mother, some arrearages may
* be owed to the state for past welfare payments, while some may be owed directly
to the family. States have the ability to forgive arrearages owed to them
A Arrearages owed to the famxly cannot be forgiven.) :

]‘ “ . ' : 6‘ - ’
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. In-kind payments In circumstances where the father cannot make child support
payments because he is not working, he could be given the option of providing
in-kind services to the family. This could include providing child care or some
other service to the faxmly h

By changmg the specn‘zc policies described above, the child support system would
provide more incentives for non-custodial fathers to become employed and pay child
support from their earnings. In addition, the child support system could be used to
mandate participation by non-custodial parents in job-readiness, public service
employment and other employment enhancement activities.

Resources Available flor the Demonstratip_ns: ngfaréeto-Work Grants

This is an opportune time for states and localities to develop innovative
programs for non-custodial parents. The new welfare-to-work grants contained in the
recently-enacted federal balanced budget legislation give states and communities

_important opportunmes to strengthen and expand their welfare reform programs,
including efforts to serve non-custodial parents. In every state, these grants will
- increase the overall resources available to support welfare-to-work initiatives. The
focus on local control and decision-making in this new program also will enable
communities to make mvestments that respond specifically to unique local needs,
supplementing welfare-to-work activities already implemented at the state or county
level under the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program. Finally, the
federal welfare-to-work grants will allow states and communities to design and test
new strategies for helpmg hard-to-employ individuals, thereby laying the groundwork
for future reforms of the welfare system.

. ! :

Local governmer{ts and private industry councils (PICs) will play pivotal roles in

the implementation of the new federal welfare-to-work grants. Formula grants will
channel the bulk of new! federal funds through states to cities and other areas with high
concentrations of poverty. Local officials and community leaders must work with state
policymakers to ensure that their full allotment of formula grant funds is secured by
identifying the state, local, or private matching funds required under the federal law. In
addition, more than $700 million in competitive grants to local communities, PICs, and
nonprofit agencies will be awarded over the next two years, a total far larger than
typically distributed under federally-admmlstered grant programs. These competitive
grants give cities 1mp0ftant new opportunities to promote innovation and test new
strategles for movmg hard to—employ individuals from welfare to work.

The Center on Budget and Policy Pnonnes is workmg mtenswely to encourage
the use of formula grants and to stimulate innovative proposals for competitive grants
for the development of programs serving non-custodial parents of children in TANF
households. Of course, states also should consider how new federal welfare-to-work

1
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grants could strengthen other aspects of current welfare reform efforts such as job
retention, placement,?{and support services.

The appendix of this paper provides details on the welfare-to-work grants. The
U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) is also making a variety of materials related to the
federal welfare-to-work grants available on the Internet. Planning guidance for states,
facts sheets’ descnblng the program, regional DOL contacts, and final state-by-state

 allocations-of formula' grant funds can be found on the DOL welfare-to-work website at

http:/ /wtw.doleta.gov. Interim final regulations for the program were published on
November 18, 1997 and are available at the DOL website. A Solicitation of Grant
Applications (SGA) for competitive grants, which describes the process for submitting
applications for such grants, was published on December 30, 1997 and can also be
accessed through the DOL website. Grant applications for the first round of
competitive awards (with approximately one-quarter of the grant money being
awarded) are due on March 10, 1998. There will also be subsequent SGAs for
competitive grants although the schedule has not yet been announced.

Researchlssues

In developing a model for a new round of demonstration projects, the Center is
seeking to interest a number of states in testing the resulting mode] in various localities.
~ (Note: the Center will riot be' respons;lble for evaluating these demonstrations — this task
is better-suited to MDRC, Mathematic, Abt, the Urban Institute, or others.) The
research questions to be investigated include: the degree to which the employment and
earnings of non-custodlal parents are increased; the extent to which such parents
become more likely to secure and retain private sector employment, particularly as a
result of the publicly-funded jobs of last resort intervention; the extent to which changes
in child support policies increase the amount of support paid by non-custodial parents
and raise the incomes of children; and the extent to which this collection of policies
- increases the mvolvement of fathers in the lives of their chlldren in a positive way.

The welfare-to-work legislation sets aside resources for evaluation of projects
funded by welfare-to-work grants. The SGA described above contains more
information on how states and localmes can apply for these resources to evaluate their

welfare-to—work projects.
|

] w“*
i
!
:

|
i


http:http://wtw.doleta.gov

Appendix: :;Major Provisions of the Welfare-to-Work Legislation
!, ,

The $3 billion in new federal welfare-to-work funds will be distributed to states
and communities over the next two years. Half of the total — $1.5 billion — will
- be available in federal fiscal year 1998 and the remaining $1.5 billion will be
distributed in fiscal Year 1999. States and communities will be given up to three
'years after they receive grants to spend these funds. All ﬁmds must be spent by
September 30, 2001 o '

Funds provided: under this leglslahon will be distributed through two kinds of
grants: 75 percent of the funds are allocated to states on a formula basis, while
the remaining 25 percent are awarded by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)
through competmve grants. '

Most of the funds allocated to states through formula grants must be passed
through to local Private Industry Councils (PICs), the entities that currently
administer job training programs funded under the federal Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA). Only 15 percent of all formula funds can be retained by
the state for state-administered programs and activities. States are required to
submit plans to DOL that focus largely on procedural rather than substantive

~ issues, including assurances of coordination between welfare-to-work grants and
TANF work activities. The deadline for submission of state plans to DOL is
December 12, 1997.

Funds received by states on a formula basis are subject to a matching
requirement. States must spend $1 of their own funds for allowable activities

" under the new law in order to receive $2 through federal formula grants. State
expenditures beyond the TANF maintenance-of-effort (MOE) requirements, and
perhaps local expenditures for allowable activities, will be counted toward this
~match. Funds that are not claimed by states in fiscal year 1998 will be added to
the formula funds available in fiscal year 1999 and reallocated across all states in
that year.

Competitive grants can be awarded by DOL to PiCs, local governments (i.e.,
cities and countxes), or nonprofit organizations that submit proposals in
conjunction with either PICs or local governments. No matching funds are
required under these competitive grants. DOL’s deadline for submission of
proposals for a first round of competitive grants is likely to be in February 1998.



The legislation! authonzes a range of work-focused activities for which funds
may be used mcludmg

. pubhcly-funded jobs and other wage subsidies;
. on-the-job training; - -
. job readiness, job placement and post-employment services (which
- DOL may define to include education and training services provided
to individuals after, but not before, they have been placed in ]obs)

e« jobvouchers for similar services; .

. unpaid community service or work expenence programs; and

. job retention and supportive services (including transportation,
child care, and substance abuse treatment if such services are not
otherwxse available).

Atleast 70 percent of funds under both formula and competitive grants must be
used to serve a highly disadvantaged group of TANF recipients or noncustodial
parents of c}uldren in TANF households. These required beneficiaries must have
either received assxstance under TANF for at least 30 months or be within 12 ,
months of a time limit on such assistance, and they also must face at least two of
the three followmg barriers to employment:

(1)  lackinga hlgh school dxploma or GED and has low reading or
math skills;

(2). requiring: substance abuse treatment for employment and

(3) havinga poor work history. ‘

The remaining 30 percent of funds can be used to assist other TANF recipients or
noncustodial parents who have charactensncs associated with long-term welfare
recelpt ‘

$100 million will be reserved from the total funds available in fiscal year 1999 for
performance bonuses to states that will'be awarded by the Secretary of Labor in
fiscal year 2000. :

More Detailed Summartes of the Legxslatzor

- The Center for Law and Social Pohcy (CLASP) and the Center for Commumty

Change (CCC) both have prepared more detailed summaries of the welfare-to-work
portion of the balanced budget legislation. These summaries can be obtained directly
from CLASP (202/ 328—5140) and CCC (202/342-0567) in Washmgton, DC.

:
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September 21, 1998

Ms, Cynthia A. Rice
Special Assistant to the President
for Domestic Policy

The White House

Washington, DC 20500
Dear Cynthia:

On September 29, MDRC will release a new report on the implementation and interim results of the
seven-site Parents’ Fair Share Demonstration (PFS) — the largest national demonstration program for
unemployed noncustodial fathers of children on welfare who are behind in their child support payments.
The goals were to increase child support payments, improve the men’s employment and earnings, and
assist the fathers in playing a wider constructive role in their children’s lives.

The report shows that PFS has succeeded in getting more of these fathers to pay child support than would
otherwise have paid. This resulted partly from special outreach efforts that identified fathers who were
in fact employed and could pay child support, and partly from the program itself.

About half of the fathers worked at some point during each of the six quarters of follow-up, but PFS’s
participation requirements and employment and other services did not raise fathers’ employment rates or
earnings above those of a control group of similar fathers. The final (1999) report will present longer-
term follow-up and broader outcomes.

With time limits on welfare putting new urgency behind efforts to increase the financial support of
noncustodial fathers, and with programs for this group proliferating nationwide (spurred by new federal
welfare-to-work funding), the findings and lessons from this new report are particularly timely. Among
the lessons: the need for a strong partnership of various local agencies (child support, government-
funded employment agencies, and community groups), close involvement of the local child support
enforcement staff, a strong peer support component focused on parenting issues, and provision of a broad
enough menu of employment and training services to meet the needs of this varied group of fathers,
many of whom live in very difficult circumstances, as vividly portrayed in another, forthcoming report.

I thought you would want to see an advance copy of the report’s Executive Summary. Please note that
the report is confidential: it is embargoed until September 29, when it will be released. If you have
any questions or would like further information, please get in touch with me.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation



i
H

B

FACT SHEET: THE PARENTS’ FAIR SHARE DEMONSTRATION

What is Parents’ Fair
Share?

What are the goals of
PFS?

The Parent s Fair Share Demonstratlon (PFS) is a seven-site test’ of programs that
provide employment and training and other services to noncustodial parents (usually
fathers)lof children receiving welfare who are unemployed and unable to meet their

- child. support obhgatlons

PFS alms to increase fathers chlld support payments (and reduce welfare
spendmg) improve their employment and earnings, and assist them in playinga
wider constmctlve role in their children’s lives, with resulting improvements in the

~life crrcumstances of low—mcome chxldren and famrhes

How was PFS created?

Who was eligible for PFS?
" How did noncustodial -
parents get into PFS?

‘What services did PFS
provide? '

What is the status of the
demonstration?

The Famlly Support Act the 1988 welfare reform Ieglslatron authonzed a test of
employment services for noncustodial parents. Participating states were granted
speécial perrmssmn to serve noncustodial parents in.the Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills Training Program (JOBS) whrch was normally reserved for welfare
recrplents : :

| - . .
Noncustodial parents of children receiving welfare who were unemployed and
una’”blelt’o meet,their child support obligations were eligible for PFS.

In most cases, noncustodral parents were referred or ordered into PFS durmg court
hearmgs brought on by their failure to make court-ordered child support payments.
|

PFS programs were burlt around four core oomponents'

. Employment and trammg services, with a goal of offermg a mix of job search
assistance and skill-building activities, especially on-the-job training (OJT ).
o Peer support groups built around a curriculum stressing responsible fatherhood.
Opportunities for noncustodial parents to mediate disputes wrth custodral ‘
* parents and others that may interfere with support payments.

‘e Enhanced child support enforcement to ensure that increased earnings would be

translated into support payments and that noncustodial parents support
obhgatlons would reflect thelr ability to pay :

The full seven-site PFS demonstratron program was operated between 1994 and
1997, followmg a two-year pilot phase “The demonstration includes a multifaceted
evaluation, using a variety of data sources and a random assignment research design
(witha control group) to reliably estimate the program’s effects. The new report —
Buzz’dmg Opportunities, Enforcing Obligations — describes the program’s
implementation and presents its 1nter1m (18- month) results in terms of child support .
payments and employment and earnings. It was based on about half the total
research sample of more than' 5,000 noncustodial parents. A companion report

( Workmg with Low-Income Cases, 1998) presented lessons from PFS for the child

support enforcement system, while a qualitative study, to be published in 1999, will

' .present in-depth information on the lives of some of the PFS participants. The final
report, also scheduled for 1999, will provide two years of follow~up information on

the full research sample and include a wider range of program outcomes, including
information on whether PFS has mereased parental involvement and reduced

' parental and child poverty.

i
§
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FACT SHEET: THE PARENTS’ FAIR SHARE DEMONSTRATION

How is PFS funded and
managed?

Where did the PFS

Demonstration operate? -

PFS is the product of a unique partnershlp of federal agencies and pnvate
foundatlons The demonstration is funded by three federal agencies — the U.S.

- Department of Health and Human Services, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and U.S.

Department of Labor; a group of foundations -— the Pew Charitable Trusts, W. K.

" Kellogg EFoundation; Cf:larles Stewart Mott Foundation, Annie E. Casey Foundation,
“Smith Richardson Foundation, Ford Foundation, McKnight Foundation, and

Northwest Area Foundation; and the seven participating states. The Manpower
Demonstratlon Reésearch Corporation (MDRC), a nonprofit social policy research
orgamzatlon is responsible for coordinating and evaluating the demonstration. At
the local level, a wide variety of public and private agencies have played a role in

: foperatmg PFS. These include welfare agencies, courts, prosecuting attorneys,

community colleges school districts, nonprofit social services agencies, and .
employment and traininig providers funded under the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA)

b

. California - . Los. Angeles County (Los: Angeles)
Florida |- A Duval County (Jacksonville)
MasSachusetts . ‘ Hampden County (Springfield)
Michigan . 5.~ Kent County (Grand Rapids) -
New Jersey - ~ Mercer County (Trenton) -

Ohio | . - Montgomery County (Dayton)
Tennessee . .. . Shelby County (Memphis)

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, September 29, 1998
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PROGRAM FOR FATHERS OF CH!LDREN ON WELFARE
o l..EAl;)S MOR»E_TO PAY CHILD SUPPORT ‘
A study released today hy the Manpower Demonistration Research- Corporation (MDRC)
shows that Parents’ Fair Share (PFS) the largest natronal demonstratron program for unem-

ployed noncustodlal fathers of! chlldren -on welfare —has: succeeded in mcreasmg the fathers

«child support payments, 2 key goal of the demonstratlon “The program has not yet, however im-

proved the fathers’ employment and ‘earnings.

With poverty and welfare recelpt concentrated among single mothers and their chlldren
— and with trme limits on welfare loommg — federal and state welfare reforms have made ita
high pnonty to increase the ﬁnancral support prov1ded by the children’s fathers. Parents’ Fair
Share was the first major nat10nal effort to developand test a program aimed at those among
these fathers who are behmd m the1r child support payments because they are ‘unemp loyed

Inereasmg child support payments was a goal of the federal legrslatron authonzmg the -

: demonstratlon but Parents’ Falr Share also almed more broadly, to improve the men’s employ-
“ment and earmngs and assist them in playing a wider constructive role in their children’s lives.

- According to Fred Doohttle lead author of the new study, “People across the political spectrum

are now turmng to the other half of the welfare reform challenge helping | poor unemployed fa- -
thers geton their feet and assume greater parental respon51b111t1es The ﬁndmgs released today
point toward concrete payoffs and lessons for domg thls better '

* Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation ‘ . . o R Page-f’
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The Challenge of Chlld Support Enforcement

Desplte nnprovements 1n the Chlld support enforcement system low-mcome fathers out-

[ side the econormc mamstream zltre largely mtssed by the usual enforcement efforts (such as com-'

puter searches for the fathers arddresses employment and mcome) Instead chlld support en- o

forcement agenc1es and the courts often face a frustratmg choice between coercron (threats of

jail) or sendlng fathers off on thelr own to seek employment and report back to the courts

. Wlth many low-i income fathers courts and support enforcement agenc1es cannot be sure

’ whether a parent has hidden 1ndome but is unwrlhng to pay support or 1s ‘unable to pay and needs _

f assrstance in gettmg and keepmg a ]ob Further child support collected for children recervmg

welfare goes pnmanly or entlrely back to the govemment as rermbursement for welfare often

o drscouragmg parents from seekmg or paymg support through the formal system.
| New ways are needed to 1ncrease the 1ncent1ve motwatron and ablhty of low-lncome ‘

‘ fathers to support children who] do not hve with them and to help the courts and chrld support

enforcement agencxes distinguish between those unw:llmg to pay (for whom further enforcement -

|

is the appropnate response) and those unable to pay (who need employment opportumtles and

, other assistance). Parents Fair Share was a. dtrect response to thls challenge

, The Paren ts’ Fa:r Share Demonstrattoo »
Combmlng changes in the chlld support enforcernent system- with broader efforts rooted
in fatherhood programs, Parents Fair Share operated from 1994 to 1997 in seven locales around
the country Dayton Ohlo Grand Raprds Mlchlgan J acksonvrlle Flonda Los Angeles Cah- '

fornia; Memphls, Tennessee Spnngﬁeld Massachusetts and Trenton, New Jersey Fathers who

| were behind in their support payments and clarmed unemployment were ordered by the courts to "

partrcrpate in the prograrn Local programs drd specral revrews of the chrld support cases, of par- |

ents ‘who looked hke they mrght he ehgrble (hnked toa ehrld recelvmg welfare behmd in sup~ |

o port no known ]Ob) and referred those who were approprlate to PFS

The program offered _]Ob trammg, help in lookmg for work peer support groups focused

on the nghts and responsrbrhttes of fatherhood (the “glue of the program) and voluntary me-
diation between the fathers and mothers to work out conﬂtcts .To create an mcentwe to partrer-
pate, the program temporanly reduced the chrld support orders of pa.rents who met pro grarn re—

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation . e Page-2




- orders when fathers started eammg money.

o
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qulrements it also closely monltored _]ob—seekmg efforts SO as to put in place wage w1thholdmg

’bpu
RS

Because of the program s requlrement to part1c1pate in services, fathers who had jobs

-were forced to report them to chlld support staff, since they eould not 51multaneously work and -

| be actlve in the program Thus the program had the potent1a1 to “smoke out” prevrously un- -

known jObS and allow the agenmes to put wage wrthholdmg orders in place to get child support.
The evaluatron of the demonstratlon is followmg more than 5, 000 noncustodlal parents
for two' years from the’ t1me they entered the study to’ see what dlfference the program made in

thelr chﬂd support payments employment earmngs relatronsh1p to their children and the custo-

 dial parent and other outcomes Fathers entered the study between mid 1994 and mid 1996.

About halfof them were assrgned, atrandom, to be referred to the program, while.the other half

~ serve as a control group for c’omparisom The demonstration isfunded by a consortium of private

and public funders. © - - |
' ‘ Key Fmdmgs of the Study ,

‘ The new study 1s based} on the ﬁrst 18 months of, follow-up for. approx1mately half of the
men in the study ‘The researehers found that PFS mcreased parents’ child support in two drffer- :
ent ways. Parents subject to the spec1al case rev1ew 1nvolved in PFS intake (even before they
were referred to PFS programs) made more payments to the chlld support agency than those

Sllbj ect to standard chrld support enforcement In three sites, where a special study of thrs aspect

,of the’ program was conducted the'i increase: (relatlve to the control group) in the proportron of

parents paying child support because of the special case review alone ranged from 6 to 15 per-

. centage points, and average total chrld_ support payments per,parent subject to the extra outrcac h

increased by $160 to $200 over the 18 months of fol]ow-up (again compared to the control ‘
group) This effect on support occurred even before referral to the PFS program. ' k
Separate from the effects of thrs spec1al case revrew a larger number of parents who were ‘

referred to PFS services and: were subject to its partrclpatlon requrrements pald child support than

. g
‘would | have pard in the absence of the program Across all seven snes the proportlon of; parents

- . paying support durmg the 18 months of follow-up increased by about 4.5 to 7.5 percentage ‘

pomts (relatlve to the control group) These 1mpacts were mamly the result of impacts in three of ,

E .
) p .
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o the seven sites- (Dayton Grand Raplds and Los Angeles)l In two of these three s1tes the average

. amount of chlld support pard per parent also 1ncreased by a statlsttcally s1gmﬁcant amount

In a dlsappomtmg ﬁndlng, the study concluded that these mcreases m chlld support came’

o w1thout a correspondmg mcreasle in fathers employment and earmngs Across the seven srtes

about half of the’ fathers worked at some pomt durmg each quarter of follow—up, but access to

. PFS serv1ces ‘did not raise fathers employment rates or eammgs above those of the control

The report also drscusses the 1rnplementatlon of the program Sh ghtly more than two-

thlrds of the fathers referred to the program partlclpated n at ledst one act1v1ty, whlle the re-
a marnmg one-thrrd did not comply w1th therr order to pamctpate and were consequently referred

o back to the chlld support agency for tradltlonal chlld support enforcernent The average partrcr-

pant was active for about ﬁve months, wrth part1c1pat10n bemg greatest in peer support and ]ob

. search workshops. These partlclpatlon levels are srmrlar fo those achleved 1n mandatory pro- o

grams for custodtal parents (usually mothers) recervmg publlc a551stance Three sites (Los An- :

“ ~ geles, Grand Raplds and Sprmgﬁeld) were more successful than the others in puttmg in place

| services desrgned to burld occupatronal sktlls through on-the-Job or classroom trammg

5 JObS than they could get on the1r own: For others ‘the many problems they faced ona day-to day o

F red Doohttle summed up the basw ﬁndmgs as follows‘ “Workmg w1th a group that has

sometlmes been vrewed as unhkely to respond to enforcement efforts PFS got more fathers to

o pay chlld support On the opportumty 31de the search must conttnue for ways to help more of

these men get and keep better ]ObS ” Accordmg to Vlrgnna Knox another of the study s authors

“It turned out there were two types of fathers in PFS for the more employable the short term .

- ‘job fmdlng servrces emphasrzed in the program Just were not enough to. help them ﬁnd better

B .bas1s sometlmes overwhelmed the effect of the program v

4 The PFS Fathers

Smce S0 llttie was prevrously known about the hves of the fathers of chtldren on welfare

b_ the’ Parents Fa1r Share. prOJect made this a spec1a1 focus=of the research It found that the men
‘ referred to the program were otl’ten qulte dlsadvantaged though some dld have a substantlal work

hrstory About half lacked a hlgh school dlploma or GED (htgh school eqmvalency certrﬁcate)

4
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nearly 70 percent had been arrested as an adult on a charge unrelated to-child support, only 20
percent had parttmpated in any \education or tralmng program in the year before referral to the
program, and few received any ‘cash a551stance though about 30 percent lived in households re-
cemng Food Stamps. ‘At best 1the fathers had worked at a series of short-term, low-wage jobs.
Forty-three percent of the fathers had earned $500 or less in the mne months prior to their referral
to the program, and only about one-fourth had earnings above $3,500 (an average of about $400
a month) over the same penod Many mmally expressed skept1c1sm about the goals and ser\nces
of Parents’ Fair Share, based on their perception that the child support system was “‘stacked

agalnst them”; PFS program operators had to overcome this view to engage the parents in the
.

Beyond these statistics, muoh was learned about the daily lives of these parents. Many

pro gram,

lacked stable housmg, relying ¢ on fnends and relatlves for a.place to stay and moving on when
_‘they wore out their welcome. At times some were homeless, hvmg in their cars, in public
spaces or in shelters. Desplte [thts dtsrupnon and mstablhty, many made repeated efforts to re- ,
main in contact with their chtldren and to help support them by provzdlng needed items such as
diapers, food, or clothing; by bemg a source of emotlonal support or taking the chlldren on rec-
reational outings; and, at ttmesi, by caring for the children for an extended period. But the reality
of their tenuous and often tense relationship with the mothers of their children often led to a
break in contact. At times, these occurred b‘eeause the fathers felt they lacked the money to be a -
father to their children. | l | ‘ N
Theére were many sourees of tension in the lives of the PFS fathers Most saw the chlld

Support enforcement system as. closely lmked to the criminal justice system, with little concern
for their own economic needs ot difficulties.and a s‘ingle,-tninded focus on collecting money.
‘Most were aware of and angry;ithat — under welfare program rules — little of the money they paid

| in support went to the cu‘stodial parent and children. Also' because of the location of the Parents’
Fair Share sites, about 80 pereent of the fathers in the program were Aﬁ'lcan-Amencan or His-

| pamchatlno, and many beheved they faced d1scnmmatlon in the courts and the job market
Remforcmg thetr employment lproblems most lived in ne1 ghborhoods where Jobs WETE scarce.
Consequently, they had to move out into the larger metropohtan area — where many felt they
were viewed with hostlhty and susplc1on. Many of the PFS fathers were attracted to the program :

. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation ‘ _ 4 ' o Page-5
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‘ by its expressed goal of helplng them ﬁnd ]ohs ‘that would pay enough to, cover therr lwmg ex-
penses and the1r child support A report to be pubhshed in early 1999 wrll provrde an in- depth
~ look at these issues. " g NS n ‘ “

The demonstratton s ﬁrlal report also scheduled for 1999 wrll follow all men‘in the sam- |

- ple for two years and mclude atwrder range of pro gram outcomes such as off the-books em- )

|

ployment 1nformal support for, the chlldren (not patd through the child support agency) and the .
relatlonshlps between the father chlldren and custodlal parent Wrth thrs future work the re-
searchers will assess PFS s success in achlevmg its broader goals of 1ncreas1ng parental in-

o volvement and reducmg paren]tal and chrld poverty

CaI! for New Efforts to. Improve Programs
Though the report released today contams only mtenm ﬁndlngs it st111 pornts to several

implications for program desrgn Fred Doolrttle stressed the 1mportance of actmg now.on these
: early ﬁndmgs' “Many states. are designing : new programs for poor noncustodlal parents and we
thmk the PFS results pornt to siome clear lessons for program desrgn Arnong these are the need
| for a strong partnershtp of various local agencles (supported by early team-bulldmg efforts) |
close mvolvement of the local ichlld support enforcement staff a strong peer support component
n focused on parentmg 1ssues and pro\asron of a:broad enough menu *of employment and tram-
‘ing services so that the needs of a varred group of fathers can be met '

 The study ] authors report that operatlon of Parents Fair Share 1nvolyed management
| challenges that went far beyond ldenttfymg agencres w1th expenence provrdrng the necessary
services: and seekrng fundmg to support thls effort.” At the core of the challenge, the mtended
partners (Chlld support govcrrment-funded employment agencres .and commumty-based groups)

began ‘with different mlssrons standards for. performance procedures and expenence serving

* clients ‘who faced a legal mand ate to part1c1pate Most’ 1mportant child support agencres had a

‘ strong law enfcrcement onent?tton whrle many of the orgamzatrons provrdmg other PFS serv-

" ices typrcally worked w1th wrlhng volunteers and mrtlally saw child support asa pun1t1ve sys—

. tem. , Thus, the heed for early and contmumg team—bulldmg efforts'was clear T

Peer support serv1ces vlfere generally well 1rnp1emented and proved to be attractwe to the .

\ ' fathers, provrdmg aplace. for them to address personal rssues related to work and parentlng and a
Manpower Demonstration Researt:h(]EOrpcration S . - .+ . . Page6 -
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" means to send a strong message about the 1mportance of parental respons1b111ty Implementatlon

of sklll-bulldmg educatton and trammg optlons was more dlfﬁcult to keep in place over time and
will require special attention in future programs. From the Paren_ts . Fair Share experience, it ap-
pears crucial for prog‘ram'sjto offer a broader range of embloyment services if they wish to couple
child support effeots with employment and earnings gains for tho fathers. |

‘ . Abodt k:!DRC énd the Demons'trat:fon Paﬂrjers _
The”Man'power DemonStration EResea:ch Corporation (MDRC) is a‘nonpro‘ﬁt, nonpartisan re-
search otganization with atlmost a quarter century’s experience designing and evaluating sociztt

pollcy initiatives. MDRC coordmated the test of Parents F alr Share, which involves a partner-

o .shlp of federal agencxcs G{ealt}’t and Human Serv1ces ‘Agncultm‘e and Labor), the seven partici- ‘

patmg states and locahtles and the Pew Chantable Trusts the W. K. Kellogg Foundatlon the
Charles Stewart Mott Foundatlon the Annie E Casey Foundatlon the Smlth Richardson Foun-

'datlon, the Ford Foundatlon, the McKnight Foundatton, and the Northwest Area Foundation.

The new report, titled Buzldzng Opportumtzes Enforcmg Oblzgatzons Implementatzon and In- o

" terim Impacts of Parents’ Fair Share was written by Fred Doohttle Vlrgtma Knox, Cynthla

Mlller and Sharon Rowser z
|
i
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Thrs report is based on research conducted for the Parents’ Falr Share Demonstranon, a national
demonstration project that combmes job training and placement, peer support groups, and other
'services with the goal of increasing the earnings and child support payments of unemployed
noncustodial parents (usually rfathers) of children on welfare, improving their parenting and
‘communication skills, and providing an opportumty for them to partncnpate more fully and effectlvely ,
in the lives of then‘ chlldren o - . :

i | 4
Fu'nders of the Parents’ Fair Share Demonstration

B Us. Department of Health and Human Serwces o U.S.,Department of Labor

The Pew Charitable Trusts | o ‘ Smith Richardson Foundation

W. K. Kellogg Foundatlon = Co - Ford Foundatlon o
Charles Stewart Mott Foundanon AL The Mcnght Foundatlon
US. Department of Agnculture " oo Northwest Area Foundation

‘ The Anme E. Casey. Foundatlon
| ‘

o

N Dissemination of MDRC’s work 1s also supportcd by MDRC s Public Pohcy Outreach Funders: the Ford

Foundation, the Ambrose Monell Foundatlon the Alcoa Foundahon, and the James Irvine Foundanon
!

i

- The findings and conclusions pre‘sented in this report do not- necessanly represent ‘the official positions or " -
policies of the funders or the parhmpatmg states. Interested readers may wish to contact the states for more
information on the program. The srtes and states in the Parents’ Fair Share Demonstration are Los Angeles
Parents’ Fair Share Project, Los Angeles County (Los Angeles), California; Duval County Parents’ Fair
Share Project, Duval County ‘(Jacksonville), Florida; MassJOBS Parents’ Fair Share Project, Hampden .
County {(Springfield), Massachusetts Kent County Parents’ Fair Share "Project, Kent County (Grand"‘

-Rapids), Michigan; Operation Fatherhood -Mercer County (I‘renton) New Jersey; Options for Parental
Training and Support (OPTS), Montgomely County (Dayton), Ohio; and Tennessee Parents” Fair Share

‘ Project Shelby County {Memphls) Tennessee

F\‘ ’ “}

i

|

|

|

. i_

For mformatlon about MDRC see ‘our Web sxte wwwmdrc org. MDRC 1S Reglstered in the Umted
States Patent Ofﬁce c i

1
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This report is based on research conducted for the Parents’ Fair Share Demonstration, a national
demonstration project that combmes job training and placement, peer support groups, and other
services with the goal of mcreasmg the earmngs and child support payments of unemployed
noncustodial parents (usually fathers) of children on welfare, improving their parenting and

communication skills, and provndmg an opportumty for, them to partlcnpate more fully and effectwely .
in the llves of thelr chlldren , T . o E ‘
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Funders of the Parents’ Fair Sharé Demonstration

- us. Deparrrnent,o'f Health z'md Human Services ~ U.S. Depar’tment of Labor

The Pew Charitable Trusts : - ' : Smith Richardson Foundation
W. K. Kellogg Foundation ' . " Ford Foundatmn o
‘Charles Stewart Mott Foundation - _The Mcnght Foundatlon

| U.S. Department of_Agﬁeu}pne e 'Nolrthwest Area Foundation
The Annie E. Casey.Foundaition' PR :

|
Dlssemmatlon of MDRC’s work i lS also supported by MDRC s Public Pohcy Qutreach Funders: the Ford
Foundation, the Ambrose Monell Foundanon the Alcoa F oundatlon and the James Irvine F oundatlon

- The ﬁndmgs and conclusions presented in this report do not: necessarily represent the official positions or
policies of the funders or the partrc1patmg states. Interested readers may wish to contact the states for more
information on the program. The sites and states in the Parents’ Fair Share Demonstration are Los Angeles
Parents’ Fair Share Project, Los Angeles County (Los Angeles), California; Duval County Parents’ Fair
‘Share Project, Duval County- (Jacksonwlle), Florida; MassJOBS Parents’ Fair Share Project, Hampden .
County (Springfield), Massachusetts; Kent .County Parents’ Fair Share Project, Kent County (Grand’ ‘
Rapids), Michigan; Operation Fatherhood "Mercer County (Trenton), New Jersey, Options for Parental -
.Training and Support (OPTS), Montgomery County (Dayton) Ohio; and Tennessee Parents’ Fair Share'
PrOJect Shelby County (Memphls) Tennessee. v . :
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Over the past 25 years poheymakers have come to acknowledge the link between lack of
child support and the pressing problem of child poverty for a broad-range of A.merrcan families.
With over 20 million children | under age 18 now living with only one parent or neither. parent,
there is an urgency to develop more effective methods for obtalmng support from noncustodial
parents. Much of the public concern about child: support has focused on the noncustodial parents
(usually fathers) of children receiving welfare, a group for whom earnings and support payments
tend to be low. Interest in thesé farmhes has also been heightened by recent changes in federally
funded public assistance, which are gradually leading states to impose various time limits on aid.
Since poor families will have to rely even more on nongovernment sources of income in the fu-

. ture, their stake in successful chrld support enforcement (CSE) has dramatrcally increased.

|

The noneustodlal parents of chlldren recelvmg welfare have largely been left out of the
reform debate and programmatic initiatives, except as ‘targets of increasing CSE efforts. Unfortu-
nately for poor families, most of the recent CSE reforms have been more effective in increasing

. collections from noneustodlal parents with relatively stable jobs and resrdence many of the fa-

thers of children receiving welfare do not fall within this ‘group.
|

The Parents’ Fair Share (PFS) Demonstration tests a new approach in exchange for cur-
rent and future cooperatlon wrth the child support system, a partnership of local organizations -
offered fathers services designed to help them (1) find more stable and better-paying jobs, (2)
pay child support on a consistent basis, and (3) assume a fuller and more responsible parental.
role. Among the key: services ;were peer support (focused on issues of responsible parenting),
employment and training services, and an offer of voluntary mediation between the custodial and |
noncustodial parents. During the period in Wthh parents participated in PFS services, the child
support system gave them some “breathmg room” and an incentive to invest in themselves by
temporarily lowering their current obligation to pay support. CSE staff also closely monitored
the status of PFS cases.. When a parent found employment, CSE staff were to act quickly to raise
the support order to an 'appropriate level (based on the state’s child support payment guidelines),
and if a parent ceased to cooperate with PFS program requirements, CSE staff were to act
quickly to enforce the pre-PFS[ child support obligation. The demonstration is a test of the feasi-
bility of 1mplementmg this new “bargarn and its effects on parents, children, and the child sup-
port system. R o ;~ P o

PFS rests on an unusual partnershrp of funders and program operators including federal
agencies, private foundations, states, localities, and nonprofit community-based organizations. Or-
ganized by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, it began in 1992 with a pilot phase
to refine the program model and test the feasrblhty of implementing it at the local level and, despite
a variety of unplementatlon 1ssues moved into a seven—sne demonstratlon phase i in 1994 t

. '"The last site to enter the demons‘,tranon was Los Angeles where thé random assrgnment process began later, in
Febmary 1995. D O « y
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This report presents ﬁndmgs from the demonstratlon phase 1rnplementatlon of the pro-
© gram, characteristics of the parents in the sample, and early impacts on two outcomes of interest -
(fathers’ earnings and child support payments). These impact findings are only the first chapter
in the PFS story because they rely solely on administrative records, cover only a part of the full
PFS impact sample, provide only six quarters of follow-up, and do not cover several key goals of
~ the program (for example, helplng fathers become more effective and responsible parents). Fur-
ther, an examination of PFS’s effects on direct payments of support to the custodial parents and
underground employment (whtch are not captured by administrative records) must await analysis
of the follow-up surveys of parents Nevertheless, available information (based on a shorter fol-
" low-up for the full sample) suggests. that the findings presented here are likely to be similar to

. those for the full sample and prov1de a look at several key effects of the program.

Eo !o 'v . Bri [ A.~
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Implementmg PFS presentecl management challenges that went far beyond
ldentlfymg agencies thh experience in provndmg the program’s services and

seeking funding to support this effort. At a minimum, the local partnershlp

needed to include the CSE agency and the courts employment and tmmmg service.

| “providers, and orgamzatlons with the capaelty to' provide peer support and media-

. tion. At the core of the challenge the intended partners began with different organ-

izational .missions and .assumptions - about their “clients,” funding -sources,
admxmstratlve procedures standards for rating thelr performance, and experience

: dealmg with those facmg a legal mandate to partlelpate (as opposed to volunteers)

l

' Some PFS services were easrer to put in place than others. In general, peer sup-
© port, job club, extra case review at CSE offices to identify parents for PFS intake,

and the offer of voluntary mediation were implemented across most sites. Imple-
mentation of “sklll-bulldmg education and training optlons and a quick follow-up

-when parents found employment or failed to comply with program requirements

were more difficult to sustam over time. Further, because of difficulties in identify-

ing potential PFS referrals from the child support caseload and getting them to ap-
pear for review heanngs, five of the seven sites did not meet their enrollment
targets, and, at times, program operanons were hampered by this shortfall

The majority of the noncustodnal parents referred to PFS were llvmg in pov-
erty, or on the edge of poverty, with a recent history of moving from one low-
wage ]Ob to another. Thus the challenge was to help these fathers find better

. jobs than they would otherw1se have found or to secure more stable employment

Thts report is pmnanly1 based on a simple of 2,641 parents who were found to be
ehgtble and appropriate for referral to PFS. Many faced substantlal barriers to

moving into better JObS in the mainstream labor miarket: nearly 50 percent lacked
a high school diploma, and about 70 percent had been arrested for an. offense un-

related to child support

ES-2
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 Slightly. more than tulo-tinrds of the noncustodlal parents referred to PFS
participated in at least one PFS activity. The average part1c1pant was active for -
five months, with about one-half partrcrpatmg for one-to' three months and. about
_.'one-quarter eontlnulng [to participate “for four to six. months. Partrexpatlon was. .
o greatest in peer support and job search workshops V1rtua11y all those who failed
to partrerpate and did not have a long-term * excuse > tecognized by the program " B
were referred back to the Chlld support agency for further enforcement h

. 'Parents subject to the thra outreaeh and case, revnew mvolved in PFS mtake, ‘
. prior to any referral to the PFS program, made more payments to the child
. support agency than those subject to tradrtlonal child support enforcement.
~-Among other effects; the extra outreach and case revrew uncovered prevrously un-
. reported employment allowmg the child support agency' to institute wage wrth—
", holding. In three sites where’ a specral study of the extra review was conducted,
“the increase in the preportlon of parents paying any child support ranged from 6 to
‘ 15 percentage pomts and average total child support payments per parent subject -

. to the extra rev1ew mereased by $160 to $200 over the 51x quarters of follow-up

... 'Separate from the effeets of this extra outreach effort, a larger number of
~* parents. referred to the PFS services and mandates pald child support than .
. would have pald in the absence of access to the program. Across all seven sites ©. -
combined, the number ‘hf parents who pard support during the follow-up- quarters
_increased by about 451075 percentage pomts However ‘these: impacts on child -
 support were mamly the results of substan‘ual 1mpacts in three, of the seven sites. -
In two of these three - srtes the average support payment amount over the srx‘
quarters was statrstrcally s1gmﬁcant : : x

. 4 .

. Unfortunately, these 11ucreases in clnld support came wnthout a correspond-.
.ing increase in fathers’ employment and earnings. No site produced increases
in employment and - earnmgs ‘that were consmtent and" statlstlcally 31gn1ﬁcant dur: -
_ing the 18 rnonths of follow-up for thlS report ‘ :

A

In sum PFS did lead to an increase in ehrld support for a group sometrmes vrewed as un- -
hkely to respond to enforcement efforts, but the. search for effective means of i mcreasmg em-
-ployment and:earnings:of low-income men’continues. The final section of this summary of‘fcrs :
suggestlons for program desrgners and operators hased on these PFS ﬁndlngs :

The Policy Context for PFS | '

PFS emerged out of thlree rnterrelated trends and a very concrete dllemma facmg courts - )

and child support admmlstrators PFS had its origins in welfare reform. efforts that -gradually
_ shifted the balance of respon51b111ty for supporting poor children away from the public sector and-
" toward parents One goal of ajseries of reforms;’ culmmatlng in the passage- of the Personal Re-

spon51b111ty and ‘Work Opportumty Reconcﬂratlon Act m 1996 was to help custodral parents to

-
)
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increase their earnings and to create and enforce legal obligations of support from more noncus-
todial parents, so that poor chlldren would be supported by both parents "

Efforts to 1mprove CSE were a second factor contnbutmg to the development of PFS
Since the mid 1970s, federal lawmakers have imposed requirements on states to strengthen CSE,
with the goals of helping low-income fam111es stay off welfare and of recouplng aid payments
made. These efforts have largely focused on noncustodial parents with known i income and assets
and have been most effective for these cases. Although the CSE system has continued to evolve
since the beginning of PFS, pubhc assistance-related cases remain a frustration to CSE agencies
and the courts in many Junsdlctlons at a time when reforms in welfare (especially tlme limits on
. receipt of atd) increase the stake that low-income families have in rece1v1ng support ‘

The deteriorating labor market 51tuatlon of less—educated men also oontnbuted to the
- emergence of PFS. Over the past 25 years, the inflation-adjusted earnings of men without a high
school diploma have dropped substannally With much of the, focus of program development on
the custodial parents of poor children, men on the fringes of thé labor market — and especially .
~ younger men of color — haveirarely been the target of .employment program outreach. Further,
few successful strategles have been developed for increasing their employment and eammgs

For child support admlmstrators and the courts, the factors discussed above created a se- .
rious ongomg problem. When a noncustodtal parent with httle work history claimed he was un-
able to pay his child support because of unemployment it was frequently difficult to determine
the truth of his claim. In practlce, courts and agency staff were left with two unsatisfactory op-
tions: threatening jail in an effort to coerce payment or sending the parent out on his own to look
for work. While the first optlon was approprlate for those able but unwilling to pay, neither op-
tion was appropriate for those! who were unable to support their children. Further, the agencies
and courts often struggled to drstmgmsh the unwilling from the unable.

The PFS Demonstration is a test of a third option: referring a specified group of noncus-
todial parents to a program of employment and other sérvices where participation is mandatory
and would be careﬁllly rnomtored Parents eligible for PFS (1) were not living with their children
who were receiving or had received AFDC; (2) were behind in their child support payments; and
(3) had no reported employment or were underemployed or working in a low-paying temporary
job. If a parent who was working had not reported the fact to the child support agency, the par-
ticipation mandate would uncover it because he could not work and participate in program serv-
ices 51multaneously For those without employment and assets, PFS provided a way to’ couple'
enhanced opportunlty with a steady mcssage of parental responsxblhty '

The demonstratlon s three goals presented specml challenges

. Increasmg the employment and earnings of low-mcome noncustodial par-
ents of children receiving welfare: PFS faced a different challenge than pro-
grams serving custodial parents (usually women) receiving welfare, many of
whom had little formal work hlstory Impacts in these programs were achleved ‘

. ES-4 - . ;
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by getting more women into jobs or getting women who would have worked
into jobs faster. In contrast; the great majority of PFS fathers had worked
(though usually spottlly and in low-wage jobs). Increases in the proportion
working at ‘all were harder to achieve, and program services and mandates fo-
cused on jOb retentron and wage levels, as well as overall employment rates.

.. Increasmg chlld support payments Many other studies have shown that the :
o frequency and amount of child support payments are related to noncustodial
parents’ income; hence the goal of increased earnings is linked fo the goal of :
greater child support However, fathers’ attitudes toward their parental respon- :
sibilities, the custod1a1 parent, and the child support system (which, under-
most states’ rules, does not pass payments on to families receiving welfare)
-also mﬂuence the payment of support. PFS sought to affect all of these things.
It was also implemented as the CSE 'system was’ gradually evolving with the
. development of new methods to track employment and earnings and changes
. in rules on adjustments of orders, so that the “enhancements” to child support -
: mvolved in PFS came on top of a changmg base of standard enforcement

. Supportmg and lmprovmg parentmg behavnor Noncustodlal parents can
help their. children i in a variety of ways beyond financial support, and PFS '
- sought to help them, become more 1nvolved as responsible parents, a personal
goal of many of the fathers. But lack of money and at times contentious rela- -
tions with the custodral parent had hampered many fathers efforts to play this
role. Supporting the! importance of the effort was other research indicating that
. increased parental mvolvement may also ‘contribute to greater payment of
support suggesting 1 that the goals of the demonstratron are interrelated.

 The PFS intake process was an important part of the demonstratron In most cases, non-
custodial parents were referred; to PFS during court hearings or appointments scheduled by CSE
staff in response to the parents failure-to-make’ court- ordered support payments. Several of the ,
- sites put in place new procedures to identify parents who appeared to be eligible for PFS (whose
child support cases would typré:ally have low enforcement priority) and scheduled special hear-
ings or appointments to revrew their reasons for nonpayment. Parents who'cited unemployment
as the reason for their nonsupport were ordered to attend PFS activities until they found a job and
began paying support. In some srtes parents just establishing paternity were also referred to PFS

when they had no means to meet child support obligations.

Program services were bullt around four core components listed in Table 1. In general
parents began their partlmpatlon with peer support, which was structured around the Responsible
Fatherhood curriculum and run by a.trained facilitator. The peer support sessions (which typi- -
cally met a minimum of two to three times per week for a set number of weeks) covered a wide
range of topics including self—evaluanon parental roles and responsrbrhtres relationships, man-
. aging anger and commumcatlons problems on'the job, coping with racism; and life skills. Some :
. sites offered other services concurrently with peer support, to allow fathers to participate in em- |
ployment-related activities because of their need for income. (Most did not receive public assis-

" tance, desprte their low mcome levels.) In general, services that focused on helping parents

I
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g Tablel =
| . Parents’ Fair Share
1 ‘,
i Core Components of the PFS
j Program Model ‘

Peer support MDRC’s background research and the pilot phase expenence"

- suggested that employment and training sefvices alone would not lead to changed -

~ attitudes and regular child support payment patterns for all participants. Education,
“support, and recognition could be needed as well. Thus, demonstration programs
‘were expected to prov1de regular support groups for participants. The purpose of this
component ' is to mform participants about - their rights and obligations as
noncustodial parents, to encourage positive parental behavior - and sexual
responsibility, to strengthen participants’ commitment to work, and to -enhance .
participants’ . life skrlls The component is built around a curriculum, known as
Responsible Fatherhood, that was supphed by, MDRC. The groups also could have
included recreatlonal activities, “mentoring” arrangements usmg successful PFS
graduates, or planned parent-child actwmes :

' Employment and triunmg. The goal of these actmtles is to help partlmpants secure
long-term, s stable employment at a wage Tlevel that would allow ‘themto" support
themselves and ‘their; children. Sites were strongly encouraged to offer a variety of

" services, mcludmg job search assistance and opportunities for education-and skills - -

training. In addition, since it is important to engage partlclpants in income-producing -
.activities quickly to establish the practice of paying child support;. sites were
encouraged to offer opport\mmes for on-the-job training, paid work experience, and

other activities that mlx skllls training or educatmn with part-time employment.. =

I
. l

'Enhanced child support enforcement. One objeetive of PFS is to; increase support
- payments made on behalf of children living in single-parent welfare households.

- -Although a legal and administrative: structure already exists to_establish and enforce

child support obhganons demonstratlon sit€s were asked to develop new

-procedures, servwes,land incentives in this area. These included steps to expedlte the - "
" modification of Chlld support awards and/or flexible rules that allowed child support ..

orders to be- reduced while noncustodral parents parﬁcxpated in PFS and special
momtonng of the status of PFS cases

|

I ) :
Mediation. Often disagreements between custodial and noncustodial parents about

visitation, householdexpenditures, hfestyles, child care, and school arrangements —
and the roles and actions of other ‘adults in their children’s lives — influence child
. support payment patt'erns Thus, demonstration sites had to provide opportunities for
parents to mediate their differences using serv1ces modeled on those now. prov1ded S

' ‘through many farmly[ courts in dworce cases. X : :

t
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quickly find work (employmént—feadiness workshops, job search assistance, and job clubs)
~ emerged as the most common employment-related services, though sites also offered basic edu-
catlon classroom occupatmnal trammg, and on- the -job trammg as options. :

' Enhanced child support enforcement consisted of reductions in ex1st1ng orders (often
ongmally set when the parent had been employed) during PES participation, close monitoring of
parents’ program and job-seeking activities, and immediate modification of support orders when -
they found employment or falled to comply with PFS reqmrements These changes were consis-
tent with efforts under way at the time to link a parent’s child support obligation with his current
. income; the PFS sites were asked to. pursue this objective vigorously. In the first year of the
‘demonstration, case management also emerged as ‘an important part of PFS, and staff in this role
‘identified barriers to employment developed service plans to address them, tracked participation
in'PFS services, and informed the child support agency of noncomplying or employed parents
Parcnts referred back to the agency were then typically subject to traditional CSE.

Formal mediation services were also offered by PFS or outside agenmes and many staff

members also served as informed mediators between parents.,
A |

- Implementation of PFS relied on two important partnershlps a funding partnership and a
site operations partnership. Table 2 lists the nonsite funding partners for the demonstration. PFS
was authorized by a provnslon. in the Family Support Act of 1988 that permitted use of federal
welfare-employment funds (normally restricted to custodial parents) to fund a demonstration of
services for the unemployed noncustodial parents of children receiving welfare. In order to ac-
cess this special federal funding and expanded child support funding, demonstration sites had to
provide a state match of cash or in-kind support. Other government and nongovernment organi-
zations also supported the demonstration. Table 3 shows.the lead state agency in each site (which
‘took the lead in organizing' the original demonstra‘uon proposal) the lead local agency (which
. coordinated program operatlons), and the agency that housed crucial core services such as peer
support and case management (demgnated the “program home” in the table). Because PFS re-
quired diverse kinds of expertise, sites developed local operating partnerships that included child -
" support agencies, the local Job Training Partnershlp Act (JTPA) agency, and a mixture of com-
munity-based organizations.

‘This report focuses on (1) the nature of PFS serv1ces put in place i in the sites and the im- -
plementatlon challengcs and lessons that emerged from the demonstration, (2) the PFS intake
experience and the characteristics of the parents paﬂ:xclpatmg in the demonstration, and (3) the

_early impact of PFS intake and access to services on employment, earnings, and child support
payments as measured through' administrative records

: The accompanying reports from the demonstratlon focus on lessons from the PFS intake
- - process for CSE (Working wzth Low-Income Cases: Lessons for the Child Support Enforcement
- System Jrom Parents’ Fair Share) and on the lives and.attitudes of a sample of parents partici- -
pating in the program. Future research will continue the impact analysis in this report with longer
follow-up using administrative records and will supplement it with survey data to broaden under-:
standing of the initial impact topics (especially effects on underground employment and support

|
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; Parents’ Fair Share =

I Table2 . ..
|
|
|

PFS Demonstration *Ndn’site Funding Partners

|
|
|

States | - ' " Federal Agéfnéies S E Found;ﬁons
California | , .U'S' Depan%nent of Heélth and Buman Services The Pew Charitable Trusts
élbrida » ‘_ U.Ss: Depart;me)jit;of Agﬁculfure‘ . 3 - W. K. Kgllogg Foundation ‘
Mas's;achixsei‘ts‘ Us. Depart{‘r;eni"({fj Labor S (fharlcs_. St,i;\;zan Mott Fqunt‘iaﬁoﬁ-,A,‘
Michigan - ‘ ; . . * - The Annie E. Casey foundation
New,Jersey ‘ T Smith Richardson ‘Foundatiép
OChio | ‘ ;! ‘ Ford Fbunda't}'ot;" : |
Tennessee ; ' McKnight Foundaﬁon
' ; | | Northwest Aréa Foundation
"\, | ' ) ; ' o
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"Table3

Parents’ Fair Share

Agencnes Playing Key Roles in Implementmg PFS

! By Slte
‘ .
; ; ,
County Lead State Agency Lead Local Agency Program Home
t s . )
Dayton Department of Human Montgomery'County Department of -+ Goodwill Industries
' ~ Services i Human Services . of Miami Valley
Grand Rapids" Department of Snc1a1 " Kent County Friend of the Court " Hope Network
Services Co o
" Jacksonville ‘ Departménf of Labor and ' Florida Department of Labor and DLES, Region III '
B . Employment Security . Employment Security, Region 11 .~ :
Los Angeles Employmeﬂt Development Los Angeles ‘Dis'thcthttomey $ Los Angeles
: Department B - Office, Bureau of Family Support  : Department of
Operahons Community and
: ‘Senior Services
Memphis Department o*’ Human : deggs, Inca Bridgg;s, Inc.
Services | < o .
Springfield Department of Trahsitional Spectra "Manégement Services Spectra
‘ Assistance® | - - Corporation® Management
o R i Services
| N _ Corporation
Trenton Department of Human -  Union Industrial Home for Children Union Industrial
Services § - Home for Children

NOTES: *Formerly known as Youth Servxce USA. : :
*Formerly known as Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare ‘
‘Formerly known as Springfield Employment Resource Center, Inc..

-
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.provided dlrectly to the eustodlal parent or chlld) and w1ll allow analyzns of 1mpacts on famlly
relationships. ' I

~ The remaining sectioné of this summary present findings on the challenges involved in
the PFS partnerships; PFS intake; the characteristics of parents referred to the program; the im-
plementation of PFS services and mandates; participation in PFS services; the early impacts of
PFS on child- support payments employment, and earmngs and suggestions for program design.

PFS called for a shift from a focus on the short térm (when noncustodial parents’ child
support payments and po‘tential to pay were minimal) to a longer-term perspective of investing in
building the capacity of poor, ' unemployed noncustodial fathers to dssume parental roles. This
fundamental change in perspective presented a number of implementation challenges that wentk

far beyond assembling the state and local partnershtps called for under the demonstratlon

e To successfully 1mplement PFS, the local partners had to change their
standard operatmg procedurés in ways that often conflicted with pre-
‘ exxstmg agency. prlorxtles and were therefore dlt‘ﬁcult to sustain.

At the core of PFS was a cnmrmtment by local Chlld support agencies to focus enforce-

" ment attention on cases that they typically treated as low priority: low-income, unemployed fa-

thers. Traditionally, enforcement efforts devoted to these cases were seen as unlikely to yield

~ much in support collections, the primary goal of child support agencies. The demonstration also

_called on child support agencies to broaden their service mission, which typically was focused on
serving the financial interests of custodial parents children, and taxpayers to include aiding non-
custodlal parents who were unable to meet their obligations.

PFS called on employment and training agencies ‘funded under JTPA to work with very
dlsadvantaged men who were ordered to participate by the courts (or, in limited cases, the child
“support agencies). Most of JTPA’S prior participants had been either volunteers who wanted to
devote time to building their skills or mandatory referrals from public assistance programs who
had an’ income source durmg participation' in the program. PFS referrals may have been inter-
ested in building their skills, but their lack of income created great pressures for them to find a

" . job quickly. Further, the PFS| \program model called on JTPA agencies to prov1de many parents

with on-the-job training placements in which part1c1pants were placed in a wage-paying job and
received training ih an occupational skill while the employer received a wage subsidy to cover
the training costs. Unfortunately for PFS, the JTPA system sharply curtailed its offering of on-
the-job training just as PFS got under way, and the program was continually frustrated in its ef-
-forts to expand.this program component Fmally, many PFS participants were difficult to place in
jobs because of weak work hlstones poor education, criminal records, or drug or alcohol prob-
lems, and JTPA agencies — which saw the local business community as a continuing customer
~— were hesitant to push these fathers on employers -for fear of spoﬂmg a long-term relationship
 vital for their contmued success ' :

ES-10



|
|
|

Many coinniunity-based service organizations involved in PFS had a strong organiza-
tional commitment to serving clients like the parents in PFS, but had little experience and some
concerns about. partnering w1th the child. support agency. The PFS parents often saw the CSE '
system as stacked against them, with legal powers that made it feel like part of the criminal jus-

. tice system and a mission to serve the taxpayers (by recoup1ng welfare payments) rather than in-
creasing parental support of poor ch11dren (who under federal welfare rules received little of the
support payment). Reflecting these concerns, the commimity-based service agencies oftén were
uneasy about monitoring and enforcmg legal obligations and referring noncooperating fathers
back to the child support agency for further enforcement actions, including the possibility of jail.
Despite this, over the course of the demonstratlon commumty-based organizations assumed in-
creasing responsibility for PFS serv1ces in several sites. '

'All of these roles represented major- sh1ﬂs for the participating agenc1es In many sites,
tensions between PFS procedures and normal pract1ces and between agencies emerged during the -
implementation of the program, at times causing lack of coordination in. services. Thus operat1ng
the program required a level\ of sustained attention ‘from program ‘managers as well as a
commitment to interagency cooperatlon that could mot1vate agenc1es to work through the variety

of issues which emerged :

_ i ,
anrr" l"lPr‘n
e Although staff in the seven partlclpatmg sites identified over 5, 500 par-
- ents who were ellgll)le and appropriate for PFS services, this was substan-
tially ' less than orlgmal targets, and the shortfall had programmatlc- _
1mpllcatlons ‘ : 3

At the start of the demonstratlon phase sites and MDRC staff developed estimates of
demonstration-phase samples, based on the available information about the number and status of
welfare-related child support cases with arrearages. Only two of the seven sites (Los Angeles and

Grand Rapids) were able to meet or closely approach their enroliment targets

Meeting enrollment targets was more difficult than it had been in the pilot phase, for at
least three reasons. First, targets were set h1gher because the demonstrat1on relied on a random
assignment: design to-estimate program impacts. This involved randomly assigning one-half of
- the recruited sample to a control group, which served as a benchmark representlng the experi-
ences and behavior of parents ) without the PFS. option. Consequently, sites had to double:their
efforts to get an equal number of enrollees into program services. Second, the economy improved
over the course of the demonstratlon so that a higher percentage of those who appeared for a re-
view were employed and, thus, ineligible for PFS. Third, it may be that during the p1lot phase
some sites had “cleaned out” from the caseload the most easily located PFS-eligible group. De-
spite these pressures on the 1ntake process, the basis characteristics of the sample, discussed in

more deta11 below, showed 11tt1e measured change from the pilot. '

. The problem of lower-than-expected enrollment in PFS services did. affect PFS nega-
t1vely, by altering the services  provided, mak1ng it more difficult for sites to ma1nta1n steady B

o Esn



t , : ’ . S o
fundmg streams (srnce much fundmg was lmked to sample bulldup) and drawmg management )
attention away from-other 1mplementat1on issues. Peer suppoxt and job club were probably most
. affected programmatically, since both-were designed to serve groups of- at least five part1c1pants
‘Some sites allowed parents'to join. ongoing groups, which lessened their cohesiveness, while oth-
. ers'operated groups of fewer than five partlmpants The focus on the problem of enrollment pre-
" vented the kind- of forward-thmkmg management style that could have helped snes meet the
: vjvanety of other 1mplementatlon challenges PFS posed T : :

i L .' : ’
e Most srtes mstltuted extra outreach and case rewew practlces as part of
the demonstratlon,E and this effort produced lmportant mformatlon about L

the status of welfare—related chlld support cases L

+ Inan effort to meet sample targets, SItes used a vanety of methods o, identify potentlalﬂ
PFS referrals; Two sites relied prnnanly on rev1ewmg the regular court dockets for chlld support
- cases hkely to meet PFS ehglblhty rules. However the: -remaining sites all employed extra out-

. reach efforts to increase the flow of PFS referrals, mcludmg conductmg reviews of child support

cases on the existing.caseload, rev1ewmg other lists (such as:new referrals of cases from the wel- .

fare agency,- llstmgs of noncustod1al parents about to exhaiist unemployment insurance beneﬁts, &

and Medlcald-supported births in local hospltals) and streamlining the hearing process to review

the status of large numbers of noneustodlal parents. These efforts appear to have made the great-
’ est dlfference in Los Angeles I?aﬁon and Grand Raplds : =

The process of extra outreach to review Chlld support cases produced new 1nfonnanon for

~ many of the PFS sites. .Some sparents eould not'be located; others contacted the child support - o

. agency or the courts and' provxded 1nformat10n on prev1ously unreported employment Still others .
.prowded information Justlfymg a change in their current support obllgatlon ‘they . were either "~

hvmg with the children for wh?m support was owed, in ill-health or disabled and unable to. work, -~

or incarcerated and unable to work for pay and prov1de support. A later section of this -surmary. B

“reviews the impacts of the. extra outreach and case review on noncustodlal parents employment
~ and Chlld support payments ‘ : SRR : ST

. Although the- fath%ers were di\?erse in’terms'of race, ag‘e,' and living ar- ..

R _.rangements, overall they were.a dlsadvantaged group, and the majority

©oe o lived in poverty, or on the edge of poverty, wrth llttle aceess to pubhc as- -
-snstance T R S

‘ The parents found appropnate for PF S were overwhelmmgly male (98 percent) w1th an
‘ average age of 30. About.80 percent of the overall sample were black or Hlspanlc but there was A
great variation amiong the s1tes in the raclal/ethmc dlstrlbutlon of parents. In Memphls and Tren-

“ton, for example parents were largcly hlack whlle in‘Los. Angeles +and Springfield they were' -

largely Hlspamc Slightly over 60 percent of the overall sample had never been married, about 50 f
percent had lived with ‘their. own father. when: they were age 14, and nearly 70 percent had been.
A 'arrested on a. charge unrelated to Chl]d support smce age 16 Nearly 50 percent of the sample had.
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- 1o educatronal credential, and about 80 percent had not partrcrpated in any educatron or trammg
- program in the year pnor to bemg referred to PFS. ‘ :

Most were unemployed at referral to PFS (though 17 percent were admrtted into the pro-
gram because of underemployment or very unstable employment), and their recent employment
history revealed a tenuous connectton to mainstream jobs and very low recent wages. Adminis-
trative records on earmngs show that 43 percent’ of the sample had earned a total of $500 or less
in the three quarters prior to thelr entry into the PFS sample, and only 28 percent had earnmgsk‘.
exceeding $3,500 in this n1ne~month penod Despite these low earnings, only 29 percent of the'
fathers lived in a household that received Food Stamps; and few were receiving AFDC or other
cash assrstance This low level of earmngs was reflected in low rates of child support payments;
slightly more than 20 percent had paid any chrld support through the child support agency in the -
' quarter prior to their referral to PFS C :

] Within the PFS sample there were fathers for whom findmg and keepmg
" a job would be an 1mportant advance and others for whom the goal was
better-paymg and more stable employment.

Within the sample, there was a group with continued connection to the job market, albert a
series of relatively short-term and low-paying jobs. For these fathers, the challenge was to help
them build their skills to command better pay or expand their access to the kinds of jobs they would
otherwrse not obtain. But'there|was also a group for whom any ‘stable job would be an improve-
ment. They tended to be very dlsadvantaged fathers, who faced serious barriers to employment.

e Many noncustodlal parents initially expressed skeptrcrsm about the goals
and services of PFS, based on their perception that the child support sys-
. tem was “stacked agamst them,” which program staff had to overcome to .
- engage the parents in the program. :

"Parents referred to the program often reported that therr prior experience wrth the chrld sup-
port system left them feeling that it was fundamentally unfair. Concemns raised included a sense of
inequity that (1) payments made by noncustodial parents were largely used to reimburse taxpayers
for public assistance expenses rather than passed on to their children; (2) custodial parents had the
‘option of public assistance, when noncustodial parents could be living in similar poverty but face an - -
obligation to pay support; and (3) eniforcement was often erratic, with the system interested in them
only when they had a job and child support could be-withheld from their wages. With their negative
histories with the child support :system these parents were at best cautiously interested in the op-
portunity PFS offered. At the same time, given the ehglblhty criteria for referral to the program
most of the parents could use the help of an effecnve program. B

Implem "an' S nMn
o Peer support was the most consrstently well-run component during the

demonstration and generally was viewed as the central PFS activity, pro-
viding a focal pomt for participants.
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, ~- Peer support was more strarghtforward to operate than employment and tralmng and en—'

a “hanced. child support, which rcqurred substannal cooperation across agencies. A single agency

‘typically oporated the compondnt which. was the initial activity for most participants after a PFS
g orlentatlon Specral ‘skills were needed to fac111tate the peer support sessions effectlvely, and the

]Ob was mtense, to be effectlve staff had to make a serious commmnent to the fathers. Facilita-. =

‘tors usually had pnor expenence ina 51m11ar role, attended trarnmg on the PFS peer support cur--
rrculum and. facrhtatlon techmques, and followed the' cumculum falrly closely. It covered 18
toplcs and groups generally m’ct a mlmmum of two or three times per week for a set number of
weeks to cover all the topics. At tlmes the shortfall 1n sample buridup led some sites to move
new PFS referrals 1mmed1ately mto peer support (an open—entry pohcy) rather than wait for suf- ‘

;ﬁc1ent numbers to begln a new group, and some groups became much smaller than lntended

' Peer support was generally well recelved by the noncustodlal parents, prov1dmg them an
opportumty to relate to a peer igroup in constructlve ways, ‘discuss troubhng personal problems,
' develop new problem-solvmg]skllls and have access 'to an advocate (the faclhtator) who be-

L lieved in their potential. Two sites stand out for their approaches to peer support In Dayton, fa-
- ... cilitators developed creative new ways to- “éncourage: parents to. become -involved with their

" _children — for example havmg parents do; activities with their chlldren and report back to the
. group and holdlng special events involving' partrcrpants famrhes In both Dayton and Jackson-
 ville, staff made an effort to ddvelop speclahzed peer support. groups, most’ notably, Jacksonvrlle
‘mstrtuted a mental health-onented group, fac111tatcd by a psychologlst for parents who could

a beneﬁt from a more therapeutlc onentatlon ' 4 . . L : :

: ;‘- ‘
i

Most sntes rehed heavnly on ]ob search workshops and Job club runmng
© these actlvmes and :peer- support snmultaneously because of parents
: strong desire.to find work qurckly B o

|

The design of PF S assumed that for the program to have a substantlal rmpact on parents
, employment and earnings; 51tes would have to offer an array of short-term skills training and on-
" the-job training to help partrcxpants obtain hlgher-paylng OF longer—lastmg jobs and: Job clubs that .
- 'would help. people find employment In. practlce there. Was a conflict between the. ‘program’s in-
. terest in encouraging noncustodtal parents to take the time to invest- in sklll-bulldmg activities.
.. and the,reahzanon that they could not affordto be:out ‘of the labor market for-an extendéd. penod -
- In rnost srtes these pressures led to an emphasm on gettmg parents into jObS qulckly

Basrc _]Ob search assrstance was usually prov1ded through one—to two-week Job search
workshops (wluch taught skllls such as résumé wntmg, mter\newmg, -and. search techmques) as

well as contmumg job club act1v1t1es that provided: partrclpants with ongomg support from PFS o

*  staff and their peers as, they searched for work by identifying and fo]lowmg up on leads Imple-t
" - mentation of these group ]ob search workshops went generally as planned in most sites, and con-

s tlnulng follow- up of mdmdual ]Ob search efforts 1mproved over the course of. the demonstranon

o Two sutes that emphasnzed the goal of gettmg partlclpants better ]obs E
than they could ﬁnd on thelr own made Job developers an mtegral part of
thelr program. ‘ : ' :
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. Job developers supplement participants® efforts to find work by identifying and pursuing
job leads on their behalf. Spnngﬁeld and Grand Rapids relied more on job developers than other
sites, with these staff members often involved also in déveloping on-the-job training opportuni-
ties. A fundamental constramtl on the broader use of job developers was apparent: they often
faced conflicting incentives because they valued maintaining good relationships with employers
~ and saw the disadvantaged PF S part1c1pants as “risky” to refer for openings.

‘e SKkill-building services, particularly classroom -training and 'on-the-job
- training, proved to be the PFS activity most difficult to lmplement

From the beg1nn1ng of the demonstratlon institutional barriers and d1fferences in practice
and procedure made it dlfﬁcult to provide the full: menu of employment services intended for
each. site. PFS. developed arrangements for program slots with local. employment and training
agencies, which were funded by PFS site grants JTPA, or some combination of both..

The most ﬂex1b1l1ty occurred when PFS funded slots for program participants, .allowing
agencies-to develop new program models for these quite disadvantaged men outside the proce-
dures of existing programs. When funds were provided by JTPA, the service providers had to

- balance many competing pr10r1t1es They faced new federal mandates to target services to those
with serious and multiple bamers to employment "as was common among this group of disad-

vantaged men. But at the same: t1me the agencies expressed concerns that the low employability

of the PFS parents could put relatlons with employers at risk, the pressures they faced to serve
many different groups prevented them' from committing a specific number of slots to PFS par-
- ticipants, and changes in JTPA on-the-job training rules made this service less attractive to em-
ployers. Because of these d1fﬁcult1es over the course of the demonstration several sites shifted
away from JTPA agencies as lead employment service prov1ders to community-based organiza-
t10ns ‘ ~
|
] Three sites (Los Angeles, Grand Rapids, and Springfi eld) were most suc-
- cessful in putting on-the—_]ob training and classroom training in place, and
these sites shared sJome characteristics. - e

Active leadersh1p that focused on 1ncreas1ng the number of skill-building act1v1t1es was
important in these three sites. In Los Angeles, the state Employment Development Department
played an important part in successfully integrating the local JTPA program and:its service pro-
viders into PFS, and this site generated higher-than-average part1c1pat1on in classroom training.
Beyond this leadership commitment, the attitudes of program staff were also an 1mportant factor
affectmg service offerings. Across the PFS sites, staff varied considerably in their assumptions
about the employab111ty of PFS participants, which appeared to affect parents’ enrollment in
services and the willingness of _]Ob developers to market them to employers. Both Springfield and
Grand Rapids contracted withlagencies experienced in serving very disadvantaged populations
with severe bartiers to employment and probably because the staff of these organizations — in
contrast to staff.in some other PF S sites — did not see the barriers as insurmountable, these two
sites produced the highest number of on- the-J ob training placements. - ‘

$
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e Although formal mediation services were offered in. every site, most pro-
... grams did not aggresswely market them. There was not a strong interest - -
among either noncustodial or custedial parents in utilizing formal media-
tion, and many fathers preferred to rely on. the lnformal efforts of known
program staff ~ '

'

Background research durmg the plannmg phase of' PFS suggested that there were many‘
issues between the custodial and noncustodial, parents which could potentially create barriers to
fathers’ playing a fuller. parental role and providing greater financial and other support to their

' children. Mediation was included as an optional service within PFS to support efforts of parents -
to address and resolve these i issues. Each site’s partnership included trained family mediators,
and program staff informed fathers of the availability of this service. Formal mediation remained
little utilized in‘most sites throughout the demonstration. Program staff reported that few fathers
were seriously interested in pursumg ‘this option and, even when they were interested, the moth- -
ers might not be. Further, PFS staff generally were more focused on other aspects of the program
and did not place as high a priority on encouraging partlclpatlon in this component as on the
mandatory services such as peer support and employment services. Furthermore, many of the
PFES staff (who were often trained mediators) perfonned an informal mediation function, working

- with the parents to try to resolve issues. Experience suggests that fathers may have been more.

vw1111ng to take problems to a person they already knew and these staff fembers were able to
serve as an informal go-between for the parents. :

- o All sites made the PFS partlclpatlon mandate real by referrmg parents
who did not comply back to the CSE agency for tradmonal enforcement
measures, but s1tes used this option in different ways.

Each PFS site developed procedures to track parents part1c1pat10n in program services
(often relying on the management information system’ developed for the demonstratmn) and
when parents failed to meet program requirements, staff followed up to determine if there was an
acceptable reason for nonparticipation. If none existed or if the enrollees did not respond to their. '
communications, sites referred them back to the child support agency for traditional enforcement
measures, which usually amounted to a notice to appear at a hearing on the status of the case.
Sites were consistent in takmg this action (though some were quicker than others to do so), and
, v1rtually all (92 percent) parents who never partlc1pated in any PFS activity and lacked a. recog- ‘
nized long-term excuse were referred back to the agency for traditional enforcernent For some
sites, this referral reflected the}end of efforts to encourage participation, in effect a statement that
the parents were no longer in PFS For other sites, referral back to the CSE agency was one of
many tools used to secure comphanee with program requirements, and fathers could and did re-
turn to participate in. PFS requirements. Those referred back typlcally faced tradltlonal enforce-
ment actlons suchas a heanng before a court or referee

o Sites in which the cluld support agency played a leading - role in PFS -
showed ﬂexnblllty in developing new approaches to monitoring the status
of cases and encouragmg partlclpatlon in program servnces. o :
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Because of the: d1ffer1ng perspectlves of the local agenc1es 1nvolved in PFS, agencies
could choose to focus on their; lpart of the program and not seriously engage in the difficult task
of coordinating activities. However, in sites in which the child support agency played .a, leadlng
role, staff were well p051t10ned|to work as a problem- solv1ng team, with the child support agency
driving the effort. The child support agencies had the most direct financial interest among the
- partners in developing an effective means to monitor and enforce participation requirements and
increase. support payments. In‘ Los Angeles and Grand Rapids, staff worked together to hold

regular “case conference” meetings to discuss pamc1pat10n problems of particular parents and
develop plans on how to respond. Further, in these two agencies (plus two others as well) spe-

cific child support workers were a551gned to handle all PFS cases, providing staff members who - .

_ Aunderstood the program and the 1mportance of an 1mmed1ate response when parents found work -
-or falled to comply w1th program requ1rements .

~ Participation in PFS Serv ices
The follow- -up for this report extends for, 18 months aﬁer a parent was referred to PFS by

a court or child support agency
l ’ ' ’ .
e On average, 70 percent of those ‘parents referred to PFS participated in at

least one PFS actlv1ty However, there was substantial variation by site
related to dlfferences in intake methods, service offerings, and the way in
' whlch referral back to tradltlonal CSE was used. '

Participation rates ranged from 82 percent in Los Angeles to under 60 percent in Dayton
and Memphis. Rates appear to be higher when (1) the intake process produced parents 'who were
motivated to participate in the program (espec1ally important in Los Angeles); (2) labor market
" opportunities for those referred; to PFS were weaker (either because of higher unemployment or

because participants had many| barriers to employment); (3) PFS activities started immediately

after a parent was referred to the program,; (4) the PFS staff members’ monitoring and respondmg

to pamc1patron problems was colocated with peer ‘'support, the initial component; and (5) referral

back to child support was used hs a technlque to encourage pamc1pat10n rathet than 1nd1cat1ng an

~end to PFS involvement. Partlclpatlon did not differ substantially among subgroups defined by
recent earnings, prior arrest status, ethnicity, .or age..Thé low levels of participation in employ-

ment and, other services just pnor to referral to PFS and the absence of peer support outside PFS

suggest that PFS participation rates represent a substantial i increase over the level of serv1ce that
- would have occurred in the absence of the program.

o Partlclpatlon was hlghest in peer support and Job club, though four sntes
“did engage a substantlal percentage of parents in sklll-bulldmg actlvmes

As is common in many multicomponent programs pamc1pat10n was h1ghest in the ac-
tivities at the beginning of a service sequence. Slxty four percent of parents referred to PFS par-

. ‘t1c1pated in peer support, and 57 percent were active in a job club or workshop. Peer support was .

the most commonly used act1v1ty 'in all seven sites comb1ned while job club was the second
* most common in six of the . seven sites. Nevertheless clear d1fferences in service emphasw
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' ‘emerged Overall only 8 percent of the parents parucrpated in classroom occupattonal skrlls
training, 12 percent in basic educatlon and 12 percent in. on-the-job training; but in Grand Rap-
ids -and Springfield, approxrmately 25 percent participated in: on-the-job training; in Memphis
~ almost 50 percent participated iin basic education; and in-Los Angeles about 29 percent partici-
pated in classroom occupatronal skills training. Again, there ‘were 1o substantlal dlfferences in
~ part1c1pat10n among the key subgroups listed above. : -

e Partlclpatlon in PFS was: shorter and less mtense than ongmally mtended

The shift from an empbasrs on sklll—bulldmg act1v1t1es to 1mmed1ate job placement re-
sulted in a decline in the expedted average length of program part1c1patlon Services: such as on-
the-job training and classroom occupation skills training were expected to last several months,
while job-readiness workshops and job clubs were relatively short term. Parents who partlmpated -
- in PFS were active in some seryice for an average of approximately five months of the 18-month
follow-up period, though about one-quarter were active for more than six months durmg follow- .
up. Parents attended an average of nine sessions durmg the months they participated in program
~ services. Site variation on measures of length and intensity of participation were small,- but par-

ents in Los Angeles pamcxpatéd for more months (7.2 months) than parents in other sites, and a
higher proportlon of them were actlve in 12 months or more (17 percent) ‘

mples and roachU l lcu' mpact

“Two samples were. used in the lmpact analysxs presented 1in this report The ﬁrst sample
consrsted of 6,884 parents randomly drawn from the child support caseload in three sites (Dayton,

Grand Rapids, and Memphis) because they appeared to ﬁt within the PFS eligibility rules (linked to .

children receiving welfare, not currently paying support, “and havmg no known employment). Two-
thirds of these cases were randomly assigned to a group subject to an extra outreach and case re-
view process to determine their status and appropnateness for PFS. The remaining ‘one-third of
these cases were: subject to the standard CSE in the site. This process allowed for a companson of -
~ the effects of the extra outreach and case revrew 1nvolved in PFS intake. ' '

, “The second sample consrsted of noncustodral parents who appeared at a hearmg or other
review of their child support status and met the eligibility rules for PFS. Half of these parents
were randomly assigned to be referred to PFS services and subject to the program’s mandates
(labeled the “program group”), and the remalmng half were subject to the standard enforcement
procedures (labeled the ¢ control group”). In many cases, control group members faced an order
‘to seck work on their own and report employment to-the, support.agency, though in some sites -

these parents faced the prospect of an order to pay a spec1ﬁed amount of support 1mmed1ately to |

avoid serving time in jail. The effects of referral to PFS, versus the traditional enforcement faced
by the control group can be estlmated by comparing the outcomes. over time for both groups. The
sample analyzed for this report consists of parents randomly assrgned through June 1995 for
whom‘six quarters of follow—up data are available; they constitute about half of all parents ran-

3 domly assigned durmg the demonstratlon
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For both samples, employment eam1ngs and child support payments were analyzed for
each individual in the quarter during which that person was randomly -assigned (labeled the

“quarter of random assignment”) and for six additional. quarters of follow-up. Impacts findings
are reported by quarter relatzve] to the poznt of random asszgnment

The administrative data used in this analysis come from CSE agencies in the PFS sites

~and from employer reports of earnings to state unemployment insurance systems. Each data

source misses some aspects of parental behavior: the child support data do not include payments
made directly by the noncustodial parent to the custodlal parent and child, and the unemployment
insurance system does not cover about 3 percent of wage and salary workers whose jobs are not
included and those doing odd jObS or work1ng in the underground economy. Until survey find-
_ings are available later in the PFS research, it is riot possible to determine whether the observed
impacts on child support payments represent a real increasé or a shift of activity to a type covered 1
by the administrative data. F or example, increased payments of child support to the CSE agency
could represent an increase in total support paid or.a shift-from informal payments to the custo-
dial parent or child to formal payments to the CSE agency. Later research in PFS will explore

these issues. P

|
~ Impacts on Child Support Payments =

e The PFS intake process produced a signiﬁcant increase in child support

payments to the CISE agency even before any referral to PFS services and
coverage by its mandates.

Two kinds of 1nformat10n support this conclusion. First, as mentioned above, in three y
sites (Dayton, Grand Rapids, and ‘Memphis) a spec1al study of PFS intake isolated the effect of
the extra outreach and case reylew involved in PFS intake prior to any referral to PFS. For the
three sites combined, the PFS 1ntake process produced statistically significant increases in both
the percentage paying supportl to the child support agency and the average total child ‘support |

payment, as shown in Table 4; These increases-occurred in the quarter in which the PFS intake

¢ process began and in each of the six quarters of follow-up. For example, in quarter O (when ran-

dom. assignment -occurred) 21. 8 percent of those subject to extra outreach and case review paid
some child support compared \lVlth 18.0 percent of standard group members, for an impact of 3.8
- percentage points. Similarly, i in the quarter of random assignment child support payments aver-
aged $98 per parent subject tol extra outreach and case review compared with $83 per standard
group member. (In this table and subsequent tables on impacts, average ﬁgures for child support
payments per parent include zero payments for parents who did not pay any support. The average
amount for parents who pay 1s substantially higher than these average payments per parent.) In
part, the increase in child support payments occurred because the extra outreach and case review
led parents to inform the child support agency of previously unreported employment. .

As shown in Table 5, each of the three sites experienced a statistically significant increase
in the percentage of parents paying child support (present in every post-random assignment
quarter) and in the average total amount of child support paid in quarters 1 through- 6. of follow-

up. For example, in Dayton in quarter 2 of follow-up, 39.6 percent of the extra outreach and case
review group paid some child support compared with 31.1 percent of the standard group, for an
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‘Tmpacts on Chrld Support Payments
- _ for Three Sites Comblned

\

. Tab]e4 , :
\ Parents Fair Share

!

Extra' .

Outreach and ) o
S : -'Case Reviéw, . -Standard’ :
'Outcome i .Group. - . Group - Impact.’
Pald child support (%) - v A e o
Prior quarterl S 19.1 . 191 . 0.0
QuarterO S 2187 . 18.0 - 38
Quarter 1 277 2000 7.6 ***
~ -Quarter 2 1307 . 23.6 LT
" Quarter3 327. .. 260 67
" Quarter 4 ’ 319, 7264 5.6 ***
‘Quarter 5 ,o. 03070 0254 0 . 53
" Quarter 6 318 266 52w
Quartersl 6. ‘ '54.9 "47.2 YA
Amount of child support pald (é) ‘ 3 o L
Prior quarterl ‘ ' v 87 87 0
. Quarter 0" . i . 98 .83 15*
.Quarter 1 C 130 . 2100 30 ™
Quarter 2 165 133 . 32
Quarter 3 L 202 175" gy
Quarter 4 Loo,204° 180 - 24
Quarter'5- "o " i 187 o154 - ¢ 33 *kk'
Quarter 6 ~.- | N8 2202 . 178 2T
_ Quarters 1- 6 ¢ 1,090 917 1737
Sample size (total "6 ,844) . 4 416- - 2,428

SOURCE MDRC calculatlons frrom ch11d support enforcement (CSE) payment records

.....

| NOTES A two- talled t-test was applled to dlfferences between program and control groups Stat1st1ca1

|
. sxgmﬁcance levels are mdlcated as *ak

we1ght of 0.

Quarter of random assrgnment

. BS-20 .

=1 percent; ’ *x =5 percent * =
The sample used for this analysxs excludes the members of the program group who were g1ven a

[

10 percent.

“Pnor quarter 1 refers to the quarter before random ass1gnment e




Table s

Parents' Fair Share

Impacts of Enhanced Outreach and Case Review on Child Suppprt Payments,

17§

by Site
Dayton Grand Rapids * " Memphis
, Extra - Extra Extra .
Outreach and ; Outreach and Outreach and
Case Review Standard . Case Review Standard - Case Review Standard
Qutcome : : ) ‘Group -~ Group Impact’ ' Group Group Impact o Group Group Impact
Paid some child support (%) ST ‘ : ' - - o
Prior quafter-1% — — — -~ LT —...312 312 oo_,,__-__w.....__ 213213 __00_ . 41_ 4100
“Quarter 0° ‘ ‘ 29.1 295 0. 3 22.8 - 17.5 - 5.4 #** <133 7.1 6.2 ***
Quarter 1 - 315 277 3.9 %+ - 313 240 .72 w*x © 201 7.8 12.3 #**
Quarter 2 396 - 311 B.5 #xx . 343 299 4.4 * 17.9 8.8 9.1 ***
" Quarter 3 - 404 3337 T e 384 33.6 4.8 ** "~ 18.9 100 . 9.0 ***
Quarter 4 391 336 5.5 %% 372 333 3.9+ 19.2 115 7.7 ***
. Quarter 5° 381 322 - 5.9 %xx 36.4 31.9 4.5 **. 17.1 113 5.8 ***
 Quarter 6 397 324 - 73 % 39.9 . 353 4.6** 15.3 113 - 4.0 ***
T Quartersl 6 63.1 571 5 6.0 **+ 659 . 627 - 31 349 . 200  14.8 ***
~ Amount of child support paid ($) . ‘ : S .
. Prior quartetl . 151 151 0. 91 9 0o 18 18 0
- QuarterO - 158 147 11 95 78 18 41 25 T 16 ¥+
Quarter 1’ 165 164 1 153 106 47 *** 71 29 42 ***
Quarter 2 229 191 38 * 191 166 25 . 76 36. 40 ***
" Quarter 3 274 252 22 251 221 . 30 78 46 32 #*x%
. Quarter 4 290 248 42 246 233 13 74 53 21 **
Quarter 5 268 209 59 ** 223 196 - 27 67 52 .15
Quarter-6 - 279 242 37 262 227 35 o 61 51 10
' Quarters 1- 6 1,506 1,307 200 ** - 1,325 1,148 177 ** 427 266 160 ***
Sample size (total —6 884) 1,432 792 1,519~ 874 . ‘1,465 762

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from chﬂd support enforcement (CSE) payment records.

Rk | pcrcent ** =5 percent; * = 10 pefcent.-

The sample used for this analysus excludes the. members of the program group who were gwen a weight of 0.
These estimates do not unclude the xmpacts of referral to PFS services.

* Prior quarter | refers to the quarter before random assngnmem.

-*Quarter of random assignment.

. NOTES: A two-taxled t-test was apphed to dlfferences between program and control groups. Stanstxcal 81gmﬁcance levels are indicated as
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“impact of 8.5 percentage pomts Srmllarly, Dayton parents in the extra outreach and case review .

~ group paid an average of §1, 506 in child support over the follow-up period, while those in the .
standard group paid an average 'of $1,307, for an impact of $200 ‘ .

’,

The behavior of the control group in the analysis of the effects of referra] ‘to PFS, con-
ducted in all seven demonstratron sites, also supports the impact findings. In the quarters prior to
that in which they appeared for a hearing and were randomly assigned, the percentage of the
control group paying any chrld support and the average amounts they paid were low and rela-
tively stable. These parents were not in a temporary downturn in child support, but rather had

settled into a pattern of low support that had lasted for several quarters.

In the quarter of random assignment, however, for the full sample and six of the seven
sites, there was a noticeable increase for the control group in the percentage paying support and
~ average payments. The prev1ous stability of the payment rate and average payment suggests that
this abrupt increase in' support was not a gradual return to a longer-term pattern of higher sup-
port. Instead, the evidence is consistent with a view that the PFS intake process — in which sites
reviewed the status of cases they would otherwise not have been intensively worked — in itself
produced an increase in chlld support payment rates and average amount. Therefore the in-
creases in payment of child support.due to referral to PFS reported below are separate ﬁom the .

increase produced by the PFS mtake process.

. 'Separate from the}rmpact of the PFS mtake process, a higher percentage

" of parents referred to PFS paid child support than was the case for par-

ents in the control group. However, there was no statistically significant
mcrease in the average amount of the support payment ‘ :

Table 6 shows the Chllé support impacts of referral to PFS based on admrmstratlve rec- -
_ords from the child support agency, separate from the lmpact of the PFS intake process. This
analysis of the effect of services focuses on the impact of referral to PFS services and coverage
of the mandates rather than the’ impact of participation in PFS services. Because PFS was a com-
bination of service offenngs and a mandate to participate or pay support, it is not possrble to
isolate the separate effects of partrcrpatlon in services. Parents who did not participate in services
might have nevertheless been affected by the PFS mandate and changed thelr behavror

In Table 6 in the quarter of random assrgnment (when many parents in the program
_group were partrelpatmg in PFS) a higher percentage of the control -group paid support. By the
second quarter of follow-up, a hrgher percentage of the parents in the program group were paying
- support, and this impact persrsted (and remained stattstteal]y significant) throughout the remain-
der of the six quarters of follow-up ‘Despite there being an impact on payment rates, the overall

- ~rate of payment remained low tnev,er reaching 50 percent of the program group in any quarter.

Referral to PFS did not produce a statistically elgrnﬁcant increase in average payments,
however. (The average payments presented i in the table include zero payments for those parents not

. paying any support, in most quarters somewhat more than half the group.) During the quarter of

random assignment, the' control group average payment was somewhat higher, and in succeeding
'quarters the program group average was usually shghtly h1gher, but the difference was not statisti-
; .
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Table 6
Parents Farr Share

Impacts of Referral to PFS Servxce on Child Support Payments
‘ " for All Srtes Combmed V :

5,

. R Program Control ‘
Outcome . o B - oo 7 Group, - Group - Impact

Pard chlld support (%) A R o o T
Prior Quarter | ST B e o229 :229 - 00°

©oQuarter 1 T 40,00 4070 \-07 :

. Quarter2” . A A e 435 359 96 e

© - Quarter 3 “ e e S 439, - 03730 66 Rt

'Quarterd’ S S 4500 400 g wer

CQuarterS 0 446 T 397 49w
o Quarter6 TN a3 387 Ak
Quarterslé B R/ 2 AN ° 6 U _'.35 LA

Amount of chlld support pard (S) s I T :
PnorQuarter e S 1A SN | R
Quarter O T e TIL T 16 A3
Quarter 1: .~ ~ b ;e o 1680 176 ¢ v -8
Quarter2 .. T 190 172 18

. Quarter3 .. -7 S 06 T 18s e 2L

‘Quarterd - S e b 258 T 260 a2

Quarter 5 . - . i oL 269 0 241 .. 27
Quarter 6 . o ' 269 25 19
Quartersl6 SRR C SRS . S =

o Sample size (total '“2 641) T R 334 1,307 i o
SOURCE MDRC calculatrons frorn chrld support enforcement (CSE) payment records ’
NOTES A two-tarled t-test was apphed to’ dlfferences betWeen progtam and control groups Statrstrcal

: srgmﬁcance levels are indicated as | ok = | percent; ** = =35 percent *=10 percent ' ,

.. The sample used for thls analysrs excludes the members of the program group who were given. a g

wexght of 0. " ] e ‘[ S A A s

L These m]pacts are separate from the unpacts of PFS intake. - R
Pnor quarter 1 refers to the quarter before random assrgnment." R '

, Quarterofrandomasmgnment RV T e o
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cally srgmﬁcant In quarter 5 (months 13 to 15 of follow-up), for exa;mple parents in the program
~ group averaged $269.in clnld support whlle those in the control group averaged $241.

. This pattern of 1mpacts on percentage paying but not on average payments could occur
for several reasons. First, as part of the PFS model the parents in the PFS program group, at least .
initially, faced a lower child support order than parents in the control group. The lowering of.
child support orders with the referral to PFS'was mtended to be temporary, but it might have per-
sisted long enough to affect awlrerage payments for the program group throughout the follow-up
period. The second likely reason for this pattern of impacts has to do with the variability in a
~ measure such as amount paid (which could range from zero to a large total) compared with a
~ measure such as ever paid. support (yes or no). This greater variability. (or variance, in statistical
terminology) makes it less hkely that differences in measures like amount paid will be statisti-
cally significant. l : -
|

Although it is correct to thmk of these 1mpacts of referral to PFS services and coverage
by its mandates as separate from the impacts of PFS 1ntake (reported earlier in this summary) it
is not. correct to srmply add the impacts produced at the two stages of the PFS. process to get a.
~ total impact measure. The samples of parents for whom impacts are calculated at the two stages
of the process are very different; for intake impacts, the sample included all fathers potentially
‘eligible for PFS, while the lmpacts of referral to PFS is based on only those fathers actually
- found to be eligible. Thus, the two types of impacts should be thought of as separate effects of
PES at distinct stages of the program s process for those fathers who were involved in the rele- -
vant stage (mtake or referral to PFS services and coverage by its mandates). ‘ I

. These; positive lmll)acts on percentage paying support of referral to PFS
were mainly the result of substantial impacts in three of the seven sites:
Dayton, Grand Ra’pnds, and Los Angeles =

, ‘The ﬁndrngs presented‘ above mask statrstrcally srgmﬁcant vanatron arnong the sites. As
shown in Table 7, in Dayton, Grand Rapids, and Los Angeles there were statrstrcally significant
and substantial impacts on: the percentage of | parents paying -support, in most quarters ranging
from 10 to 15 percentage pomts Often, this amounted to a 15 to 50 percent increase in the pro-
portlon of parents paying: support In some quarters, there were also statistically significant in-
creases in average payments in these three sites, and for Dayton and Grand Rapids thé increase in
average support paid for the entire period was also statistically significant. In Dayton the increase
in the average payment amourited to 55 percent, while in Grand Rapids it was 20 percent. In the
. remaining four sites, 1mpacts on child-support payments were sporadic and generally not statisti-
cally 51gmﬁcant [ :

l
e Across the seven PFS sites comblned referral to PFS produced no statis-
tically significant 1mpacts on parents’ emp]oyment rates or earnmgs

‘ As shown in Table 8, {m no quarter did the employment raté or earnings of the program
group exceed those of the control group. For both groups the quarterly employment rate re-
mained at approxrmately 50 percent throughout the follow—up penod Average quarterly earn-
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Table 7
Parents' Fair Share

Impacts of Referral to PFS Service on Child Support Payments,

- by Slte
Dayton - Grand Rapids o Jacksonville -~ . Los Angeles
o _ Program. Control . . Program Control | ) Program Control " . Program Control
Outcome ) Greup' .‘Gi’oup Impact Group Group Impact Group Group Impact A Group Group Impact
* Paid child support (%) . . ‘ S . 4
-~ - Prior Quarter-1*.— . 147 ___ 147 . 00_. .____248- 248 00 219 __ 279 -___,,,_Q-.Q____Ai_ﬁ 194 1.?_‘%..~ _ o0
Lo  Quarter 0° 145  19. 7 .52 29.7 39.2 9.5 % 45.4 46.9 -15 . - 309 281 2.8 o
Quarter 1 - 21.0 29.6 -8.6* 493 381 7 113 . 457 484 -2.7. _ 32.5 200 125 *»*
Quarter 2 36.3 19.6  16.6 *** 543 - 322 221 ** 503 46.8 34 328 . 203 125
Quarter 3 : 0339 208 13.1 ** 56.6 385 18.1 *** 51.8 489 29 36.8 254 11.4 **
Quarter 4 343 239 10.4 ** 570 405 16.6 *** 49.9 50.1 ~ -02 - 4222 336 8.6
Quarter 5 392 . 258 133 #*> - 52.7- 458 6.9 e 464 482  -1.8 . - 409 329 8.0
o Quarter 6 378 . 26.6 11.2 ** 522 455 = 6.7 47.1 498 - 27 . 4238 317 0 111 %+
S Quarters 1-6 .-598 564 - 34 854 = 747 10.7 **+* 79.4 771 22 - . 626 - 546 8.1
- Amount of child ' '
support paid (8) _ e o _ I : : ' ’ : .
PnorQuarter 1* . 60" - 60 0 88 "8 -0 ‘ 1207 1200 0 0 " 783 83 -0
QuarterO . 22 --53 -31* 106 125 . =19 . 170 226 =57 * * 266 305 -39
Quarter 1 ©88 - 111 23 - - 194 168 27 - © 225 184 4 - 7296 115 180 **
_ Quarter 2 . .97 - 80 - 17 . 258 . 144 114 *** - 259 25§ 4 - 220 135 85
Quarter 3 N 132 . 106 25 ' 252 171 T 81 A 275 - 275 0 . 198 - 238 -39
Quarter 4 156 173 . -17 298 . 235 63* . 318 315 3. 373 3713 0
Quarter 5 © 378 96 282 * 346 - 272 74 269 331 62 241 271 -29
~ Quarter 6 231 132 99 * - 287 ¢ 378 -91 , 404 288 7+ 217 234 -17
Quarters 1-6 E 1,082 698 384 * 1,637 TO1367 0 270* - 1,749 1,648 102 1,545 1,365 180
Sample size 161 166 259 250 : - 228 210 154 155.

(continued)
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Table 7 (continued) -

Springfield

Memphis Trenton
. : " Program Control Program Control Program Control
Outcome Group Group Impact Group Group Impact - Group = Group Impact
Paid child support (%) o »‘ ) o : -
Prior Quarter 1* 14.9 "14.9 0.0 31.6 31.6- - 0.0 223 223 00
 Quarter 0° 159 329 -17.0°%** - 47.5 7537 -6.2 371 430 -5.9
Quarter 1 24.8 348  -100* 52.8 60.1 .-74 42.8 46.6 . 3.7
Quarter 2 283 23.7 4.6 . 497 56.8 -7 43.4 - 41.8 1.6
B 213 - ggg_ 26 - 449 542 93 +* 447 . 389 58 .
" Quarter 4 284 "236. 48 B B 1 0 G |
- Quarter 5 . 284 256 28 - 498 478 - 20 475 412 - 63 .
Quarter 6 23.5 19.7 . 38. - 484 - 498 . -14 41.0 37.9 31
Quarters 1-6 59.2 53.6 5.6 - 76.2 823 -6.1 72.6 75.5 —3 0
Amount of child
child support paid (8). : ‘ . S ' T
Prior Quarter 1* 36 - 36 0 158 158 0 o 125 125 0
Quarter 0° 32 . 64 . 232 - 125 168 -43 s 146 - 171 25
Quarter 1~ - 46 - 72 =27 * © 157 243 86 * 164 271 -107 **
Quarter 2 64 61 3 206 245 -39 159 0 230 -71
Quarter 3 74 B - R T.236 223 13 - 194 .~ 188 7 -
Quarter 4 77 . 64 13 272 342 700 242 294 -53 .
Quarter 5 79 - 119 -41 316 289 - 27 ' 217 232 15
. Quarter 6 : : .73 60 13 343 ©275 68 : 251 .- 263 - - -12
Quarters 1-6 = 413 452 -39 1,529 : 1617 -87 1,227 1,477 - -250
Sample size 150 146 186 191 196 - 189

SOURCE MDRC calculatlons from child support enforcement (CSE) payment records.

NOTES: A two—tanled t-test was apphed to differences between program and controE groups. Statlstlcal sngmﬁcance levels a are mdlcated as ¥** = | percent; ** =5

percent; * = 10 percent.

*Prior quarter 1 refers to the quarter before random assignment.

®Quarter of random assignment.

The sample used for this analysis excludes the members of the program group who were given a welght of 0.



S Tables
Sl ~ ‘ Parents’ Falr Share

Impacts of Referral to PFS Service on Employment and Earnmgs .
for All Sites Combmed R

AI,: c . s ‘ ) ,: ot . "

7 . A . TPrdgramQ' " Control s
Outcome . S N = Group . .- Group - Impact

" Empleyed (%) N B E O o ,
Prior to quarter S T 460 - 460 . 0 0.0

- Quarter 0° o oo e e 453 480 2T
Quarter 1 -/ . . T o503 519 .16 .
Quarter2 . - . - . o e 519 T %6 07

© Qudrter3 - L o P 5087 5267 .. -1.8.

‘. Quarter4' - e e 500 T 51T -1
Quarter 5 T e 504 © 530 . 0 2.7,

© Quarter6 . 0T 503 514 120
Quarters 1~6 o Lo L7711 71T 0.1 -

Total earmngs (S) T E E . . , T oo
Prrortoquarter]a e 793 . 793 S0,
.Quarter 0°. R S B . 627 0672 45
Quarter1 ©+ . e Lo T T 954 0 994 L 40

CQuarter2 T T a0 o L1550 1243 -89
Quiarter 3 e T 224 1,270 46
“Quarter 4 o oo T : 1,310 © 1,360~ © -50
‘Quarter 5 . o 316 1,389 W73
Quarter 6 o : o 1,394 1,414 21
Quarters 1-6° A 73'527‘_- 7,670 . -318

, -Samplesrze(total-2641) R A 1334 o "130?5'.9'

SOURCE MDRC calculanons from unemployment msurance (UI) payment records

:

NOTES A‘t'wo tailed t-test was a pphed to dlfferences betwecn program and control groups Statrstrcal ’j .

srgmﬁcancc levels are indicated as o= percent; ** =35 pcrcent = 10 percent. _
The sample used for this zImalysrs excludes the rnembers of the program group whc were ngen a -
weight of 0.- : :

These impacts are separate from the rmpacts of PFS mtake :
*Prior quarter 1 refers:to the quarter before random assxgnment;r,' o

Quarterofrandomassrgnment R R
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ings, in contrast, did increase over time for both groups, with the amount approxxmately doublmg
between the quarter of random ' a351gnment and the final quarter of follow-up. In the sixth quarter
of follow-up, eamnings averaged approximately $1,400 for each group. This includes zero earn-
ings for the parents (approx1mately 50 percent) who did not work in that quarter. Average earn- -
ings for those who worked during the quarter were, therefore, approximately $2,800 over the
quarter or an average of approx1mately $930 per month. ' L

. Referral to PFS in two sites. (Dayton and Los. Angeles) did increase the
percentage of parents who worked at some point durlng the follow-up, -
but no site produced a statlstlcally mgnlﬁcant mcrease in overall earnlngs

At the site level there are few or no positive 1mpacts on employment and earnings and
some negatlve and statlsttcally significant impacts as well. In two sites (Los Angeles and Day-
ton), referral to PFS produced ! ‘an 11 percentage point increase in the proportion of parents who
- worked at some point during the six quarters of follow-up, and this difference was statistically
significant. However, no site produced a positive and statistically significant impact on overall
earnings, a key objective of PFS though Los Angeles and Memphis had positive — though sta-
tistically insignificant -— 1mpacts on earnings in the later quarters of follow-up.

. Persnstent mcrease!s in child support payment rates came from parents
who were employed in the formal economy. Any increases in support
from unémployed parents were small and dld not- persnst over the follow-
up period. '

Impacts on child support and employment were analyzed together in the three sites in
which there were Chlld support impacts. This was done using administrative records on earnings;
as with all the employment ﬁndmgs in this report, the analysis captures only jobs in the main- -
stream economy in which employers report wages to the state. The analy51s began by examining
the percentage of parents who fell into each of four possible categories: (1) unemployed and not
paying support, (2) unemployed and paying support, (3) employed and not paying support, and
(4) employed and paymg support

Dunng the 1n1t1al four qua.rters of follow-up, referral to PFS in the three sites with Chlld
support impacts produced increased rates of payment for parents who were employed and those ‘
who were not. Using quarter 3 of follow-up as an example, referral to PFS produced a 15 per-
centage point impact on payment rates, with about 10 percentage points coming from employed
parents and 5 percentage pomts coming from unemployed parents. By quarter 5 of follow-up, '
impacts on child support payment rates had disappeared for unemployed parents, thus, all longer-‘
term 1mpacts on child support came from employed parents :

A
l

] In general, there \'vere few subgroup dxfferences in child support or em- .
ployment impacts. ; :

Analysis of impacts on child support payment rates, average amounts pald employment -
rates, and earnings. also mcluded an examination of key subgroups defined by father’s age, eth-
nicity, recent prior earnings, and prior arrest. There were no Significant differences between sub-
groups in impacts except that non-black parents-and parents w1th eammgs of $2,000 or more in
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the three quarters ‘prior to random assignment had 1mpacts on average child support payment
amounts, while black parents and those with earnings of less than $2,000 did not. For employ-
ment and earnings, the only difference between key subgroups in impacts concerned the “prior
arrest” subgroup: parents with a prior arrest experienced negative impacts on eamnings, and those
without an arrest experlenced a small and statistically insignificant increase in earnings. To the
extent that there is a pattern in these subgroup findings, impacts tended to be better for parents

with fewer bamers to employment

~ The findings in this report are far from being the complete PFS story. They rest on six
quarters of follow-up for a sample of about half of the parents referred to the program. However,
v the data available at this time suggest that these findings on program lmplementatlon participa-
“tion in services, and impacts on child support and employment will be consistent with findings
that will bé available when comparable follow-up is’completed for all parents referred to the pro-
gram. More lrmltmg is the scope of the tOplCS covered since information from the survey of par-
ents is not yet available, this Ereport does not dlscuss PFS’s. .success'in_helping noncustodial’ -
parents become more ¢éffective and involved parents. Finally, the current findings. are based on
administrative records and do not capture changes in informal support payments made directly to
the custodial parent or child or in employment in the underground economy, tOplCS to be covered -
later mn PFS usmg follow-up surveys ‘

- Despite these cautions,| thls summary closes w1th some suggestlons about program de-
sign. This demonstration is 1mportant because of the 1ncreas1ng interest in programs for poor
noncustodial parents, in part prompted by time-limiting welfare aid to custodial parents and chil-
dren and facilitated by new federal “welfare-to-work” fundmg that can be used to serve noncus-
todial parents of children recelvmg assrstance

The PFS ellglblllty rules and the process -of program mtake 1dent1ﬁed a group of parents
(largely men) who were both dlsadvantaged and somewhat diverse. They tended to be made up
of fathers who worked in a series of low-paying JObS and fathers who had a tenuous connection
to the mainstream labor market and thus had little earnings. The program participation require-
ments forced those who were workmg to report this fact (because they could. not work and par-
. ticipate), and those who part1c1pated in program services typically had serious barriers 'to
employment. As a consequence, PFS programs probably practlced ‘reverse creammg > rather
than focusing the1r attention on| ithe easrer to serve. - '

- The PF S intake process and the referral to PFS did- produce 1mpacts on child support

' payments, in large part commg from fathers who worked. durmg the follow-up period. This sug-

‘gests that agencies should not drscount the pos51b111ty of payments. from parents without known

o employment, the parents who 1n1t1a11y appear to fit the PFS profile. Even within the disadvan-

taged population making up the PF S sample, some will find employment It is important to rec-

- ognize that continued changes i mn the CSE system are gradually increasing the speed with which

- prevmusly unknown employment is discovered.' Most notable is the recent requirement that em-
ployers covered by the unemployment msurance system report new hires immediately, prov1d1ng ‘
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- the CSE ‘system with a more accur'ate employment database against which to match noncustodial
‘parents. But the PFS intaké process also 111ustrates the lrmrts of usmg admrmstratrve records and

thepayofffromextraoutreach ‘-‘i;--.' LRI s ;5-&

4 'p The three sntes that produced lmpacts on chlld support payments sbare .
several characterrstlcs strong involvement of the child support agency in
. PFS, a strong peer support program that focused on the lmportance of
supporting cluldren, and — m the case of Dayton — low exrstmg levels of -
support payments ' :

' .. Two of the three PFS srtes with chlld support 1mpacts were- unique: among 'the seven in-
‘one respect: in Los Angeles and-Grand ,Rapids the child support agency was the lead local
agency,.driving the planning process and the management of the program, developmg procedures )
to involve cases ‘that typically would have been given low enforcement priority, and putting in
place regular reviews of noncornphant parents mvolvmg child support and PFS staff. In other
ways, these two sites are not umque, though it appears that a combination of several factors con-
tributed to their strong child support 1mpacts In Dayton, over the course of the demonstration the -
- child support agency and PFS staff worked together to dramatlcally change the PFS outreach and -
‘mtake process, mcludmg targetmg cases for whom location information was weak, ~developing
new forms of legal notice for heanngs and (aﬁer the perrod of mtake for the sample in this re-
‘port) conducting home visits ]ust prior to hearings to encourage an appearance In addition, in
each site the peer support staff was strong, though other sites also had good peer support facili- -
tators, and some had higher levxels of partlcrpatron in peer support. Finally, existing payment lev-
els were low in Dayton (so that there was “room” for improvement and, therefore, impacts), and
 the experience suggests that thrs — coupled with active involvement of the child support agency
. in program outreach and mtake <— was an important conmbutor to child support impacts. Mem- .
phis also had very low ex1st1ng levels of payments, but the child support agency was not as in-
volved as in Dayton, and there was ' little effort to .reach cases who would be otherwise -
unworked As a result Memphls produced no 1mpacts on chlld support payments.

Another goal of PFS was to assist parents in wcrkrng more steadily. and earnmg more -
money.The program attempted to- do this by providing a range of employment and training -

services and by focusing part of the peer support curriculum on issues relevant to the work set- - . '

ting. ‘As'discussed earlier in th1s summary, full employment services were often not prov1ded
with- assrstance in job seekmg recervmg the greatest emphasrs ' :

A lack of “ﬁt” between the employment and training services emphasnzed

in_the sites and the needs of a substantial portion of the PFS parents, as
~ well as limited Job opportumtles within their nelghborhoods, contributed
'~ to the lack of overall lmpacts on employment and earnmgs '

Because the PFS sample was largely made up of men who had worked — with varymg

R degrees of regularity — at low—paymg jObS the challenge for the program was to help these par- C

ents find better jobs than they otherwise would have found and to keep them. Job search assis-
tance and job club services, the most common employment servrces in PFS, can be effecnve in
helpmg more people ﬁnd JﬂbSI but are not well suited to helpmg people who are already in the
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labor market raise their wage rates or stablllze their work history. In Los Angeles and Memphls ,
where there was a hint of a trend toward positive earnings impacts at the end of the follow-up, a
much higher than average percentage of PFS parents participated in skill-building activities
(basic education or occupattonal training), which might have been better suited to boost earnings
for a group already working to some extent. A

Experimentation with new combinations of services seems called for in l1ght of the PFS

interim results and interest in serving poor, noncustodial parents. Finding new. ways.to combine

work and sklll-bulldmg servu:els seems important because these parents need income quickly and.
also need to develop a plan for wage progression over time. Interestingly, the new welfare-to-
work grants administered by the U.S. Department of Labor réquire sites that wish to offer skill-

*“building services to first get a pammpant into a job and then provide the education or training.

This combination seems likely!to coincide with-the reality of the lives of poor, noncustodial par-
ents (who have little access to cash assistance) and implies a longer-term service plan and a skill-
upgrading approach rather than an effort to help these men quickly: -get better—paymg and more
stable jobs. l .

Job retention services, whlch also would seem to bé an 1mportant part of this longer-term
service strategy and which would have been more directly related to the problems of. the PFS

sample than job clubs, were ad:ded to PFS services part way through the demonstration but were. = -

not delivered with intensity to frnost parents. Finally, jobs were often scarce within the communi-
ties of residence for the PFS parents, and they faced — or at least feared — discrimination in the
larger metropohtan labor market, especially with their combination of barriers to employment.

This suggests that there may be a need in some communities for a pool of time-limited subsi-
dized community service jObS to help men quickly start earning a pay check and build a work
history that will make them more appealing to other employers

A final lesson from the initial PFS expenence is also a pressing challenge for program
operators. For a program like PFS to work, there must be a strong local service partnership, in
which agencies coming from many different perspectives can find a way to work together for

-common goals. The difficulty of achieving this common purpose plagued the PFS demonstration

and — without substantial and continuous attention — it is likely to be a problem in similar pro-
grams. As partnerships are developed, there is a danger of glossing-over differences in perspec-
tive in order to. get to the “real” business of putting. service components in place. The PFS.
experience suggests ‘instead that initial investments in team building which’ acknowledge and
seek to reconcile differences in perspectwe can be money well spent. In the absence of serious
efforts to build a sense of common enterprise, the competing priorities of the partners can un-
dermine the best-laid plans to provide a seamless and comprehensive program for low-income
fathers L *i ‘ e ‘

|
J
|
|
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" Recent Publications: »on,MDRC Projects

¥

Note: For works not published by MDRC, the publisher’s name is shown in parentheses. A complete publications
_ list is-available from MDRC and on its Web site (www.mdrc.org).

Reformmg Welfare and Makmg
Work Pay - s

ReWORng Welfare' Techmcz&l Assxstance for

States and Localities ~ -

A multifaceted effort to assist states and localltles in

_ desxgnmg and implementing theu' welfare reform pro—

- grams. The project includes a series of “how-to” guides,
conferences, briefings, and custonnzed in-depth techni-
cal assistance. -|

After AFDC: Welfare-to-Work Choices and Challenges
for States. 1997. Dan Bloom. |

Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from Los
Angeles County’s GAIN Program for We{fare Recipi-

~ ents. 1997. Evan Weissman.
Work First: How to Implement an Employment-F ocused

- Approach to Welfare Reform. 1997. Amy Brown. ; _
Vermont’s Welfare Restructuring Project .

Business Partnerships: How to fnvolve Employers in
Welfare Reform. 1998. Amy Brown Mana Buck, -
Erik Skinner. | ,

Time Limits | |
Cross-State Study of Time-Limited Welfare :

An examination of the implémentation of some of the
first state-initiated time-limited welfare programs.

Implementing Time-Limited Welfare: | Early Experiences
in Three States. 1995. Dan Bloom, David Butler.

- The View from the Field: As Time Lzmxts Approach

Welfare Recipients and Staff Talk About Their Atti-

tudes and Expectations. 1997. Amy Brown, Dan

Bloom, David Butler. ; '

Connectlclnt’s Jobs Flrst Program

An evaluation of Connecticut’s statewide tlme-lumted
welfare program, which includes ﬁnancnal work

. incentives and requirements to pamaxpate in
employment-related services aimed at rapid job -
placement. This study provides some! of the earliest
information on the effects of time limits in major urban
areas.

CBS32 e | - SR

" Jobs First: Early Implementation of Connecticut’s

Welfare Reform Initiative. 1998. Dan Bloom, Mary
Andes, Claudla Nlcholson

Flonda S Famﬂy Transntlon Program

~ An evaluation of Florida’s initial time-limited welfare

program, which includes services, requirements, and -
financial work incentives intended to reduce long-term

‘welfare receipt and help welfare recipients find and
_ keep jobs. : -

The Family Transition Program: Implementation and
‘Early Impacts of Florida's Initial Time-Limited Wel-
fare Program. 1997. Dan Bloom, James L Kemple
Robin Rogers-Dillon.

A T}xe Family Transition Program: ]mplementatzon and
.- Interim Impacts of Florida s Initial Time-Limited

WeIfare Program 1998. Dan Bloom, Mary Farrell
- James J. Kemple, Nandita Verma.

An evaluatlon of Vermont'’s statewide welfare reform

* program, which includes a work requirement after a

certain period of welfare recelpt and financial work
incentives. '

WRP: Iimplementation and Early Impacts of Vermont's
Welfare Restructuring Project. 1998. Dan Bloom, |
~'Charles Michalopoulos, Johanna Walter, Patricia '

*  Auspos.

Financial Incentives
Minnesota Family Investment Program

. An evaluation of Minnesota’s welfare reform initiative,
- which aims to encourage work, alleviate poverty, and

reduce welfare dependence.

VA‘MFIP An Early Report on Minnesota’s Approach to

Welfare Reform. 1995. ergmla Knox, Amy Brown,
Winston Lin.

- Making Welfare Work and: Work Pay: Impz’ementatzon

and 18-Month Impacts of the Minnesota Family In-
vestment Program. 1997. Cynthia Miller, Virginia
~Knox, Patricia Auspos Jo Anna Hunter—Manns ‘Alan
Orenstem ‘
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New Hope Project

Atestof a cormnumty-based work- focused antlpoverty :

program and welfare alternative operatmg in Milwau-
kee. - : i

The New Hope Offer: Partzczpants in the New Hope
Demonstration Discuss Work, Famz!y, and Self-
. Sufficiency. 1996. Dudley Benoit, §

Creating New Hope: Implementation of a Program to .

Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare 1997. Thomas
Brock, Fred Doolittle, Vemmca Fel]crath Mlchael
Wiseman,

Who Got New Hope? 1997. Michael Wlseman

An Early Look at Community Service'Jobs in the New
Hope Demonstration. 1998. Susan M Poghnco Jul-
1an Brash, Robert C. Granger

Canada’s Self-Sufﬁcnency Prolect -

A test of the effectiveness of a temporary earnings sup-

plement on the employment and welfare receipt of pub-

lic assistancé recipients. Reports on the Self-Sufficiency -

Project are available from: Social Rcscarch and Demon-
stration Corporation (SRDC), 275 Slater St., Suite 900,
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5H9, Canada. Tel.: 613 237-4311;

_Fax: 613-237-5045. In the United States, the reports are

also available from MDRC ' |

Creating an Alternative to Welfare: Fzrst—Year Fmdmgs '
- on the Implementation, Welfare Impacts and Costs of

* the Self-Sufficiency Project (Social (Research and

" Demonstration Corporatxon [SRDC]) 1995. Tod Mi-

janovich, David Long.

The Struggle for Self- Suﬁ“ iciency: Parttcxpants inthe
Self-Suffi iciency Project Talk About Work, Welfare,
and Their F. utures (SRDC). 1995. Wendy Bancroft
Sheila Currie Vernon!

DoF inancial Incentives Encourage Welfare Recxpzetzts

to Work? Initial 18-Month Findings from the Self-
Sufficiency Project (SRDC) 1996. David Card, Phlhp
K. Robins.

" When Work Pays Better Than We!farge A Summary of

the Self-Sufficiency Project’s ]mplementatzon Focus
‘Group, and Imtzai } 8- Month Impact Reparts (SRDC)
1996.

. How Important Are “Entry Effects” m Financial Incen-

tive Programs for Welfare Reczpzents? Experimental

" Evidence from the Self-Sufficiency PrOjeet (SRDC).

1997. David Card, Philip K. Robms ‘Winston Lin;”’
Do Work Incentives Have Unintended Consequences?

Measuring “Entry Effects" in the SeIf Sufficiency .

Project (SRDC). 1998. Gordon Betlin, Wendy Ban- .
- croft, David Card, Winston Lin, Philip K. Robins.

i

Mandatory Welfare Employment Programs - |

National Evaluatlon of Welfare—to-Work ‘
Strategies

A large-scale study (formerly known as the JOBS
Evaluation) of different strategies for movmg people
from welfare to employment. ‘

' Adult Education Jfor People on AFDC: A Synthesis of o

Research (U S. Department of.Education [ED)/U.S. -
Department of Health and Human Services [HHS]).‘
1995. Edward Pauly. .

Early Findings on Program Impacts in T hree Sites
(HHS/ED) 1995. Stephen Freedman, Daniel Fried-
lander.

-Five Years After The Long—T erm Effects of Welfare—to- ’

Work Programs (Russell Sage Foundation). 1995
Daniel Friedlander, Gary Burtless.

‘Monthly Participation Rates in Three Sites and Factors
" Affecting Participation Levels in Welfare-to-Work

Programs (HHS/ED). 1995. Gayle Hamilton.

Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from Los
Angeles County’s GAIN Program for Welfare Reczpz—
ents. 1997. Evan Weissman. .

- Evaludting Two Welfare-to-Work Program A pproaches;

Two-Year Findings on the Labor Force Attachment
and Human Capital Development Programs in Three
Sites (HHS/ED). 1997. Gayle Hamilton, Thomas
Brock, Mary Farrell, Daniel Fr_iedlandef, Kristen
Harknett.

Work First: How to-Implement an Empioyment-F ocused
Approach to Welfare Reform. 1997. Amy Brown.

f_]mplemenm!ion, Participation Patterns, Costs, and

Two-Year Impacts of the Portland (Oregon) Welfare-
to-Work Program (HHS/ED). 1998. Susan Scrivener,

Gayle Hamilton, Mary Farrell, Stephen Freedman, -

‘Daniel Friedlander, Marisa Mitchell, Jodi Nudelman,

~ Christine Schwartz. :

Los Angeles’s Jobs-First GA_IN Program
An evaluation of Los Angeles’s refocused GAIN
(welfare-to-work) program, which emphasizes rapid

~employment. This is the first in-depth study of a full-

scale “work first” program in one of the nation’s largest

urban areas.

Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from Los
Angeles County’s GAIN Program for Welfare Reczpz-
ents. 1997. Evan Weissman. :

The Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluatzon Prelimi-
-nary Findings on Participation Patterns and First-

. Year Impacts. 1998. Stephen Freedman, Marisa’

- Mitchell, David Navarro.

L
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Teen Parents on Welfare i ’

Teenage Parent Programs: A Synthests of the Long-
Term Effects of the New Chance Demonstration,
Ohio’s Learning, Earning, and Parentzng (LEAP)
Program, and the Teenage Parent. pemonstratzon
(TPD). 1998. Robert C. Granger, _R!achel Qytron

Ohio’s LEAP Program . 5' ,
An evaluation of Ohio’s Learning, Earmng, and Par-
enting (LEAP) Program, which uses financial incentives
‘to encourage teenage parents on welfare to stay inor

return to school. , ,
LEAP: Three-Year Impacts of Ohio’. s1 Welfare Initiative
. to Improve School 4 ttendance Among Teenage

" Parents. 1996. David Long, Judlth}M Gueron, Robert

G. Wood, Rebecca Fisher, \f’eromca Fellerath. - . v

LEAP: Final Report on Ohio s Welfare Initiative to
Improve School Attendance Amorig Teenage Parents.
1997. Johannes Bos, Veromca Fellerath S

‘0
New Chance Demonstration
A test of a comprehensive program of services that '
seeks to improve the economic status and general well-

being of a group of highly dlsadvantaged young women -

and their children, - 1

i

New Chance: Final Report on a Comprehen.szve Pragram

Jor Young Mothers in Poverty and I(;?zelr Children.
1997. Janet Quint, Johannés Bos, Denise Polit.
Parenting Behavior in a Sample of Young Mothers in
Poverty: Results of the New Chance Observational
Study 1998. Martha Zaslow Carolyn Eldred editors.

o
Focusmg on Fathers - } B

Parents’ Fair Share Demonstration o

A demonstration for unemployed noncustodxa] parents
{(usually.fathers) of children on welfare -PFS aims to
improve the men’s employment and eammgs, rcduce

child poverty by increasing child support payments and

* assist the fathers i in playing a broader constructwe role ,

in their children’s lives. 7 s

Low-Income Parents and the Parent.r.' Fair Share Dem—
onstration. 1996. Earl Johnson, Fred Doolittle.

Working with Low-Income Cases: Lessons for the Child.
Support Enforcement System ﬁam Parents’ Fatr
Share. 1998 Fred Doolittle, Suzarmc Lynn.

I.r
Other S

Can They All Work? A Study of the Employment Poten-

tial of Welfare Recipients in a Welfare—to-Work Pro- -

gram. 1995. James A. Riccio, Stcpihen Freedman.-

;

Florida’s Project Independence: Beneﬁts,; Costs, and

‘Two-Year Impacts of Florida’s JOBS Program. 1995.
James J. Kemple, Daniel Frledlander Veromca
Fellerath.

From Welfare to Work Among Lone Parents in Britain:
Lessons for America. 1996 James A. chcxo

‘Employment and Commumty Initia-

tives '

Connectrons to Work Project
A study of local efforts to increase competition in the

" choice of providers of employment services for welfare

recipients and other low-income populanons The proj-
ect also provxdes assistance to cutting-edge local initia-
tives armed at helpmg such pcople access and secure
jobs.

"~ Tulsa’s IndEx Program: A Busmess-Lea’ Inmattve Jor

Welfare Reform and Economzc Development '1997.
Maria Buck.

Washington Works: Sustammg a Vision of Welfare Re-
Jform Based on Personal Change, Work Preparation,
and Employer Involvement. 1998. Susan Gooden.

'Cost Analysis Step by Step: A How-to Guide for Plan-

ners and Providers of Welfare-to-Work and Other
Employment and Training Programs. 1998. David
Greenberg, ,Ute Appenzellér. ,

Jobs-Plus Initiative
A multi-site effort to greatly increase employmem
among pubhc housing resxdems :

' , A Research Framework for Evaluatmg .}obs-PIus a

" Saturation and PIace-Based Emp!oyment Initiative
for Pubf:c Housing Reszdents 1998 J ames A RlCClO

" Section 3 Public Housmg Study ‘ :
-An exammatxon of the effectiveness of Section 3- of thc
- 1968 Housmg and Urban D(:velopment Act in affording

employment-opportunities for public housing residents.
Lessons from the Field on the Implemenmnon of Sectum 3

U.S. Depanmcnt of Housing and Urban Development)
'1996. Maxine Bailey, Suzanne Lynn.

Canada’s Earmngs Supplement Project
A test of an innovative financial incentive intended to
expedite the rcemployment of displaced workers and

- encourage full-year work by seasonal or part-year. -
- workers, thereby also reducmg receipt of Uncmploy-
ment Insurance. . .
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' Educatmn‘ Reform

Implementmg the Earmngs Suppleme nt Pfo;ect A Test
- of a Re-employment Incentive (Social Research and

Demonstration Corporatlon) 1997. [Howard Bloom :

Barbara ka Susanna Lul Gurr W{endy Bancroft
Doug Tattne o

School-to-Work. Pro;ect - \

A study of innovative’ programs that help students makc‘ '
. the transition from school to work or careers. o

Home- Grown' Lessons Innovat:ve Pr(i)gram Lmkmg
School and Work (Jossey-Bass Pubhshers) 1995
Edward Pauly, Hllary Kopp, Joshua Halmson

. ES35

Hérﬁe—df(}w& Progress: The Evolution of Innovative ‘
S¢hool-to-Work Programs. 1997. Rachel A Pedraza
Edward Pauly, Hllary Kopp '

' Career Academles ol
" The largest and most comprehenswe evaluatlon ofa’
. school-to-work initiative; this 10-site study examines a _
' promising approach to hlgh school restmcturmg and the .

school-to-work transition.

Career Academzes Early Implementatzon Lessons from a -

- 10-Site Evalu&rzon 1996 James J. Kemple JoAnn
"Leah Rock. - *

- Career, Academ:es( Commum!zes of. Support for Students ‘

"and Teachers — Emergmg Findings from al O-Stte ,' V

: Evaluatton 199? JamesJ Kemple
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- About MD_RC

The Manpower Demonstratlon Research Corporatlon (MDRC) isa’
nonprofit social pohcy research organization founded in 1974 and’
‘located in New York City and-San Francisco. Its mission is to de-

- signand rlgorously field-test promising education and employ— - |

ment-related pro grams aimed at improving the well-being of ‘

- disadvantaged adults and youth, and to provide policymakers and
_practitioners W1th rehable evidence on the effectiveness of social

programs. Through this work, and its technical assistance to pro-
gram administrators, MDRC seeks to enhance the quality of public

policies and programs. MDRC actively disseminates the results of .
its research through its publications and through interchanges with

a broad audience of policymakers and practitioners; state, local,
and federal officials; program planners and operators; the funding
* community; educators; scholars; community and national organi-
zations; the media; and the general public.

| o
Over the past two decades — working in partnership with more
than forty states the federal government, scores of communities,
and numerous prwate philanthropies — MDRC has developed and
studied more than three dozen promising somal pohcy initiatives.
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Andrea Kane

I

‘ ‘ I
Record Type: Record i
' ) |

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, iEIene Kagan/OPD/EOP

ce: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP.
Subject: Responsible Fathers Granlts

Here is an updated summary ofl the fathers grants idea. It.reflects considerable staff-level input and
general support from QVP, DOL and HHS, but has not yet gone through official clearance at the
agencies. 1 do not believe the VP has been briefed yet (though his fatherhood advisors are on
board}, but that is supposed to, happen shortly :

-

| |
rfgsum.wpd .
i ,
This is a more detailed dlscussmn paper including optlons on several issues.

I
i
\
|
I

fathers.wpd

.The biggest issue is still how to’ pay for the p'roposal | need to-touch bases w/ OMB on the status
of fundlng for the Welfare to- W‘ork reauthorization, since this would likely be carved out of that
amount.

We'd be glad to discuss this further
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DRAFT...;DRAFT...DRAFT..?.l 1/277/98

RES?ONSIBLE FATHERHOOD GRANTS

Goal/Purpos :
Strengthen fam111es by helpmg fathers to be more effectwe and involved parents and responsﬂ)le
members of their community through 1) Increasing the employment and earnings of low income '
- fathers so they can better support their children either through child support or more take-home
pay and 2) Promoting and supporting fathers’ personal responsibility including paternity
establishment, child support, .c;ommunity involvement, and marriage (when appropriate).

| .

Eligible population :

Generally, fathers who are commltted to playing by the rules in terms of employment, paternity,

‘ Chl]d support, and responsible parenting. Depending on how eligibility is defined, the number of
poor non-custodial fathers conservatlvely ranges from 300,000 to 1 million.. This does not
include fathers who live with some of thelr children but not others, nor does it include fathers in
prison or living on military bases. The grants could also serve fathers living with their children if
they need help with employment and parenting (limiting eligibility to non-custodial parents is a
disincentive to marriage and/or family unification). Non—custodlal mothers would be served in
the same way as non- custod1a1 fathers.

|
. Allowable activities :

- Employment activities such as _]Ob placement, retention, re-employment, entrepreneurship, and
advancement services, and slqlls training combined with work. Job-related support services if not
otherwise available -- transportation, child care, clothes and tools. Other services to promote -
responsible fatherhood including: outreach; peer support, parenting, violence reduction, conflict
resolution, and team parenting icourses; legal assistance, mediation, counseling, treatment

i

Funding [ evel and Match
Approxmlately $200 million i m federal funds, with a small state minimum. (Assuming Fathers

grants at 20% of WTW formula grants, smallest states would get approximately $700,000).
Assuming same match as WT'W program: $1 non-federal for every $2 federal, possibly with
expanded definition of allowable in-kind match. Consider allowing a small percent of Federal
TANF $ to be transferred out as match (requires further discussion).

- Funding Flow and Delive stem :
Allocate majority of funds on a formula basis to states who submit Respon51ble Fatherhood
plans. Governor submits plan with mandatory sign-off from workforce, TANF, and child
support agencies, designates lead agency at state level, and identifies mechanism for ongoing
coordination among key agenmes Reserve about 15% at national level for research and v
evaluation, technical assistance, and discretionary grants to test national models. Provide set
aside for formula grants directly to federally-recognize tribes who submit plan.

(



Substate Allocation:

Options

. 1) Same as WTW: 85% of funds to local PICs/workforce boards, 15% reserved for
Governor’s dlscretronary activities. Require local PICs to coordinate with public
agencies respon31ble for TANF and child support. Encourage PICs to subcontract with
private, community groups including faith-based organizations, where appropriate.
Provide waiver authonry for Governor to designate alternate service delivery entity.

» - 2) Allow Governor to allocate funds.within state to entities that best meet state and local
needs and mrcumstancés This could be done on a formula or competitive basis. Grant
recipients would need to demonstrate coordination w1th local workforce, welfare, and
child support systems. jr

Federal A ive re on31b1ht

Regardless of which federal agency administers the funds, there should be a strong mechanism

for ongoing interagency involvement in reviewing state plans, providing technical assistance,

sharing information among varrous constituencies, and coordinating with existing programs. Key
agencies include: DOL; HHS/OCSE and ACF; HUD; I ustrce SBA DOT, Educatlon and others
also play a significant role.

|
: l
3
Rationale | S CoT o
Most children on welfare live wrth a single (custochal) parent and depend on child support
payments from their non-custodial parent (usually father) for additional financial support. As
these families move from welfare to work and face time-limited welfare assistance, increasing
.the child support paid by non-éustodial parents is critical. Many of these fathers work, but their
employment tends to be unstable and confined to entry level jobs.- A recent study found that 70
percent of poor non-custodial ﬁathers had some involvement with the’ criminal justice system.
These same fathers express strong interest in being involved with their children, by providing
both financial and emotional support and serving as a positive force in their children’s lives,
~ There is growing, broad-based support for responsible fatherhood initiatives. WTW funding is
an important new federal fundmg source but is limited to a subset of poor fathers whose chlldren
" are on welfare. '

i
o
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DRAFT... DRAFT.. DRAFT....11/27/98

RESll’ONSIBLE FATHERHOOD GRANTS

i
0 {

Goal/Pumose
. Strengthen families by helping fathers to be more effective and involved parents

and responsible members of their community through:

i .
1) Increasing thfe employment and earnings of low income fathers so they can
better support tlireir children either through child support or more take-home pay.

2) Promoting and supporting fathers’ personal responsibility including paternity
. establishment, ch11d support, community involvement, and marrlage (When
approprlate) i - ‘

Ratlonale [needs to be reﬁned and beefed up with statlstlcs]
Most children on Welfare live with a single (custodial) parent and depend on child support
payments from their non-custodial parent (usually father) for additional financial support.
As these families move from welfare to work and face time-limited welfare assistance,
increasing the child support paid by non-custodial parents is critical. Many of thesé
- fathers work, but their employment tends to be unstable and confined to entry level jobs.
A recent study found that 70 percent of poor non-custodial fathers had some involvement
with the criminal ]ustlce system. These same fathers express strong interest in being
-involved with their ch11dren by prov1d1ng both financial and emotional support and
serving as a positive force in their children’s lives.

Current Initiatives '
The Welfare-to-Work grants administered by the Department of Labor can be used to
provide employment-related services to certain non-custodial parents of children on
welfare. Several states have focused their entire formula grant funds on non-custodial
parents, others intend to serve a significant number of non-custodial parents along with
custodial parents. In addition, 54Welfare-to-Work competitive grants include non-
custodial parents, with several of these grants focused exclusively on this population.
However, these WTW services do not address the needs of a broader group of low-
income fathers who dolnot themselves meet the WTW criteria or whose children are not
currently on welfare. !

The Office of Child Support Enforcement is fundlng eight Responsible Fatherhood

demonstrations projects to help low-income, unmarried fathers who have established
paternity become 1nvollved in the lives of their children and become financially. - ,
responsible parents. Funding for projects in CA, CO, MD, MA, MO, NH, WA, and WI,

along with a multi-site ‘evaluation, totals $1.5 million.

Ellglble population 1 ‘ ,
Generally, fathers who are committed to playing by the rules in terms of employment, paternity,
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child support,' and responsible parenting.

Depending on how the eligible population is defined, there are between 2 million and 5 million
low income fathers, the majority of whom live with their children. The number of poor non-
custodial fathers eonservativelfy ranges from 300,000 to 700,000. Data from the 1990 SIPP
indicates there are about 2 million fathers living in households with income below the poverty
level, of which:1.5 million fathers live with their children (resident dads), 300,000 do not live
with any of their children (non-custodial dads), and 200,000 live with some of their children but -
not do not live with others (dual dads). An additional 2.7 million fathers live in households with
income between 100% and 150% of the poverty level, including: 2 million resident dads,
400,000 non-custodial dads, and 275,000 dual dads. Looking at personal income, which is the
basis for child support payments about 3.8 million fathers have anual income below $10,000,
including: 2.3 million resident/dads, 1 million non-custodial dads, and 450,000 dual dads. These
figures considerably understate the number of low-income fathers because they do not include
men in prison [approx1mately 1 million of whom are fathers?] nor those living on military bases,
plus they reflect the census undercount of poor, yeung mmorrty men.
Options: !
. (1) Preferred Optlon Low-income parents Could deﬁne income ehgrblhty as
7 150% of; poverty, 185% of poverty, EITC eligibility, or below state or local
average income of male earners (F athers Count bill targets 80% of funds to the
latter group) ‘

. (2) Non-custodial parent of a child eligible for or receiving TANF, formerly
received TANF; or at risk of receiving TANF. Could also non-custodial parents
receiving Food Stamps -- provides link with population, by 1nclud1ng fathers who
are ABAWDs and Food Stamp E&T program.

. (3) ‘Hard to Ser:ve’ non-custodial parents (current WTW definition). 70% criteria:
either the child or the custodial parent has received TANF for at least 30 months
or will become ineligible for assistance within 12 months due to a time limit and
the non-custodial parent has two of the three barriers related to low education
skills, substance abuse or poor work hlstory 30% criteria: noncustodial parent has
characteristics assomated with Iong term welfare dependence.

All of the above income levels include fathers living with their children if they need help
with employment and parenting (whether or not the parents are married). This could be
open-ended, or limited to a certain percentage of the total grant funds. Limiting

- eligibility to non- cust0d1a1 parents is disincentive to marriage and/or father living with
children. Also, non-custodial mothers would be served in the same way as non-custodial
fathers. Custodial parents on welfare are likely to be served under TANF or WTW.

NOTE: Options 2 and 3 are con51dered too narrow, adrmmstratlvely burdensome and too tlghtly
hnked to welfare status of custflodlal parent. ' :
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Allowable activities -
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Employment actmnes -- same as WTW activities, including job placement, post-
placement services, retention, re-employment, advancement. Include education -
and training tied to employment (allowing stand-along education and training
raises equity issue with custodial parents) Also include entrepreneurship (build
in link with IDAS)

Employment-related suppomve services if not otherwise available --
transportation, chlld «care, work-related expenses such as clothes and tools.

- Consider 1ncludmg one-time/short-term health care and housing expenses needed

to help someone get or keep ajob. Whether to include ongoing health or housing ‘
assistance, i.e. Ilnonthljy insurance-premiums, needs further discussion. Encourage
private sector involvement, including partnerships with health care providers (e.g.
Kaiser Permane:n'te provides insurance coverage for participants, including fathers,
in Baltimore Healthy Start programs for a minimal monthly premium).

L
Other services to promote responsible fatherhood including: outreach, peer
support groups,!parenting classes, violence reduction, conflict resolution, team
parenting courses, legal assistance, mediation, counseling, treatment, and other
items related tolthe purpose of the program. )

t .
Allow reasonable administrative expenses (15% to be consistent with WTW
funds). ;
Encourage empioyment of low-income non—custodialvfathers to help collect child
support from other non-custodial parents and reinforce the importance of
respon51ble fatherhood [being done in MD Responsxble Fatherhood project?]

Funding flow and Service dehvegg ‘system
Federal to State |

L4

Allocate majonty of funds ona formula basis to states who submit Responsible
Fatherhood plans

1

. Formula factors , A
Options [DOL/HHS need to do mns]
. Populatlon (Fathers Count)
. Low income men (data on fathers not available at sub-state level)
. Poverty‘+ number of children not living with both parents (similar to
Access and Visitation grants)
. WTW formula (poverty and welfare recelpt)
. Reserve 15% at natlonal level for Secretary to prOVIde research and evaluation, Technical

Assistance, and discretionary grants to test national models. Assuming $200 M, 15% =
$30 M. (Fathers Count earmarked $10 M/year for research & evaluation, and $10 M for



TA)

Tribes :
‘ . - Set aside for formula grants dlrectly to federally-recogmze trlbes who submit
plan. - |

Substate Allocation:’
Options : 7 N j o : AR
. 1) Same as WT%W: 85% of funds to local PICs/workfotce boards, 15% reserved

for Governor’s discretionary activities. Require local PICs to coordinate with "

public agenmeséresponsmle for TANF and child support with community and

‘faith based org%nlzanons involved in fatherhood issues, and with EZ/ECs.
* Encourage PICs to subcontract with private organizations where appropriate.

- Could provide waiver authority for Governor to designate alternate service

delivery entity. | Establish minimum grant size similar to WTW funds.

e 2) Allow Governor to allocate funds within state to entities that best meet state
and local needs|and circumstances, This could be done on a formula or '
competitive basis. Grant recipients would need to'demonstrate coordination with

“local w‘orkforce’ welfare, and child Suppo}“t systems, ata minimum.
NOTE: Assuming chantable choice provision m TANF apphes to WTW, states can
: contract with rehglous organizations. ‘ :
|
~ A
Federal Admlmstratlve resp_onsnblllzy

: » - "Regardless of which federal agency admlnlsters the funds, there should be a
strong mechanlsm for ongoing interagency involvement in reviewing state plans,
providing techmcal assistance, sharing information among various constituencies,
and coordlnatmg with existing programs. Key agencies include: DOL;
HHS/OCSE and ACF; HUD Justice. SBA DOT Educatlon and others also play
a s1gn1ﬁcant role

Plan req uirements K %
. Governor submits plan with mandatory 31gn ~off from workforce, TANF and child.
' support agenmes Designates lead agency at state level and identifies mechanism
.“for ongoing coordlnatlon among key agencies, such as Interagency Memorandum
of Agreement. ;For example, state might have ex1st1ng Fatherhood Task Force.
Could require state to get sign-off from, or demonstrate coordination with, at least
one other rele\fant agency such as Criminal Justice, Education, Housing or Health.
" Plan should document how coordination will occur at service delivery level '

mcludlng referral process.
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Total funding level ;
. Approximately '$200 million, with a small state minimum-[DOL doing runs w1th
$200M allocated based on population and WTW formula; HHS doing runs based
on low-income men and modified version of A&V formula]. (Assuming Fathers -
grants at 20% of WTW formula grants, smallest states would get approXimately

$700 000) i

Match

‘Options 3
. (1) Current WTW match: $1 non-federal for every $2 federal Up to 50% can be

met in-kind. |

. (2) $1 non-federal for every $2 federal. Up to 75% in-kind.
. (3) No match (Fathers Count). (Not recommended due to equlty with other WTW
funds)

Existing foundation-funding for Fatherhood demos could count toward match. Also
consider broad definition of in-kind match and flexibility on timing -- not all required in-
1st year. Consider allowing a small percent of Federal TANF $ to be transferred out as
match (requires furtheridiscussion).

Evaluation ' _ _ -

. Require cooperation with evaluation as condition of receiving grant funds.

t
t

Technical Assistance l

. Provide authorrty and funding for federal agency(s) to provrde or contract for
technical ass1stance for state and local grantees. :

Performance Measures i

. Identify several core measures in legislation, such as incfeased employment and
earnings of fathers; increased payment of child support; increased involvement
with children; reduction in criminal activity/recidivism(?).

. ‘Require Governors to identify additional measures by which they’1l hold

programs accountable

<

Waivers

. Allow states to propose waivers necessary to put together a package of servrces
that make sense at the community level (similar to EZ/EC).

. Explore discussion of special language to permit retroactive modification of child
support order, for fathers participating in this program where appropriate. This is
potentially controversial, but may be less so when targeted on low-income fathers.
(Needs further dlscuss1on with ACF and OCSE).

|
. Consider deferral of arrearages for fathers participating in'‘employment-related

activities including education and training combined with work, community
service, and cer;tain parenting activities as incentive for low-skilled fathers to

| 5



Other 'Issues.

build skills and i mcrease earmng potentlal (Do states have thls authorlty now?

Issue is federal share of collectlons )

Build i m protectlons for victims of domestic vrolence and a]low batterers
intervention services. -Also recognize fathers who were ‘themselves victims.
Encourage fathers to get involved before child is born--prenatal and link with in-
hospital paternity programs. ‘ '
Sort out how this relates to.other WTW funds spent on non-custodial parents -
for example, wou]d MI and MO use this to expand population served by their.
regular WTW forrnula grants? Would DOL still award regular WTW competitive

- grants for non- custodral fathers, or focus those funds on other populations?:

Encourageé hnks with cnmmal justice system and incarcerated fathers about to be
released. l . CoL ~

Consider link V\pth child support ﬁnancmg process mcludmg issue of child
support dlsregard or pass through. - Also explore link Wltb p0551b1e child support
assurance demonstratlons(“)) :

Be mindful thats some fathers have chrldren with more than one women and in.

‘more than oné household.

:'/. )




