October 7, 1998

To:  Andrea Kane

From: Karin Martinson [V

~Re:  Paper on Serving Non-Cuétbdial Fathers under Welfare-to-Work Grants

Enclosed is the paper on serving nbn-‘éustddial fathers in the welfare-to-work grants program that
you requested from Demetra Nightingale. This paper is still in draft form, although we hope to

finalize it soon. Please let me know if you have any comments on the paper. I can be reached at-
(202)261-5841. ' ' ' :



10/7/98

" DRAFT

Servmg Non-Custodial Parents Through Welfare-to Work Grants
Labor Market Characterlstlcs, Employment Barrlers, and Service Strategles

Karin Martinson

* The Urban Institute
. 2100 M Street, NW .
- - Washington, DC 20037

August 1998

This report was prepared at the Urban Institute for the US. Department of Labor, Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Policy, under DOL Contract No. F-5532-5-00-80-30, #10. The views

expressed are those of the author and should not be attnbuted to the Department of Labor the
Urban Institute, its trustees, or its funders. :



Executlve Summary
The Welfare to- Work (WtW) Grants Pro gram authonzed under the Budget

| Reconcrltatlon At:t of 1997, presents an rmportant opportumty for states and locahtles to proytde
- emplo.yment,ser‘vr(:es to non—'eustodlal f_athers,\ Programs for non custodtal fathers. are. largely an
' i‘overlooktzd aspect of,,welfare r’eform}and'one ,that could potentially ~improye the well—being of

| poor chlldren By mcludmg the non- custodral fathers of children’on eash assrstance as a target
group for the employment services funded by the WtW grants. the program seeks to boost the
- employment and eammgs of these fathers and to pass some of the fathers 1ncreased earmngs ‘on
to their chlldren in the form of child support Itis hoped that poverty among‘chlldren will be
reduced if they recerve'support from -both o_f therrparents.« In order to provrde asmstanee to -
prograrrrs and forganivzations deyelopingj pro grams ifor}fnon-eustodia‘l fathers‘, this pépar provides |

information on their employment barriers; current and pastprograms;se‘rvingithisgroup,fandr" :

‘ strategles for provrdmg effectrye servrces L E P
| The non eustodral fathers targeted by the WtW grant program faee a range -of barrrers to
7 employment Research shovlfs that low income: nonkcustodral fathers -—a group srrrnlar to those
| .k targeted under the'Vl/tW grants -- are drsproportronately eomposed of poorly edueated rmnorrues
with hrrnted worknexperrence Many lack the skrlls and credentrals.mclreasmgly requtred’ by |
: 'empIOyers. "lSlon-custodial fathers are also 'lirrlited by the lack of jfobs in' urban areas; lack of aeoe'sg
1o social netsworks, job diserirrrinat,iOn," ar;'a]paa:aadi_‘caamagar problems Finally, the child
- support ’enforeement system itselfcontains drsmcentwes for. thesefathers t‘o fdeOrk‘and make.
| child support payments Thrs systern has tradrtronally focused on 1ncreasmg chrld support
. collect1ons wrth httle assrstance .given to fathers who are unemployed. In addrtton rules Wthh

r lirm‘tthe 'amo'untof child supp‘ort families on‘_ cash- ass‘istance can ‘receiye fro'm non'—custodial’



‘fat‘hé're(thelstate ean retain‘:c hild eupport payments as fei‘mbureement ‘.for‘xifelf;r.g'costs“)‘ and large
| levels of;child snppon deht" 'a'cctl'mulat‘edby many fathersals'o diseon:rageﬂthem.fr’om ﬁnding work
| and edppofting their families. " - e - | '

o '\:ijhi]e somestates and io’ealit‘iee;are‘ inefeaéingly;toedsed o‘n;t‘h'e, ;needs of ‘nonécus\to'dial‘ '
: fathers, uéntil‘ reeently there haye,;been-on}):);i'lilmited efforjts}to improve the_emplo)f/ahilitytof poot

- non-custodial fathere and their ability to pay child support. . Only. ‘a‘modest numher of programs

P

have s’yst:e‘matAieaI»ly targeted :non-cu,s‘tod‘i‘a‘l fathefs for employment or othe% types of eer;*;ees and
very few 40per‘ate at a sign"i’.ﬁcan‘tascale. : | ‘ . |
B‘eeause se'r'.vic_es.i‘t’o‘r ‘this' group of fathera _hatle noﬂt' bee‘n Wtdespread, the,W}t\v’:V‘programi: !
represents an 1mportant oppoxtumty to 1’mptove thelr employment peospects and the econonnc
well bemg of thelr famlhes To do th1s programs are needed whleh not only a331st fatheps in |
becommg prepared’ forand Iocatmg stable employment but. also fac1htate theLr efforts to. payt chlld
. Stipport and ,become in-vo';ll\_{ed with their families; Past ,expe’rjence tndteates that achieying;thes'e o
- goals can be challengin;g» bnt t'hat severel 'strategies arehlikelytoﬂlead .,to effee'ti\.fe"pr'oér'a\rn,serx'/ices:

. Develap appropnate work focused employment servwes It i$ 1mportant to develop a
" range of employment services -- pamcularly those that combme work and skill- buxldmg
‘While job search assistance activities are 1mportant for some fathers; due to a lack of work
experience and job skills, they are likely to.be madequate for others Experience also .
_ indicates that these fathers are interested i in finding i mcome produemg employment
- relatively quickly and some resist makmg commitments to longer-term skills trammg or .
“education programs. Given these factors, 'on-the-job training (OJT) programs arean
important service opt1on for program operators to consider.: ‘Becauise past.programs. have '
had difficulty developing OJT positions beyond a minimuim scale in order to make this
o component successful, it is 1mportant to have adequate staff dedicated: to developing and
o monitoring these slots and to- involve the prlvate sector in the development of this
component. : -
»  Provide post—employment servzces Many non- custodlal fathers work sporadlcally or -
. part-time and very few have sustained employment mdleatmg they may have difficulty
 movingup’ the career 1adder To help them keep _}ObS once they find them fathers may
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. beneﬁt from ongomg program support once, employed -= such as _]Ob and other types of
o counselmg and transportatron and other support services.

Develop appropriate. recruttment mechamsms ‘A prrmary challenge facmg WtW
~._programs is the-recruitment of a sufficient number of fathers into the program. This has
‘proven to be a chal lenge in past programs since these fathers generally have little '
_connection to established systems or networks Difficulties have been encountered in this

* .+ area regardless of whether recruitment was done'on a mandatory (through referrals from

the courts) or voluntary basis (marketing the program in the community). In order to
serve a significant number of fathers that meet the WtW program targeting requirements,
“it will be: drfﬁcult to rely solely on voluntary mechanisms to recruit fathers. Rather,
program operators will have to coordinate. the efforts of the child support agency, the
. welfare agency, and perhaps’ the courts to 1dent1fy fathers who are approprrate for the
program \

'Provtde famtly focused and speaal suppomve serwces Some programs servmg non-
custodial fathers have dtscovered that employment services alone are not likely to be
‘-sufﬁelent to induce all of themto partlcrpate intensively or to make a lasting chfference in -
. their employment and payment patterns. Programs also'are needed to address other

" factors that lead many non-custodial-fathers to resist working and paying child support. It k
. appears. that fathers benefit from and appreciate services geared toward enhancing parent-

~ child relationships, 1mprov1ng parenting skills, and navigating a relationship with. the

" mother and the child support system. Some ‘programs have experienced success witha -
peersupport eomponent which uses a structured cumculum to address these issues.

3 Provtde incentives to prevent fathers Jrom droppmg out. Past programs for non- :
 custodial fathers have consistently had trouble maintaining regular attendance and

i preventmg fathers from droppirig-out. Experrence indicates that emphasrzrng both a

“carrot and sticks” approach could i 1mprove partrclpatron levels On the positive side,
attractrve services (such as support- groups) and reduced child support payments during -

. program parttcnpatton can be unportant Negatwe consequenees -- namely, the threat of '

. mcarceratron due to unpald chtld support --'can also be used

Draw on the expertise of communitysbased organizatiéns Some eommunity based
~organizations have had significant experience serving. fathers and addressing their needs.
- WtW programs could benefit from this expertise -- partrcularly in the areas of pre-

‘employment preparation; .family services that engage fathers, mothers and chrldren and -

brokering communication between the. fathers and the child support system - as they
'develop services for fathers : ‘

‘Create partnershtps wu‘h tke child support system and other mvolved partres One of
“the most important lessons from current programs is-the CrItICdl 1mportance -- but also the
inherent difficulty -- of burldmg local partnerships. fo provide services to fathers. These
partnerships are vital -- particularly if the program seeks both to increase employment and-
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child support payments. Depending on the nature of the program, collaboration between
the child support system (which includes the courts), the employment and training system,
and community-based organizations -- each of which has different organizational missions,
funding sources, and administrative procedures -- may be needed to provide the necessary
services for this population. Experience shows that operating programs.that link
employment and child support require a sustained level of attention from program
managers in all involved agencies -- and particularly the child support agency -- as well as
a commitment to work through the issues that emerge on an ongoing basis. The
complexity of these institutional linkages should not be underestimated, and may require
upfront mvestments which acknowledge and seek to reconc11e differences in perspectwes
It is important to note that not all services appropriate for non-custodial fathers can be
funded by WtW grants. In particular, family-focused services or stand-alone education and
ltraining are not allowable activities under the WtW grants. However, program operators may be
in a position to leverage funds from other sources to provide these other activities. -Other funding -
sourees that could be used to provide servicés to non-custodial fathers include Temporary
A551stance for Needy Famihes (TANF) dollars Job Trammg Partnership Act JT PA) funds Pell
grants, ‘and Perkins vocational education dollars. The new Workforce Development Act w111
make it easier for states and localities to combine resources from these different programs (this
new law does not address the use of TANF dollars). v
While providing services to non-custodial fathers can be challenging, prograins which
increase both the earnings and child support payments of non-custodial fathers are a critical area

for administrators to channel their energies. There is muchlto be gained in terms of reducing

poverty among children if programs can achieve these dual goals.



I :Introduction

The Welfare-to-Work (WtW) Grants Pr'ogram‘; authorized under the Budgét
Ref;onciliatio,n Act ;)f 1997, is an important component of federal welfare reform and (_repr‘ésents
 the only federal funds speciﬁéally designated for w‘ork‘k-rgzlatéd activvities. for welfare 'reéipients‘ and
the non—custqdial pz%rents of children on welfare. WtW, with $3 billioﬁ in federai fﬁnds, was .-
enacted to compk;mént the major welfare reform provisidns authorized in 1§96 under the
* Personal Responsibility and Work Qpponunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), pértiéUlarly the .
| Témporafy Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block g.rant. States have considerable
| flexibility to use the TANF b]b;k glfant funds for cash welfare payments to fémilies wit‘h,chi}dren,
work activitics fo;* welfare parents, and related services Whi;h thc;se pafent‘s may néedr «t‘oy.‘move
fr.om welfare to work. The WtW grants complement TANF in that these funds are speciﬁc”al’ly
designat;ed for work-related activities and not fér éash welfare payments. In addition, WtW funds
are targeted on spééiﬁc groups ‘within the welfare population; they cannot be used for all welfare
'recipiénts, but instead are targeted on those who are the least employable.

In addition to ‘thosc receiving ca’sh assistance, WtW specifically _includes.non—custodial
parents of ct;ildren' én welfére as a target gro‘up‘for employment services. Research‘sh\ow‘s that
about one-quarter of all non-custodial parents do not pay child support becausé they are p'oor
themselves; and cannot afford to support their cﬁildren without further irripoverishirig themselves
or their families.'- By providing resources for employment services, the WtW program seeks to
boogt the eméloyment and earnings of these fathe.'rs,‘ with the éxpectation that ;v,omé ~§f thﬁsé

increased earﬁings will be passed on to their children in"the form of child support. By feceivi’ng

'R. Mmcy and E. Sorensen. “Deadbeats and Turnips in Child Support Reform (Joumal of Policy Analysis
and Management, Volume l? No.l, 44-51, 1998).



support fr'om'hOth their mothers and their fathers, it is hoped that the extent and depth of poverty
among children will be'lessened.
While the .WtW.grants are an important resource for"_serving non-custodial parents, it

should be’ noted that these grants are only one "'source of assistance available for serving this
| group. In addition to serv1ng custodial mothers TANF dollars and Title XX funds which have
' been transferred to the TANF block grant can be used for non-custodial fathers. The ]ob Training
Partnership Act (JTPA), while n_ot specifically focused on poor non-custodial parents, is the
largest federal joh train,i_ng program intended to incr.'e‘ase employment ‘and eamings among |
economically disadvanta’ged youth and adults. Inladdition, ;l’erkjns vocational education funds
“and Pell grants can also be used to be provide assistance to these fathe.rs. "l“he recently enacted :
Workforce Investment Act of l998 makes snbstantial changes to the structure of services ftrnded
under JTPA, adult education, and related programs; however, the same categories of low-income
persons.are still eligible for these services.

| In order to assist programs.and organizations in developing policy intervent’ions_ to ser.\"e |
non-custodial fathers, this p_aper provides an overview of the Wiw grants program provisions_
specifically related to non-cnstodial parents; describe‘s’_t.he characteristics' of these'non-cn'stodial
parents and their employment barriers, provides information on current and past pro‘grams
designed to 1mprove the employabihty and earnings potential of non- custod1a1 parents. and
presents service options and strateg1es for servrng this populat1on through the WtW grants

program.



II Overvie@ of the Welfare-to-Work Grants i’fogra;ﬁ | .'

Thxé sectncm provndes a brief overview of the WtW grants pro gram with a specific focus
on features that are relevant to desnlgﬁmg programs for non- custodla] parents -- taéetmg and
allowablé aétiviti«::s.2

Under the WtW progrz;m the federal government is dlstrlbutmg $3 bllhon in fiscal years .
1998 and 1999 to he]p move hard—to -employ welfare recnplents and non-custodial parents into
jobs. Three’ quarters of the funds are allocated to states based on a foﬁnula and One quarter is.
distributed g:iompetitively.basé@_c;n applications submitted to the’ Department of Lab'g)r (DOL). ..

A' }’B;)th formula and competitive grantsAtargetzt ‘fhé same populatiéns and can be used for the séme )
types of activities. |

Allqwébié Ac‘tivﬂiei Thc ;WtW funds éan be used for a ra.néé'of activities that are
~ designed to move ind‘ividﬁals into jobs, with an emphasis on 'jobé that h‘ave the potential for |
. increésed e‘zilmings: The funds can be used broadly for employment-related activities including:
wage subsidics in the plitslic of prii(ate sector; on-the-job fraining; jgb _i‘eadingss; job placement
‘sérvices; 'postfemploymént sefvic,;és; job v§uchérs fér job readiness; placement dr post-
employment services; community service or work_experiencg; job retention servicés; and
éupponive' services. 'C'rra'ntees are'ailowed quite a Sit of flexibility in désigning welfare—td-work
‘ strategie; geared to the needs Qf fﬁe local labor market and economy.

" There is one important restriction regarding the use of funds: WtW funds cannot be

*For more details information on the WtW grants program, see D. Nightingale and K. Brennan,
Accessing Welfare-to-Work Grant Program Funds: Opportunities for Community-Based Organizations
Serving Fathers, (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 1998) and Fact Sheet: Welfare-to-Work Grants
(Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 1997). ‘



Aut‘i.lized for stand-alone job training Qf edeeation.‘ Ho’weyer, they can be used for t}aiﬁ'.ingvor .-
education once a péréoﬁ has beguﬁ work; cither as a rpee'f-erﬁéieymeﬁt service in eonjunctioﬁ with
work or as a work-based activity, WtW fL_mds. can also be esed‘for paid and unpaid community
service or work experience jobs, iﬁcludiﬁg public subsidized ‘employment in.the bueiie gnd non:
[:;roﬁt secfor and trz{di;iAon"al 6n¥the-job traiﬁing. E | o

Target Pdpulation. Both the formula and c.ompetit’ive gfants must be‘?used'to;fundl
services for the hardest-to-employ weifare recipients.’ The legislation is fai_r'lS{ 'presc‘riptive'on most
~ of the participant targeting cx;itefiéi, but leaves room fer erﬁe di"séretiori‘ at the.li)r‘ogr‘émﬂle‘\(el for
‘deﬁ‘ning a few of the target g:oups. At least 70 percent of the funds mus;tvbe used for: (i') long- -
term TANTF recipients or recipients who are within §ne year of reaching the.TANF time limit and
who also have two of th;*ee Iegislatively specified problems.:‘ less than a high fsche‘ol edeeeﬁon.and‘ :
low reading or math skiils, sﬁbstance abuse Preblems, or “poor work histo_ry3”,~ or 2) non;
custodial parents who have two of fhe same three legislgtively_speciﬁed problems and have a child
whois a leng-term T ANF recipient o; is within one year of ‘re:'aching the TANF viime limit, or (3)
| aﬁ‘individgal with two of the three ber;iers' (described above) but ie no longer feceiving TANF
becaqse they have reached fedefal or state imposed time hmlts The edueétien facter is most-
specific and ihe we:k:h,iétoey factor: is the. least speciﬁe, to be ‘deﬁned by the; eteteoir local
programs. Up to 30 perc;entf of the funds can be used for TANF reci;\iientspor non'-cuétodia]
parents who have “chéraeteristics asseeiéted with Ieng-termwelfare dependency” such as teeﬁage

parents, persons with poor work history, or high school 'dreg;oute. WtW funds can be used to

*The WtW regulations define “poor work history” as having worked no morebthén 13 consecutive
weeks full time in unsubsidized employment in the prior 12 months. ‘ '
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serve the targeted groups of custodial parents on TANF, non—custqdial parents, or both the
custodiél and non-custodial parents together. |
Many .s‘;tat‘_es and localities are.already planning' to use much of their WtW formula grants
for employment-related pergrar_ns‘ for non-cus£ddial, parents, and several of the first roun’d~ ‘
, compé.titi?e grant éppliéafions are also pfobosing to target fathers. Michigan, for e.xar'nple, pl;ms
tlo use all of the state’s fofmula fund§ for nbn;cusfodiai.pa;ents and noﬁ—custodial. parents are a
primary target for all of Wisconsin’s formula funds. Of the 51 competitive grantees selected for
the first round‘of fundiné, seven have also chosen to specifically target non-custodial fathers for
‘ser'vices.“' Fbt .ex.l‘ample, the Milwaukee County Private Industry Council (PIC) and the Lds-’l
Angeles Coﬁnty PIC :will offer services to addréss the legal barriers of the nonéustddial fatllér;.
In Milwaukee County these funds will be used té help fat‘l;ers remove legal baﬁiers to
employment-such as problems with child support ord’ers' and payments, motor vehicle violations
and license restrictions, and special issues relevant ltoﬁex-offer‘nders. Peer support and attitudinal
tfaining are also key c'omponénts‘the Los Angeles County program.’
III. Characteristics and Employmer-it Ba'rriers' of Low Income Non-Cus'to‘dial' Fathers
Iriformzitién on the demographic and economic ‘ch;racteristi‘cs o_lf non-custodial pareﬁts |
and the size of the eﬁgible population are critical to .de-:sig'lning programs that \;Qill effectively serve
this population. "Becausg the vast majority of non-cugtodial parents are men, thié paper focuses on

non-cu‘sto‘dial‘fathers.5 Unfortunately, much less is known about the fathers of children who

““Based on estimates provided in the grant applications, approximately 20 percent of the md1v1duals ‘
‘served by the WtW competitive grants are non-custodial fathers. '

5Data from the Bureau of the Census shows that only 14 percent of non- custodlal parents are women.
See L. Scoon-Rogers and G. Lester, Child Support for Custodial Mothers and Fathers: 1991 (Washington,
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receive welfare than about their mothers. Ihderad, .dzrta aré nr)t éven available on thé number of
non-custodial fathers with children on‘w.elfare. Nonetheless, it is important to get a sense of the -
characteristics and number of fath¢rs targeted by t:he:WtW: grams -~ those. with iachild receivirrg
cash assistance who meet certain targeting Arequire‘r'ne‘nts (based on work history, education, length
~ of the child’s cash assistance receipt, and other factorrs). Ahal).rsis of the 1990 Surifey of Inéornc
‘ arrd Prr)gram Participétion;(SIPP) --a rlation'ally repre;:.entative survey -- is used to provide rough
estimates:on the characteristics and numbér of faﬁﬁéré that could be{\s'ervéd in this program.6
Demogr:;plrir Characteristics

Calculations of SI'PI;’derta were conducted by thé ilrban Institute to examinra information
6.“ the economic and démograr)hic r:harricteristids lgf low;ihcome ﬁankgséodial fathers in 1990."
These data are preserrted heré to provide a'g.éneral uriderstanding of the characteristics of the
group served under the WtW grants Non custodlal fathers targeted by the WtW grants are hkely
to have very similar characterlstrcs to this group of low -income fathers. This section also draws
on data from the Parent’s Fair Sharé (PFS) demonstration ‘project which provided employment
and training and child support services to the’non-:‘(:ustodrgl parénts of children .wh‘o received cash

assistance (more information on PES is presented in later Sectjons of this paper).? This

 DC: Burediu of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1995).
61‘990~is the most recent period for which data are a?ailablé. |

7Low-income non-custodial fathers are deﬁnéd as those fathers with family income below the poverty
threshold for their family size or personal income below the poverty threshold for a single person The SIPP
~ data in this paper were prepared by Elame Sorensen of the Urban Insutute

] - 8For information Qn the PFS.demonstranon, see F: Doolittle, et al., Build:'ng Opportunities,

- Enforcing Obligations: Implementation and Interim Impacts of Parent’s Fair Share, (New York, NY:
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1998) and D. Bloom and K. Sherwood, Matching
Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform from the Parents’ Fair Share Pilot Phase
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der:nonstration was conducted in sé;;zen» éités around" thécountry. Al;hough not natiqrially
represe,ntati‘vé., thé PFS data do provideviﬁformatign Qn:a pspﬁlétion cbyﬁparable to the one served
under the' WtW grants. R
| ‘Low-iﬁcome_ non-custodial parents Shafe many of tﬁe characteristics Af othé}
disadvantaged populati(k)'ns; inéfuding custodﬁal pafents 'réceiving TAN'F‘. Ovérall,.while it is
important to recognize the\diversity of this population, idw-i_ncome non-custodial ‘pérents .ar“e
dispropoﬁionately cenﬁpoksed of poorly educated nﬁnori;ies with limited wérk experience. As
: éhown on Table 1, tge,averagg' age of the fathers is 31, with almost three-quarters over the age of
125. Almost half of the father; ére African-Americén; and one-third are Qaucasian. Rdughly forty |
'péfcent Qf them had never married, and over ong-third were Currently marriéd.
A vast majority of low-income non-cust(;dial fathers worked or looked for work in 1990
butr very few lhad stzible employment. Only ten perc‘e_nt,\-v'(‘)rked full-time, year round (and
‘remained poor despite working). Another 45 perc;eﬁt wo.rked intermittently. Finally, a sizable
propoﬁion of the parents -- approximatély one-third -- did not work in 1990 but looked for work.
‘Overall, over half of the fathers w;:re emPloyed at some i)oint during ‘the yéai‘ and those that were
' émployéd Worked apbréximately 30 weeks out of the year. |
‘ Ag éne woi.xl%i éxpéct, the earnings for this group-of parents is very ]0\;v.‘ On average, low-
“income non-custodial fathers earngd 1éss than $4,000 anm.la;lly: ‘The hourly'wagci: was relatively-
low -- aQeraéing V$5.40kper hour in 1990 dollars. Aboﬁt half bf those who worked were employed

in blue-collar occupations; about one-quarter were employed.in service work. -

(New York, NY: Manpbwer‘ Demonstration Research Corporation, 1994).
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Table 1

Selected Characterlstlcs of Low Income Non Custodlal Fathers, 1990

v Characterisfic

-2

B Lovw-Irle:o'me Noheéhstodial Fathers

- Aﬁv_evr_ageAg'ef " -3 1
- Age, | »
181025 “ 2%
’25,£o 34 Cma
351044 26% - v_ |
j‘45 -and over | 7% ,,'- o
R@ce o ‘
White, non-Hispanic - B 35%>
Black, don:Hispadic . : N 48%
Hispanic - 15%
|| Marital Status e
Currently Married 3%
'Previously Married - : ""2'4%
NeverMarried i ». 39%
| Labor Force Act1v1ty ., |
""Work Full Time, Full Year ” - 10%
| Worked Intemnttently = 45% ‘
. DidN Not Work, but Looked for Work " ‘ -. ,- ' "'33% ,
_‘ Not in Labor Force | ey | 12%
‘Average Weeks Worked (forvworkers) ' _ 30 ;
Average Hourly (for hourly workers in 1990 , $540 '
dollars) - SR
Average Perso'nal'Income - -',$3,932

- (continued on next page)




Tab e | (continued)
Selected Charactermtlce of Low- Income Non-Custodial Fathers, 1990

Characteristic - ' Low-Income Non-Custodial Fathers

Occupational Distribution

Ménage‘riélfPrdiéssional’ - N 1%

. ‘TechnicalfSaleAstIeric‘al o “ : e | T 14%
Serviie o ;o
Agricﬁlture o ; .~ o | ) E . . i 6%
Craft/Repair | A | | | 8%
Operators/Laborers , i | 42%

Educational Attainment

Less than 12 years R ' . 45%
12 years . o o - 37%
13 t0 15 years o ; 1o S 13%
" 16 years or over - . | o 5%
Average Years of Education = R o | I
Ever Participatedin JTPA I 6%
Percent Who Paid Child Support - 1 1w
| Average Child Support Payment (for those ) | . $1,854 "
who paid child support) *
Child Support Payments as Percent of 1 ' - 50%
Personal Income (for those who paid chﬂd o )
support) ‘ :

Source: 1990 Survey of Income and Program Partncnpatlon (SIPP)

Note: Low-mcome non-custodial fathers-are defined as fathers who have annual fami ly income that fell below
the poverty threshold for their famﬂy sxze or have annual personal income that fell below the poverty
. threshold for a smgle person




Lahor Market ‘IASarriers;‘ :
The z'tbove sec'tionvclearly»shows thttt low-income: hon'—custo‘diztli ‘parents are at best‘
employed on Q sporadrc basrs‘ dnd when they do ;vork xtrs for relattvely low ‘wages There‘ are ;
| several factors that affeot the abrhty of this. group of fathers to ﬁnd employmeht that wrll allow
them ~to support themselves and their fatruhesf-' | B |
Qne major imperiimeht to thegamful emplovmentof io‘w—inco}me notr-cus_todial_fathers is
their re]etivelv low levets‘ o'f educatiohetl attétﬁment enct basic.sléi]ls: | Asghévvn on Tahle 1, a
‘ signiﬁcant prop.ortyion -- epproximatetv 45' perceht — heve_’ 'not ‘c‘omp]eted ‘htgh ‘schoot and only 10 '
p.ercen.t graduatedrfrom,college" Ifor ’ah averaée;of Em‘l& 'l-jlj‘"ye’ars of educetiort. In etilriiitizon results
from the N ational Adult theracy Survey show that thrs group has low basrc skrlls | Thts survey
: ._ found‘ that two- thrrds of a comparable populatron of low-mcome men -- those who recerve food K
‘ ‘Stamps -- scored in the two lowest levels of the skrlls test (out of ﬁve leve]s) compared to one-
' ~ half of the adults in the gﬁeneraAlv popu]attott % Indrvrduals at‘these levels are hkely to have :
dtfﬁculty wrth hlgher 1evel readmg and p‘roblem-solvmg skrlls thatemployers value.,
| Another factor affectmg the ]ob prospects of non- custodral fathers is thet the labor marheti
situ;ttion for less educ‘ate’d men has deterior'ated over thefpost ,25 )'{egtrs. TheUS ecouomy‘hos.
experrenced Fa risirtg- demand for 5whiteQe,ot‘1;rj \vork"é_rtd& adechmng demandforblue—collar v.rork
that has traditiooallv providect jobs for uon—eft‘)llﬁeg‘e‘ educated _— This shrftmlabor detmand is-
evidenceti by the decaving c&éuﬁagtapces of yo‘uug men p_etrti’cu‘lttrlytho‘se iwith,hmpite‘c.l» 'skills and'::

education credentials. Over the past two decades, there"has been asignificant decline in real .

°P Barton and L. Jexkins, Lateracy and Dependency The Leteracy Skzils of We{fare Rec:p:ents in -
' the Umred States (Prmceton NJ Educatrona Testmg Servrce 1995) :
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. wages for men without college degrees."®

Cieérly, many poor rr’()rx-:éuetOQial f'a'thers lack the skills andnerederitialvsvs(mght‘ in todajr’s

| 1ab0Vr ma‘rigetl Al_tﬁojugh teo}rnolog'icel,chenge oifer the paeﬁt‘few‘ de_oadesy hae erodled the wagee of
o lessre‘e{oeeted workere, the ‘ski}.l“level ;ieméhded of these ijo_‘rkers,i has increased. Jobs require |
kr_rlore sooiel; c;ogrritive, endijob-spe_eiﬁe skills thaﬁ m t‘he'past”l and, giveh‘rrﬁéir educati'on .Ievels,‘it. g
. eppears that rn_an'y low-inoorrj:e non—euetodial parents lqi:k tlrese oagic Skiﬂs t‘hat‘m‘aﬁy errlployers
. are seeking. |
Arlo'ther»proolem many low-wage‘\A“'orl(ers‘face~ is 'rhevjocatioﬁi of jobs which ﬁt their
”skjlls 2 job growth has tended to be in suburban areas rfrrher than vm central cities where many
. . by s .
) | | poor non;custodial fathers live! }?ublic end» pr@vate“means of ftraneportation are often unavailable,
makmg if difﬁeoit f.orr:cen’trlal’cit; reerdentsf to,worl.{"in the suburbs. Relooating, \;vhile .an option in
’th_eorjf“,' can be.very: diﬁcolr:,ro 'eic.co‘mol.i_s}r rn practice'doe to 1a§1£ of trénéportation, Vlimit‘é'r:l‘
irrformat.ﬂion aboiir ne\.v ar‘efc‘lsv, a leck of socialA}‘c'ontects arrd,.potenfielly, residerrtial seéreg‘etron and -
' fhousin.g k:iliéorirmrna‘t’iorr”' L | | |
D.iecrirnjrl'ation in emr)loyrrréot may als'o‘ 'comp’licﬁei'tethe employment prospects for minority

" non-custodial fathers. There is growing evidence of employer discrimination against minorities in

mR Blank, “U S Labor Market and Prospects for Low-Wage Entry Jobs” (in ?’fze Worfc A§£ema£we, o
D. nghtmgale and R Haveman, eds. Washmgton DC The Urban Instltute 1995)

"H. Holzer, W}zaz Employers Wanr Job Prospects fcr Less Educanon Workers New York, NY
Russell Sage Foundation. ‘ : ,

. 12H Pouncy and R. Mmcy, “Out of-Welfare Strategles for Welfare—Bound Youth” (m The Work
'Alternat:ve, D nghtmgale and R Haveman eds., Washmgton DC: The Urban Instltute 1995)

‘ - 13H Holzer “Employers for Young Afncan American Males Where the J obs are and What
": Employers Want” (m African Amerrcan Males A Practlce Gu1de L Dav1s ed., New York, NY: Sage
Publlcatlons 1998) L » , , o
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hiring. Studies have found that discrirhination: is likely to be h'igiher for African-Améﬁcan malés
. compared to otfler groups, particulaﬂy those in ’suburbah greas.“"

_ Non-custodial parents;also lack access to social networks that can be critical in iocatirig
emp‘loyme:nvt.‘5 | A large fraction of jdbs are filled by informal reéruiifneht among’efnpvloyérs@ho
seek reférrals from their current employees and other acquaintances. Many no_n—custodialv fathers
: ére_not a part of fhése social netWofks \;/hich'can greatly enhaﬁce employment i)fospects.

Finally, many low-income non—custodial pafents also have criminal records-and substantial
legal problems whiérh can impair their ability to ﬁndérﬁployméﬁt. Data from the P_FA'SI' .

. demonstration shows:that appfoximately;’?i perg:e'n_t of the naﬁ-custodial parents sefyed m ‘thatA ;
pro éram had been arrested since theif 16th birthday and 46 f)ercent had'béefl conviéted .of a crime.
A i)ast h‘i‘st‘ory of criminal activity caﬁ fﬁrther diminish the?a]ready ﬁmitea Aer.nploymentf prbspécts :
of these fathers. |

,AHow’l\{.Iany Fathers Could Potentially Be Ser;'ed?

Thié section providesV'an estimate of the number of non-custodial fathers thratrcould be
eligible for services under the WtW grénts program. While data are niot available to estinate this
ndmber directly, the nurhber. of targetéd fatherg éan be ext’fa,po lated from othér spurcesl Urban
Institute ééiculations using E‘;IPP data sh;w that 2.5 million ﬁonQéustodial fatgérs. were deﬁne.;'as
low-income in.1990. Also in. 1990, £herev were app;oximately 3.8 ‘r’niﬂion single—pareﬁ éash :
aésié@ncé c_ases; If oﬁe WC1:e to aésumé that alfiS,ﬁn’lh’on fathers had a child or children 0’n»ca\<s}"1

 assistance, then there would be about two-thirds as many non-custodial fathers as mothers on

“H. Holzer, 1998.
~ ~Pouncy and Mincy, 1995.
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cash assi;stance.‘(’ This réugh éstimafe makes sense -- one would §xpect theré to be more mothers
rec%iving cash assistance than low-incérhe .non-gqstodié] fathers because svome.of the fathers of
children on cash a;;sistance are not low-income or are d’eceased.,

| ’I.’hisVsar‘ne ;atio of fathers to mothe;s can bc applied to the ‘curfent- TANF c;aéeload to
detérmi}r{e‘the cufrg:nt number of low-income non-custodial fathers with children who recei\;e cash
assistta‘nce. The most recent data ‘indicatés that there are currently approximately 3.0 million

_ single-headed househo‘]ds"r‘ecei"viﬁ‘g cash assistance."” Aséﬁtni_ng thé ratio of the size of the
single-parent cgsh assigt:iﬁce caseload io the numbcr of n{)n-éustodjal iow—income fathers is the
same z‘is. it was in 19907,' tﬁere would hqw be appréximateiy two miﬂion low-income non:custodial
fathers with children receiving cash assistancé.

No precise data are available on how many of these fathers would be eligible for the WtW
program because the)b" met tﬁe targeting r;aquireﬁient..s. However, if one assumes that roughly one-
third to one-half of these fathe_:rs ﬁt these targeting cn’teri‘a'g,v at minimum, approximately 660,000 o
to one million non-custodial fathers'wou‘ld be e«h’giblé for services under the WtW grants. Thus,
there clearly is a substantial popufation of non%ustodiél fathers thaf could benefit from the WtW

grants.

'5While this paper assumes all low-income non-custodial fathers had a child receiving cash
assistance, if one assumed a lower proportion had child in these circumstances estimates of the number of
eligible fathers could be reduced by this amount. : )

17Caseload data for smgle—parent families is only available through June 1997, while total caseload
mformatlon (including two-parent and child-only cases) is available through March 1998. The single-parent
caseload for March 1998 was estimated by applying the percentage decline for the entire caseload from June
1997 to March 1998 to the single-parent caseload in June 1997. '

- "Some unpublished federal agency reports estimate that about one-third to one- half of TANF
recipients are likely to meet the targetmg requirements and be eligible for WtW services.
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L()'w;lnlcohie Non-Custodial Parenfs and the Child Support System

The child support enforcement system is desigﬁed to accoﬁlp]ish sevefal activities to assist
chi]dreﬁ m réceiving support from absent parents. These activifi‘es include:»estz.lblivshing paternity,
establishing child suppbrt orders which detail the amount non-custodial parents are required to
'" pay their family'éach ‘month (usually ddne through t;he court syétem)i collécting payments from
non-custodial pareﬁts on behalf of their children, and distributing these funds to the custodial
~bparent.s and their children. The 1996 welfare law made impdrfant strides in the child support
enforcefnent arena, strengthening the Jtools for collecting c.hild support from non-custodial parenfs ,
~who have income. |

Data on child support colleétions shows that most low-iﬁcome ﬁon—custodial parents have
very little connection to the child support system and fnany do not contribute qhild support to
their families. Currcntly; only a modest fraction of poor childrén in single-parent families receive
| child suppprt payment's from fheir non-cus.tqdial parents. In 1995, data shows that only 21
percent of families receiving cash assisténc¢ received fbrmal child support payments from the non-
custodial parent.” As shown on Table 1, calculations from the SIPP show that oniy 17 percént
of low-income non;gustodial fathers p}aid child support. Those lOw-income".non-custodial parents
who paid child support contributed ;ipproximately $1,8A50 annually to their» families in 1990,
‘representihg roughly one-half of their income. |

Clearly, in many circumstances, the fathers’ poor educational background and work

'Data shows that, in 1995, 21 percent of families receiVing cash assistance received a $50 pass-
through of child support paid by the non-custodial father. See below for more information on the $50 pass-
- through. U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1996 Green Book: Background

Material and Data on Program within the Jurisdiction of the Ways and Means Committee, (Washington,
DC: U.S. Congress, 1996) »
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: history isja major factof in ppeve%nt@ng théﬁ from ﬁhding emp]oymentf 5nd‘ contributing ﬁnayicially»
to thew w'e‘ll—bei;xg orf their children. However, as explained bclow,: the éhild support system itsglf |
establishés ‘mz.m.y‘disihcentives for non-cmx/stodiz;l\pérents to find work, rhaké cﬁillt;l s’upp§rt
payments, and become involved with kth.eir families.

.' First, the child,suppqrt system is éearé_d, toward collécting chikld %;upfzi}ﬂ payments frorﬁ
‘ erﬁployec} parents and was not designed to provide assistancé f;o' non-custodial parent;s when they

are unemployed.‘ Beéause?scme ﬁon-custodial fathérs work in “off-thé-books” jobs or in some

«instanccs have incéme from illegal sources,k judges ahd child support officials may have difficulty
deterxhining the accuracy of a non-custodial parent’s;cl’aim that he has no earnings. Although.the
threat of‘ihcarceratic:n may be app.fopﬁate fof fathers who willfully refﬁse to pay support, it is

| likc.ly to be couriterproductive in helping fathérs who rtru'l'y do not have the me‘anvs to pay. Judges

" may order non;équodial >parents to seek work anci feport back to thécourt on these efforts, but |

courts and state 4cvhild support enforcement agencies have bla'r“ge c.aSeloads, and.are often :

oyerwhélmed and typically lack the resoﬁrces to monitor activities of this nature. .

The child suppoﬁ system also doés not aﬁow in-kind services -- such as providin’g child -
care or some other service -- :that the father may provide when. he is not workmg to count toward
: the child support obhgatlon Fmally, orders are generally not modlﬁed qu1ckly enough when the |

father becomes unemployed making it very dlfﬁcult for them to meet their obligations. Th,us,r little
: assistance is genefally provided to fathers Who d‘o‘ not péy child subpoft because they are

‘unemployed.

P, Serensen and R. Lerman , “Welfare Reform and Low—Income Non-Custod1a1 Fathers
(Challenge, Volume4 No 4, 1998)
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Second, non-custodial parents have little incentive to make formal child suupon payments
when their child receives TANF. Under federal law, custodial paréuts on welfare must assign
* their right to child support to the.state, allowing the federal and state government to retain as
reimbursement for welfare costs, all formul child suppdrt 'paymeuts. As a result, because little of
their child ‘Support payment may actually reach their far’dily and beueﬁt fheif children, non-
custodial fathérs are often reluctaut td pay théir child supuort orders.

Pridr to the passage of the 1996 weifare jaw, states were required to “pass-through” up to
$50 in collected child support to the family receiving cash assistuncc. While a small amount, this
requirement did prouide at'least some incentive for non-custodial fatheru to pay support. Under
the new welfare law, states ar(;: free to continue the pass-through, eliminate it, or expand it; and
most states have taken stepu to reduce rather than iucrease non-custodial parents’l incentives to
pay' child support. "Thirtyr Statles have eliminated the i)ass—through, fu'rther‘weakening the incentive
to pay support, while 19. have maintair{ed 01; reduced it. Just three have expanded the ambunt

- passed- through to the famlly (with WISCOHSIH passing through the whole amount) a Because S0
little or none of the child support payment may end up with the family, this can lead to a
preference (on the part of both parents) for 1nf0nngl, direct payments that bypass the system.

A. final disinuentive to contributing 'chiid support to their'farnilies is the large amountj of
child supuort debt or arrearages accumulated by many non-custodial fathers. MChild support debt
can be dauﬁting to ,non-custodial parents in ldw wage jobs. Beuause the uou-custodial parent may

feel tAhey will never be able to pay off their child support fully even if they are working, these

2y, Gallagher et al, One Year After Federal Welfare Reform A Description of State Temporary
Assistance for Needy Fam:izes (TANF) Decisions as of October 1997 (Washington, DC: The Urban
Instltute 1998). .
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- arrearages may actually deter them froﬁ'seeking stable employfnent, making ‘childhs'upp'ort '
, pé')lrhénts, or est-ablishing. ties with their fami]dy.‘ In the'PFSAd.gmoﬁstrati_o.n, ovér 90.be'r.c‘ent of the
nqri-custociial fathers dwed some amburi_t Qf afre_ars. Thé aﬁ)e(age arrearage amount among the |
" fathers was over $4,000 and almost three-quarters had accumulgt_e_d é‘rrearages. of $1,000 or
;mo're.” | | | |
While some child support debt is the result of non;[;éyment when t'he father has the ability
to pay, debts among low-income fathers often accUrﬁulate Whén they do not ﬁave the resources to
pay. qu.exam;;le, anearages 'résultiwhen orders do not,écijﬁst qu.ic'.kly en'ough‘ when the father
' be.comes unemployed. In ac_idition; most states éllow awards to be sét retroactively back to the
blrth of the'child (if the p_arepts were notlmarried) .o”r'marriage diésolution and these orders often .
cio not feﬁeét the aétual income or informal sup.p"or.t.pr.o.vided at the tlme States do haQe the
- ability to forgive arrearages owéd to'therri, however, they_do not have the ability fo forgive child
suppért debt oWed to t.he family.
I' } T_he c‘ombindiibr; of these faétprs,cani'be enough to push a group of lo"w-eami‘rig,' '
spofadically working men further ihto‘ ;hé underground econorﬁy, dimihishing the chanceé that
. they will find employment t'hat-w.ill provide financial stability,. for their families. Cleéirly, prqgrams
_that assist fétheré in .locat'in.g’,stablc employmeng lgut‘ also facilitate tkheir effo.rts to pay child
. s‘uppo'rt z%mgl become inyblved with their 'farzniliés are néedc;d-. The WtW grant program is an

important resource for achieving these goals.

2B loom and Sherwood, 1994,

17



IV. A t’rograms 'for Non,-CuStodia‘lf'Fethei‘s o

In order to prot/ide haekground tnformatioh to program’operators tdeveloping‘a' set of
servicesv for non-eus‘todial‘:fa_thers,“this seetion presents ’an"o’rervtetv ot" curre_nt ,an.d:past pr’ograms
serving non/-custodial parents. - |

‘In the past; very fe\;/ p'ut)lic programs havve-speo‘iﬁeallytargetted lowfjneome nonaeustodial‘-
: - fathers for‘emp‘loyment and,trainin‘g:'serv‘iic_es.w At the federal leyél, non-;custo;dial ’fathers are
primari‘ly%p‘rovidedwith employment and training ‘serviees ‘through'traditional 'p‘r'og'rar"r:t‘s for
disad'vantagedntvorkers -.Qinoluding JTPA, vocationalieducatjtotf‘i program, andP el -éraf“_ts.
Serviees are »oftenvprov‘ided by communityrbased organieations, 'man:y ot whtchmay serve a range

\i‘oaf‘ disaduantaged \tvorlters.a Although hmited da‘ta are available on the: eXtent;to‘wh‘ich non- - |

o custodlal fathers parttctpate tn these programs partlc1patton 1etfels appear to ‘be lotv I;or
= ekample one study found that only 6 percent of low -income non-custodlal fathers partlctpated m‘
the JTPA p‘rogramx V

Although the federal gouernment does not:ha_v,e a progrgm that provides employment and
trainingt-to non-euStodial~ fatrhers arh‘number of states haVe deve‘loped‘initiati\‘res of their own.
Some states have extended thetr former JOBS or TANF work programs to- these fathers others ‘

developed pro grams ‘which were offered through the chtld support system and sttll others have |

‘ funded programs operated by commumty—based orgamzattons # Whlle these state and

,t.’.

: 23E Sorensen Low-Income Noncustodtal Fathers Who are They and What are States Domg to
' Ass:st Them in thezr Eﬁorts to Pay Chzld Support Washington, DC The Urban Institute, 1997)

24For more detatled mformatton on spec1ﬁc state initiatives see Sorensen 1997, 1. Kmtzer and S
- Bernard, Map and Track: State Imttatzves to Encourage Responsible. Fatherhood.’ (New York NY:
National Center for Children in Poverty, 1997); and Promoting Respanszble Fatherhood ‘An. Update
(Washmgton DC Nattonal Govemor s Assocxatton 1998) . o
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community-based progr.z’ims'havé bégun to emerge in recent years, they still remain small --
4 partic‘ular‘l‘y when ébmpared to thé ﬁufnber of gustodiai pareﬁts_ receiiiing employment’ana training
services. | |

While programé ‘whiéh sere non-custodial parengs vary in their goals and scbpe, programs |
fall into fogf"basic categories. ‘As shown on Table 2, the programs generally ‘vary along two basic
diménsions‘ - the targetj group and the service strétegy. In terms of the target group, as described
fnore extensively below, s;nne progréms sef\e;e fathers who are ordered into the program by thé
courts bécause they are behind in their child support paymenté. Others targef more broadly oﬁ
young fathers and perhaps other individualé in.disadva'ntzrlged communities. In terms of the
service sirategy, some programs only provide §érvice§ to help partiéipan;s find work. Others
provide more “holisitic” services that recognize that in addition to employ&nent-rc]ated services
non-custodial parents may also need counseling, instfuétion on parenting skil]s, and other suppoﬁ

4

services.
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Table 2

Types of Programs for Non-Custodial Fathers

| Strategy

Tafgép Group/Service

Work Oriented e

| Holistic

. CourtQOrdered »

H

Employment services
provided to non-custodial
parents who are ordered
into the program by the
courts because they are

Wide rénge of support and

-work-related services provided

to non-custodial parents who
are ordered into the program by
the courts because they are

provided to unemployed
non-custodial fathers
regardless of whether they
have a child support order

|| behind in their child “behind in their child support
support payments’ | payments ‘
Community-Based Employmcnt services | Wide range of support and

work-related services provided
to unemployed or
underemployed non-custodial
fathers regardless of whether
they have a child support order

There are also two demonstration projects focused on non-custodial parents ---one which

has been operating for several years and one in its very early phases. Thes_e dcmonst'rati’on

projects build on programs developed by states and community-based organizations. The

Parent’s Fair Sharé (PFS) demonstration project -- the only federal initiative that targets this. f |

population -- provides employrhent seyvicés, enhanced child, support, and peer support to non-

custodial fathers with children receiving cash assistance. This project, which operated in seven -

sites,,began in 1992.and ended in 1996. Aridther major demonstration project -- Partners for

Fragile Fémilies (PFF) -- was recently started in 12 sites.” This demonstration program targets

young fathers and focuses more on the establishment of paternity but also includes services to -

»For more information, see Partners for Fragile Families Demonstration Project (Washington,
DC: National Center for Strategic Nonprofit Planning and Community Leadership, 1998).
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help them meet child support ébligations and obtain em’ployn’;ent’.z’6

In order to assist other entities developing their own programs under the Wtw ‘grams, _the‘ (
following sections presenf a dispussioﬁ of the(st‘ructure and SCtViCCS provided through these
programs and also includes iﬁfofxl‘{atioh" c.)n th’é‘ limited research that is available on the
effect‘iver}ess of the programé. ‘
Recruitment »

A critical issue facing prog‘rams which prOV»ide se?vices to non-custodial fathers is how to
: identify and recruit fathers into the program. ‘This has proven to be a challenge to most programs
‘since these fathers haveveruy little connection to establishedisystenisi or networks that simplify
recruitment. |

One method of recruiting apprépriate fathers fo;' é_mél’oymentﬁ and training sérviqes (uséd :
in the PFS demonstration as well as other state ﬁroéranxé) has, been through the court systern. In-
" this typé of‘élk;{)grar.ﬁ, the child suppoft system idéntiﬁes and r.efers n.on;'-pa'ying non-éﬁstodi;l
parents to a éoun h¢aﬁ‘irig. At this he_an'ng; nc;n-cus;odial parents vs;ho identify unempléymcnt as
the reason for nonpaym¢ﬁt are ordered into the employment pro grarﬁ and are céserytially
mandated to participate in the prégrﬁm,' The fathers served in this type Qf pfégram typicallyA have
a child support order in place and thus have already ‘estabh'sﬁcd a'linlgagé with the child support
system. Tﬁe primary goal of the prcgraﬁl is to flelp faihers bécorﬁé émpioyéd so that tﬁey can
‘ fulﬁll theu" chlld support obhgatlons In these progfam; fathers can be referred back to a court or. :

hearing officer 1f they do not comply and may ultlmate]y face incarceration for non- payment of

*Both of these projects recelve funding from the Ford Foundation, which has played a major role in
launching mltxatlves in this area.
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| ehild;sup'port.
(‘Th'e experience of ’pro"grams usi'ng this methoél ‘ot’f reeruitment ’iu’c‘l"ieates-that there is of’ten.a "
- large fall-off between the number:‘of fathers who are ini‘ttally identifiéd as_‘appropri‘ate for the
program and those“xaho actually participate in the pro"gram. One issue' that contrihutes to the

drop- off is. that the father may a ready be workmg, but in “off—the books” employment that is not

ptcked up by the Chlld support system. In these cases, ch1 d support payments can be mmated but
.‘vlt is generally not approprrate to enroll the father in employment act1v1t1es because they are
,workjng, 'In addition,.it may ,“.Ot"lb"? possible to locate some fathers who are'initially identiﬁed,
some may not show{.up for the court ‘hearing, and others ;m'ay‘have legitimate _reasons for not |
) ‘workmg (for example they are disabl ed) l’

B The other prtmary method that is used to recrutt part1e1pants is through voluntary

‘mechamsms. In thls‘type of program, reeruttment occurs by word of mouth or voluntary referrals

from welfare ofﬁces child support agenmes food stamp ofﬁces schools, commumty—based

‘ ‘orgamzattons and detentton centers. Fathers are ehglble to pamcrpate regardless of whether they
" have a child support order, and estabhshmg patermty is often the mmal and pnmary goal of these
programs In these programs there are generally no sanctlons for not meetmg the program
requtrements. The 'PFE‘glemonstratton ,uses‘;thrs st‘rategy‘to recruit' fathers a"nd encoura‘ges them to
N volu‘ntarily _e.Stahlish‘,patemtty. - i .A
| S"er\ti“ees‘ Offered k‘ v |

L Past puhﬁeandl'c'ommun'ityr-baseﬁ programs -have‘vari’ec‘l in the range of seryices they
‘ prov1de'to non’ custodlalparents | Some programs lare strlctly focuse(l on employment 'and

: ‘trammg serv1ces and view employment of the father as thetr smgular goal As descrlbed below

2.



| s'ornef programs also offer 3a range of rpore co;r_np,rehensi-v‘e’se’r\ljces "des’vigned‘ tob_aehie,ve a variety- 'of
‘ ‘ purposes be’yond employment and paymg ehfld support ineludlng' paternity estal)lishrnent-,]stronger '
relationships wfth their child“ren and: families‘, and better parentmgskrlls o
: E‘inplayntert‘t‘ Services'. I’l‘he eornerstone ofmost pro'grams for pongcustodial fathersrs
' -.»employrnentl and trammg servleesi Programstyp1callyoffer job search,servi‘ces which as_sist- .
' 1nd1v1dua1s in locatmg a JOb and also develop JOb search skjlls sueh’as 1nterv1ewmg and resume
wr1t1ng On the _]Ob trammg (m Wthh partrcrpants are "placed ina wage paymg Job and reeewe
’ "trammg m an oceupatronal skrll wrth the employer recervrné a wage subsrdy to eover the eosts)
classroom educatton and tramrng, and work experrenee have been prov1ded to thrs populatron but
"on a more hmrted scale. Asﬂ dlseussed more extenswely below some programshave had difficulty
develop1ng adeguate numbers of appropnate A'on-th:e-‘job tra_rnrng slots, and fathers haye shown
o hrmted in.terest m .EIassroorn edueatlon ‘andtraining. ‘Ingeneral,‘ non-euStodlal.fathers appear 0
; ‘prefer more Work,—focused than edueationjf_oeu‘sed aCtivitles. |
" ‘l;‘?arr‘zfly-orferz’ted 'services.v Many prograrns for non-costodial fathers -- mcludmg PES an'd |
' PFF -- are burlt on the prermse‘ that employment and trammg servrce by themselves \;frll not lead
to changed attrtudes and regular child support payment patterns for al] partncnpants Therefore; 'i‘n
. addttton- to obtalmng employment,’ many programs offer a range»of eomprehensrve services for |
Cfa’the’rs fo.cuse,d on supportlng and improvin g 'thelri.parenting behavior. The types of aetivitlés :
: .offered i'nelude.:u o |
. ‘ Support groups. ‘Support groups offer non-c’ustodlal fathers an opportumty to. share therr
‘ . experiences and coneems with others i in smnlar circumstances. They also offer program
operators an opportumty to- work with participants on a range of other issties besides
employment such as parental roles and responsibilities, relationships, managing anger,

' problems on the _]Ob and coping with racism. In'the PFS demonstration, the support -
‘ groups (known as peer support ") used a: structured cumculum to teach part1c1pants ;

23


http:fathers.is

about their‘_ rights and obligations as non-custodial parents, encourage positive parental
behavior and sexual responsibility, strengthen participants’ commitment to work, and

° enhance their life skills. PFS found this was a critical program component and one that .
~was very popu]ar among the fathers. ‘ :

. Mea'zatzon Often dlsagreements between custodial and non- custod1al parents about
visitation, custody, lifestyles, money, and the roles of other adults in their children’s lives
can discourage child support payments. Some programs, including PFS, offered
opportunities for parents to mediate their d1fferences using services modeled on those now
provided through many family courts in. dworoe cases.

Enhanced Achild'support services. A few programs, inc.luding' PFS, have offered
expedited establishment of patemi_ty and child support orders and flexible rules that allow child
support to be reduced when the individual is participating in the program. Reducing the level of
child support owed while the father is participating in the program providcs a financial incentive
to participate. PES also dcﬁvcloped'procedurés for quick modification of support orders for
'employr'nent or noh_corr_rplianoe;with PES participation retluirements.

Establishing pétternity. Some programs, such as PFF,‘Ifocu's on'.patérnity establishment
because this is the first step on the father’s route to establishing a connection -- both financially
and emotionally -- to his farhily. These services generally focus on explaining the benefits of
estabhshmg patermty to the fathers, gurdmg the father through the necessary steps to estabhsh
paternity, and providing support to families to help them manage the financial and relational
‘aspects of paternity establishment.

Program Effectiveness
Only limited research on the effectiveness of programs for non-custodial parents is

available. Early results from PFS, the major demonstration program for non-custodial parents

which was evaluated using a random assignment research design, shows mixed results with some
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sites performing better than ofh¢r5.27 As discusséd above, PFS provided employment services
(primarily job search sérvicesﬂ); peer support, mediation, and énhanced child support services to K
non-custodiél fathérs w'ith éhi]dfén receiving cash assistance.

During an 18 month follow-up period, a referral to the PES program increased the‘
percentage of fathers Who paid child support m threé of seven sitcvevs’(‘l)ayt“én, Graﬁd Répids, anﬁ .
- Los Angeles). in these site’s,v»thexjeFWas. a 15 to 50 percent incfease in the propafiion of pérents

paying child support. There was also an iﬁcrease in the ‘averagc amount of chiid suppéﬁ péid in
Dayton (55 percent) and Gfa_md Ré.pids (20 percent) over the entire follow-up period. _‘In two of
the seven sites -- Déytt;;n and Los An_gf;]es -- the program increased the'father;;’ émployment rates
Aby 1710 19 perce'nt but tvl‘m‘erg.was no effect on overall earnings. Thé PES study aiso found that
the_brocc?ss of idéntifying appropﬁate fathers for the px_’dgram before any referrél fook place E ’
Qﬁich in most sites consistéd 9_f e);tré:putreach and case reyicw pra;c_lti;:es —tesulted in 2 1'0't0 75
per(;ent increase in the proportion of fatherg ‘payipg child support éndfa 15 to 66 percén't increase -
in the amount of child support paid. In part, this increase in child suppoﬁ payments occurred
because the outreach actiyit_ies" iéd parents to infoﬁn fhe c‘hi‘ld sﬁpport ageﬁcy of previously
unreported employment.

The study found that‘the programs Which produced 'impgcts Vexhibited a stf;ong level of
‘involvement of the’chil'd supp‘oftvlagehcy énd a stroﬁg peef's.upport program which focgscd' on the B
~ importance of supporting chii’ldrén.;‘xlt als§ appears that the lack of employrﬁcrlt énd training .
serviées that met the needs of a sﬁbstantia]’ portion of the fgthérs - particularly those that

combined work with training and job retention services -- plus limited job opportunities in their

TDoolittle et al., 1998.
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neighborhoofds, i_contribﬁted to the lack of overall impacts on employment and earnings.

Tit:le II of the JTPA program, while not speciﬁcally 'tar'gét?d;to\‘vard non-custodial bagents,
‘serves disﬁdvan#a;gcd men-and women, and was evalﬁat;d in 1 6‘1.0<;51itiesv bétween 1988 and 1991
using a randomized ,expéfimemal ldesign.zs IT PAiparti.ci'pan.ts tyI;ically received four moﬁths of
emplbymgnt ar‘ld, training services, primarily classroom traininé, but also job search assistance and
on-the-job train‘ing.‘ Tfhis Study~foxind fhat JTPA incre_aAsed' e_amings for both men and ‘womén,
© with those ém*olleés désignated_forAa‘ser‘vicé strategy that emphaéized én-the-job training and jéb
search ‘assistaﬁce e’ipcriencing larger impacts :than:thos-e aésvigvne.dté:cllasvsroém' training or other

services.

. WtW Prdgrahiv Issues aﬁd ASelj_'vice'_S.tré‘teg‘ie‘s
. Becéuée’vnq-ﬁ-cuis‘t(;dial father§ face séi/eréll barriers to 'émployﬁleﬁt and servic;eé‘ f(ﬁ)vr.'them :

'ha‘v‘e nbt been widespread, the WtW program represents an ifnpértént opportunity to 'imp.)ro‘ve
their employment proSpects and t.hc;: €conomic wel]-beihg of théir families. T‘o. do this, progféms ‘
are need¢d whiqh rj10‘t only z;ssist fa&hgrs in becérning prep:“are»d for- a}nd locatipg stable ‘émpléyment '
but also faciﬁtﬁte theirﬁeffdrts tno bpaky child éupport and 'becolrlr.le”inv.o.l{/cdfw‘ith tf]éir fanij]jés: Past - . .
eXperieﬁcé indicatés sevcral‘strategies'aré likely'tol lead to effect_ivé ﬁrogram' services:
Devel;)ping Apprai)riate WorksFo'cused'Employmen_t Seﬁices

| . One of the key lessons from past‘prog;ar;hs ‘svérvinghon—custqdial parénts is thé need it()» ‘

" develop appropriate employment ServiCeé for this group. Several factors indicate that it'is

%L, Orretal, Does Training for the Disadvantaged Work? Evidence for the National |
JTPA Study (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 1995).
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impor’tant to develop a range of ‘emp]oyment services - particularly those that combine work and =

sk1ll burldmg -- that are su1table for these fathers

F]I’St developmg a range of employment services is 1mportant glven the relatwely dwerse o

types of fathers that canbe ser\fed through the program Many fathers have a very tenuous.

o

N

connectron tothe mainstream labor market and wrll need assistance to ﬁnd a JobA Other non-"
custodial parents have‘been employed i:n shortiterm and low'—paying,jobsand need .,as.s_i‘stance |
finding bett'e‘rv paying and rri;ore.. stahle émpbyrnéi{{, The range in the age of the .fa'thefrs,also‘~
indicates a need for tlifferent\’types%of ser\;ices._:;ﬁl_rel:atiyely small portion (‘ahoutone-t;uarter‘.)_fof o
these \fathersare relatiyely young (untler the age of 25) 'an(lare at the point 1nthe1r llves;where ' B
they may be lnterested_ m makmg an i\nvestrn'ent’ i.nsl‘(ill—bttilding{ or tr‘aining’ I;rograms_ that will pay
" off'in the futtlre.v' ,Ho»\‘ize'i‘/er, older fathers may not;be."interes‘ted lnuthese itypeslo'f career-builcling- |

- activities and may be ‘more interested m ‘immediate emplo)"menr'rhat builds :on 'w‘éfk' they ha’v‘e
I'done inthepast._. » H | | o '

: SecOnd, exnerience indicatesthat pro,grams.need to ororicle more than'  job search e
assistance -- a pnmary activity offered 1npast programs for fathers Clearl?, job search assrstance
isa desrrable employment strategy in certam c1rcumstances ' The servrce is of a hmlted trme
- perrod whlch makes it more hkely fathers w1ll partrcrpate rn and complete the: act1v1ty It also can
be provrded at a relatlvely low 4cost If successful these _]Ob search actrvrtres can also provrde
immevdiatev.income (which is desirable ‘fr;o_‘m ,t‘h_é_,point of yievlz of both ‘t\hefather and‘ the Chikl -
su}pponf system). :There‘are ho}vet)er several reasons why thisl stratég:tf - \‘yhileapo:ropr‘iété@’foi» -
so.me, ;fathers . xmay not begsofﬁ'cient for oth_erﬁ fathers : St.uoles‘jhaye shown that job séarch' k

activities have only limited success for more disadvantaged individuals with marginal work
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‘experienée and that people-obtain similar jobs and wages-as they would ha;/e f;)und,on-their
own.? Thus, this étrétegy may be unlikely to help them into more stal;)k; jobs t.t.lat cc;uld heip them
~ break the'cyc‘le of intermittent employment and ea.xjn enough to both support thefnéelves and meet
their child support obligations. . | |
Finally, while tﬁeir skills lvevé\ls are relati\/qu‘lbw andvinv .ne§q~ of uégfadé; fﬁe experience:

from PFS and other programs ing:iicates‘.thatv non-custodial parénts;o'fktehﬂha\;e had negative school
experiences and resist making a longikerm cokmmitmént to cléésrbgfn’—based ‘kskjlls training or Basic' ‘
education programs. They also have a sirong interest iﬁ finding incorhe-prcdu;ing er;llployment
. relatively quickly. This means that'prografns that are able to combine training’ }Vith work are most
Ii‘kely to be successful w&th this population. This em.phatsis on work is also well-suited to the
desigri of the WtW' g_rantsl - whérg education and training are not allowaﬁle activities unless
combined -vyi'th WOr‘k.. |

| , Given these is;s.Ues, wa prdgram 6peratofs are likely to Havé the most éucces’s with
prograrns that provide a range of services that include job search assxstance as well as opnons that
mix training with income- producmg wo;'k Services such as ori the—Job trammg (m which
. -participants are placed in a wage-paying job and receive.training in an occupational skill with the.
employer_ recei'ving awage subsidy to cover the costs), pub]jcly.ﬁt_mded jobs (where participants
are'pa.id. a wage for empldyment ina cormﬁunity-baéed ofganizatiop Qf }r‘)ublic or non-profit |

sector), or training prdgramscombine;d'with part-time work may-be particularly important in -

. Strawn, Beyond Job Search or Basic Education: Rethinking the Role of Skills in Welfare
Reform (Washington, DC: Center for Law and Social Policy, 1998). L. Plimpton and D.S. Nightingale,
Welfare Employment Programs: Impacts and Cost-Effectiveness of Employment and Training Activities,
unpublished paper. J. Gueron and E. Pauly, From Welfare to Work. (New York, NY: Russell Sage
- Foundation, 1991).
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develOping effective services for non-custodial parents.

- The major challenge for program operators is how to effectively develop these
_opportnnities‘thot mix work and training. Pest nrograms have h‘éd dif;ﬁoulty building the cap’a‘city
to proviAde"on;tne~job training beyond ax'ver'y small scele and even lees experience with punlicly
fnndéd jobs or options that combine employment with training' programs. Their experiences
indicate several strategies programs’need to undenake in order to be sucoessful in developing
: 'tnese emnloyment opp‘ortunit‘ies. for non—cuetodial pzrrents:

s Job preparation services. Because of the lack of employability skills among many
participants, programs have had success with four-to-six week pre-employment programs
that provide training on employer expectatlons job performance, and other issues related
to the world of work

. Staff dedicated to developing and monitoring OJT slots. The expenence of past
programs indicates that considerable effort must be put | into developing subsidized o
employment slots. Some programs have been successful by dedicating staff and resources '
to marketing OJT slots to employers (persuading them to hire and train participants in -
exchange for a wage subsidy), making appropriate matches between participants and

- employers, monitoring participants while they are on site and resolving any issues that may
arise, ensuring that employers are providing quality training, and lookmg for guarantees of
permanent employment after the trammg ends. ‘

. Involvirig the private sector. Another clear lesson from past programis is the need to
involve the private sector in the development of employment services. States are ﬁndmg
. that 1nvolvmg the pr1vate sector is critical to their efforts to employ custodial mothers, and
" these same lessons apply to fathers. These efforts include involving the private sector in
program planning and development, offering screening services and wage subsidies as-an
incentive for their participation, jointly developing options that allow work to be combined
with a training program, and linking job training closely to local labor market needs.

. ~ Providing publicly funded jobs for the most hard-to-employ: For those fathers who

- cannot locate unsubsidized employment and face too many barriers to be placed witha
private sector employer, pubhcly funded jobs offer a way for these fathers both to gain _
work experience-and meet their child support obhgatrons As with OIT, these subsidized
positions can be difficult to develop and maintain and require sufficient staff and resources
to be dedicated to these tasks :

. Support services. Non-custodial fathers are likely to confront a number of issues while

29



they are partrclpatmg in employment servrces Programs can assrst them in resolving .
problems that-may hinder participation such as jOb coachmg, counselmg, career guidance,
~transportat10n assrstance and legal services. : -
¢ Leveragmg other resources for tramzng and educanon Because WtW funds cannot be
“  used for stand-alone education and training, non- custodlal fathers who need these services
and are unable to‘integrate them with work could-be served by combmmg WtW-funds with
TANF JTPA and/or Perkins vocational educatron funds. The new Workforce.
Development Investment Act should make it easier for states and localities to combme
- resources from these dlfferent programs : :
,, Providing po‘st-employment set'vices A B
As discussed:above, many non-feustodial:fathers likely to be eligible for WtW services have
‘ 'some connection to the 'labor ‘force. However, many work sporAdically or 'partetime and very few
s have sustamed employment md1catmg that these fathers may have dtfﬁculty retamrng jobs or
moving up the career ladder These patterns of employment are snm]ar to some women on. /
: welfar’e where evidence' shows that -temporary jt)bs, frequent layoffs, low; pay in relation to work
expenses, lack of e‘Xperience meeting employer expectations, and personal or family problems all
‘lead to dismissals and resignations.® However, it also is important to understand that many of the
jobs‘ in the secondary labor market for-which low-skilled workers are qualjﬁed for"are not stable --
- there is much turnover due to no fault of the worker. ™" "
Some states and:localities haveresponded;,hy jnereaslng the avaiylaibjility of 'post-
employment services that help custodial parents keep jobs,once they find them. Given their

) relatively sporadic émployment histories, it is likely thatsnon'-yetlstodial: fathers will c‘onfront"these‘ ‘

RN Hershey and L Pavettl “Tummg Job Fmders into J ob Keepers” (The Future of Chtldren
. Welfare to Work, Volume‘? ‘No:l, Spring 1997). R. Brown et al, Working Out of Poverty: Employment
- Retention and Career Aclvancement forWelfare Recrprents (Washmgton DC: National Governor’s i
- Association, .1998).- A. Rangarajan Taking the First Steps: Helping Welfare Recipients Who Get Jobs
- "Keep Tkem (Prmceton NJ Mathematlca Pollcy Research Inc,, November 1996) :
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types of prob]emé and could also benefit from these types of services. Post—ernp]oyment services
that program operators may want to consider include:

. Ongbing program support. The assistance of a program staff person once participants
becomes employed could help them retain their jobs. Programs can provide support by
identifying problems that might threaten employment detecting job loss rapidly, helping’
participants locate a new job if necessary, and a331st1ng them in accessing education and
training while they are working. Some programs use a hotline that program part1c1pants
can use to qulckly contact a staff person to assist them.

o " Job Counseling. Some low-income workers may not have a good understanding of the
‘expectations and requirements of the job or knowledge of workplace norms. Providing
guidance; information, and mediation services may help defuse or solve conflicts and
misunderstandings that can undermine job stability. - -

. Other Types of Counseling. As discussed above, low-income non-custodial fathers may
. have legal, substance abuse, or other types of problems that make job stability difficult.
Providing assistance and appropriate referrals when needed could improve the ability of
these fathers to stay.on the job. It may be particularly important to develop mechanisms
to provide legal assistance to these fathers. While many fathers have legal difficulties, very
few past programs have the capacity to address problems fathers have in thlS area.
L Transponation and ozher support seé‘vices. Provndmg supports to enable\ fathers to keep
- working is an important post-employment service. In particular, transportation assistance
is needed given that getting to a job can be difficult -- particularly in inner cities (where
jobs may be located outside the city) and rural areas. Fathers may also need assistance
with other work expenses such as equipment or fees. :
Developing mechanisms to recruit fathers into the program
" Given the experience of past programs for non-custodial parents, it is likely that a primary
challenge facing WtW programs is recruiting a sufficient number of fathers into the program.
~ Many past programs have had difficulty in this area, whether recruitment was done on a.
mandatory or voluntary basis. Recruitment will be even more difficult undér the WtW grants
- given that the father must have a child receiving TANF and ' meet certain targeting requirements.
Given these requirements, it will probably be difficult to rely solely on voluntary mechanisms to

- recruit fathers.
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* Rather, the structure of WtW grants indicate that pro gram operators "v‘v‘ill» haye to '
" ycoordmate efforts of the TANF agency, the child support agency, and perhaps the courts in orderA
to 1dent1fy sufﬁcnent numbers of appropriate fathers to, serve n therr programs. The TANF
agency can ~provide mformation regarding yvhether these non-custodial fathers have achild
receiving TANF for the appropriate length of time. The child support agency can provide
: " assnstance in determmmg if the father has established a child support order and is not paying
support. .It is'more difﬁcult to determme if the father is unemployed and in need of employment
services - a court'hearing or meeting with child support staff may be needed to determine that
the father is not paymg‘because of unemployment
As dtscusscd above there are fathers who work “off thc books but do not appear to be
'working accordmg to checks done by . the child support agency As discovered in the PFS
A‘demonstration this referral process can be a good way of* smokmg out these fathers (most will-
not want participate 1n employment services because they are workmg) and initiating child support
payments. .However, it further dimimshes the group of 'fathers that is appropriate for the services.

| provided under the WtW grants.

_Developmg mechanisms to keep fathers partrcrpatmg in employment serv1ces on an
ongoing basrs :

Past prdgrams for nonfcu:stodial fathers have cons_iStently had trouhlef eliciting regular‘

~ attendance and pr’eyenting indiViduals frorn droppilng out. of-e'rnpl.oyment_‘ seryices. Unlike welfare-
‘ to-—work programs for custodial mothers where the attendance in activities can be linked to the -
receipt of cash assrstance there is no clear mechamsm to keep fathers particrpatmg unless they
choose to do sO. WtW program operators can, however adopt an approach emphasrzmg both

“carrots and sticks” which could encourage high levels of participation' by the fathers. On the
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positive side,A programé‘ can offer sefvicés fhat 'participanté find particularly attgabtive such as’
support groﬁps. In PES, this was a primary‘ mechanism for encouraging’féf.hers’ ongoing
participation in the ﬁfogram. In addition, reduced child support payméhts"for periods in which the
“individual is in the pfégfam ‘provides a financial incen‘ti‘ve to p.arfiéigatg;. .Finally, it is possible to
" use ri’egétive c‘(‘)nsgq\'_lencqs == narﬁely, t‘he.thréa't of incarceratidﬁ dﬁé"fd’ unpaid child support - if -
the father does not pa;x;ticipafc' .asA yeq.L;ired. The PFS demér{st@tioh found that ‘ééﬁicipatio‘n levels
were increaséd Yde'pcndir‘lg'(‘m thé nature of the “rﬁes‘saéé” dclivéfed by the program. In particular,
the authority of its déliverer (a judge instead of a stéff pers_on);~the site’s ability té follow up on
those who failed to respond, and real or perc'ei\?ed conséqugnces of ncincvojperatiori' all appeared
to make a differénée in participéti()n levels
| Prorvi‘(’ling family-focused and spécialsuppﬁrtive sex;'ifices , |
Manx prografns- 's'erviﬁ‘g ﬁon-custodial .fathers_‘hav;tv:_vdiséo?ér;:dy'fﬂat'empléyment services -
‘ alc;ne ére ﬁof likely to Be sufﬁcient to induce all of thc’r:ri:t,_o pafticipaie intensi{rely orto me‘ylke‘ a
lasting difference in théir emplé)yment and‘ payxﬁent ;')at.te.ms. .'Pro grarﬁé‘ also need to addréss other
factors that leadv many non-custodial fathers to resist workiﬁg and péying child support regﬁlarl?.
These experiences indicate that‘fathers can benefit from a brci)adérrangeo\f sefvices, such as
suppt;rt grouf)s geared to@érd enhancing péren;-child relat'ic‘mshigs‘and_improvirig pafenting skills.
Oﬁe issue for WtW granfég:s is that many of these speci;;l services are not allowed under
the WtW legisla.tion, which only allows expenditures bn_work-‘fécvu‘s\f::d acfivities. If prbgrém :
~ operators are to pro;fide theséiservlic.:es té non-custodial fathef;, funding would h‘a_ve to be madc? ‘
available from another source.:; However, given the resources avl,réadyvaVailab]e for embloyment

under the WtW grants, program operators may be able to leverage additional resources from
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other sotfxrees;to Acre‘ate a:e'o‘_rh;;rehen»sive program for nonf‘cqstodia‘l fathers ‘.Asdisctlus;sed hetow, ’
some communit&)‘/%hased“organi'zations so_metimes"have.‘exl,)eri’enoe prov1dmg these types of v

' services;andleou.ld:become ‘a 'partner. m deQeloping ?‘;“éﬁge of more eomprehensive ‘serviee"s. Past
experienee indieates‘ thatithese addftfonal’ seryices»are 'eritic‘al‘for} eng:aging:fat‘hers m the nrogram‘ '

and for orOmottng \healthy,relat@ionshivps with their’:chiidren_.' ThlS m turn could lueadﬂto imp‘\ro‘ved Ak

.gmgioymem and ehild sdpport o'utcomes for these fath'ers.‘j . - E " \
Engaging eommttnityﬁbased.’organizations in thepmwswn of ’serttlicesA~ -

S SOme 'connnunityfhased ,d‘rganizations have‘exgeriencethat is i.mportant fo'r pro‘g‘ram\[
operators 10 drat&*. upon as they devefot.)‘ service dptions,forr‘ 'nonecustodial oarent‘s; Program o
hgper\atorsx maysuwant:to. pfaee a:hig‘h priority on 1nvolvmgorgamzat10nsservmg fathers“,’who are.
: generally ‘welvl-qualifled topro‘v.ide a“range of sup;‘;‘ortive ser;\;icesthecause o‘f their:e,)"(‘pertise on
- ._ i'séues speciﬁcally related‘ to th1s ‘pot)tilation. ‘Serviees these groups may: have"e)tperience m

,prov1dmg mclude pre employment preparatlon and counsehng post employment sup’portl\te

servtces famlly services that sxmu]taneously engage fathers mothers and chlldren brokermg

. 1

V- commumcatlon between the men and the Chlld support enforcement system and 1dent1fymg

) -_optlons that a]lovt work and trammg to be combmed ' . o ‘

| CBOs can be engaged in WtW grant programs in several ways by formally applymg asa
grantee for a competltwe grant by becommg a subgrantee ofa WtW grantee or by referrmg |

| mdl\hduals to programs or, agenetes that are recewmg WtW funds For CBOs who have not

- worke’d' closely“with the‘ II‘_ PA system‘in the past the current-focus on,.non—custodial parents

' ﬂprovxdes an 1mportant wmdow of opportunlty to not only increase servnces for the men w1th

whom they work, but also to forge a c]ose collaboratwe relatxonshlp with the workforce
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development system.
Developing part‘nerohip‘s with the child support system and other'agencies

| One of th.é most important les‘:so’ns‘fr_om PFS and other programs is the critical importance -
-~ but also the inherene difficulty -‘- of buildipg local paﬁnerships to\ provide services to fathers.,
These partnerships are vital :'-— paﬂicularly if the program seeks to increase both employﬁenf and. A
child suppod payﬁlents. Depending oo the natufe of‘th’e program, eollaboration between the child
’ Asupport systefn"(\adxieh includes the courte), Athe employfnent and training system, and community-
based‘organizatio‘ns - eaciﬂ of whicﬁ has diffefept organ,iéatiohal rmssxons standdrde for,tvhe
' success for their clients, funding sources 'Vand administrative proced\)res --- may be needed to
prov1de the necessary serwces for thlS populatlon The PFS demonstratlon found that operatmg
programs that. lmk employment and child support requlre a sustained level of attention from
program managers in all involved agencies es:well as a-commitment to work through‘the issues
that emerge on an ongoing basis. ’The compleiity, of these instifdtionel linkages should not be-
underestimated, and may require upfront investmente which aeknowledge and seek to rec'oncile ‘
differenoes in perspectives. : | | |

If programs are developed to encourage fathers to ‘both become employed and pay child

‘ksupport estabhshmg linkages W1th the child support system are pamcu]arly 1mportant Wtw
program operators should consider coordination with the child support enforcement system in
: éeveral areas: . ’ |
s Understanding state potzc;es regardmé pass-throughs aﬁd 'orrearages Sodle states have
undertaken efforts to increase the incentives to pay child support through the formal
system by i increasing the amount passed-through to welfare families or by offering 1 emency
on accumulated arrears in appropriate circumstances. WtW program.operators should

develop a thorough understanding of these policies and when possible educate fathers on
- favorable child support policies. In cases where policies could be improved, WtW
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grantees could become involved in efforts to enact the legislation in this area (changes in
either of these policies would require legislative changes at the state level.).

*  Developing appropriate.referral processes for fathers to establish paternity or child
support orders. Depending on how non-custodial fathers are recruited into the
employment and training program, the program may be serving fathers who have not
established paternity or child support orders. The WtW. program operators could work

-with' the child support agency to establish mechanisms that allow them to identify fathers

without paternity or child support orders and make approprlate referrals so these can be
established quickly.

o Allowing flexibility over chzld supporf payments while pamczpatmg in the program. To
encourage fathers to partlclpate in employment-related services, as discussed above, one
important strategy is to eliminate or reduce child support payments while the father is in
the program. WtW grantees should work with the child support agency to develop
‘policies that would allow awards to be. adjusted quickly downward when the mdmdual is
participating in the program and increased if the father does not participate.

While providing services to non-custodial .fathers car} be challenging, programs which
. increase both the earnings and vchild suppori pz%yments of nonfcustddiél fathers are a critical area

for administrators to channel their'energies. There is much to-be gained in terms of reducing

poverty among children if ﬁrograms can succeed in achieving these duai goals.
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Andrea Kane

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
Subject: Meetmg on Father Employment & Child Support

As dlscussed at the July 21st meetmg of the Interagency Group on Fathers Issues, we want 10 .
bring together an interagency group on the cross- cutting topic of increasing employment of fathers,
which in turn has implications for child support. Based on that meeting, we know that ED, HUD,
DOL, DOJ and HHS have related initiatives. ‘We would like to schedule a first meeting on this topic
for Friday, 10/16 at from 11a.m. - 12:30 p.m. Most of this first meeting will be devoted to sharing
information about existing or planned initiatives. Please respond by email to let me know whether .
this time works for you or whether someone else will represent you, or call Damond Watkins at
456-5523. We will confirm and provide a location in the next day or two iprobably at the White
House Conference Center so clearance won't be needed). We are also calling others in your
agency for whom | don't have email addresses (HHS: David Ross, Don Sykes, Diann Dawson. DOJ:
Allyson Stolienwerck, Wendy Patten). 1'm coordinating this meeting with Cynthia Rice's ongoing
Child Support group. - If there aré others who should attend, please lét me know. -

Fathers work group -- this would take the place of our regularly scheduled conference call.
Leanne/Jose -- thought you might be interested given issues related to incarcerated fathers.

Message Sent To:_

Menahem herman @ ed.gov @ inet
calvin_nolphin @ ed.gov @ inet
Jennings-Lynn @ dol.gov @ inet
jmonahan @ acf.dhhs. gov@!NET@LNGTWY
Paula_O. blunt @ hud.gov @ inet
Moses @ ojp.usdoj.gov @ inet
waren @ ojp.usdoj.gov @ inet
lgilmore @ os.dhhs.gov @ inet
Nancy.Hoit @ ripr.gov @ inet
imeligre @ osaspe.dhhs.gov @ inst
Lisa M. Mallory/OVP @ OVP
Pamela.Johnson @ npr.gov @ inet
Jogjjoe @ erols.com @ inet
" Maureen H, Waish/OMB/EOP ~
Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP
Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP.
Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP,
Leanne A. Shimabukuro/OPD/EOP
Jose Cerda IlI/OPD/EQP


http:erols.com
http:osaspe.dhhs.gov
http:ripr.gov
http:os.dhhs.gov
http:ojp.usdoj.gov
http:ojp.usdoj.gov
mailto:acf.dhhs.gov@INET@LNGTWY

THE JOBS-PLUS DEMONSTRATION

'A COMMUNITY EMPLOYMENT PROJECT MANAGED BY THE MANPOWER
DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION

to dramatically raise employment rates in urban public housing
developments with high rates of welfare receipt and unemployment

Lead local organization/city

public housiﬁg authorities in Baltimore, Chattanooga, Cleveland,
Dayton, Los Angeles, Saint Paul, Seattle

1 Role of other local stakeholders:

welfare and JTPA agencies,
employers, other public and
community groups

a formal collaborative has been established with these groups to

design and manage the initiative

Role of residents

formal role in collaborative and active Ieédership role

| Program components

(1) employm‘ént and training #best practices, (2) community

supports for work, and (3) work incentives

Research agenda

early lessons on collaborative formation and program implemen-
tation; impacts on employment, earnings, welfare, and other
measures; and benefit-cost analysis

Timeframe

1997-2003
\

'Funders

| U.S. Departments of Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and -

Health and Human Services; and the Rockefeller, James Irvine,
Northwest Area, Surdna, and Casey Fqundations

MDRC 9/29/98



. Parents Fair Share ,
Program Implementatlon and Interim Flndlngs

Fred Doolittle
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)
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Parents’ Fair Share’s Three Goals

Increasing the employment and earnings of low-income 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 history. Impacts in these programs were often
achieved 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 spottily and in low-wage jobs). Increases in the pro-
portion working at all would be harder to achieve, so the program’s goals in-
cluded increased job retentlon and wage levels, as well as higher overall em-
ployment rates.

Increasing child support payments: Many other studies have shown that the
frequency and amount of child support payments are related to noncustodial
parents’ income; hence the goal of increased earnings is linked to the goal of -

greater child support. However, fathers’ attitudes toward their parental respon-

sibilities, the custodial parent, and the child support system (which, under
most states’ tules, does not pass payments on to families receiving welfare)
also influence 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
involved in PFS came on top of a changing base of standard enforcement.

Supporting and improving parenting behavior: Noncustodial parents can
help their children in a variety of ways beyond financial support, and PFS

'sought to help them become more involved as responsible parents,.a personal -

goal of many of the fathers. But lack of money and at times contentious rela-
tions with the custodial parent had hampered many fathers’ efforts to play this
role. Supporting the importance of the effort was other research indicating that
increased parental involvement may also contribute to greater payment of
support, suggesting that the goals of the demonstration are interrelated.



Parents’ Fair Share

Core Components of the PFS
Program Model

Peer support. MDRC’s background research and the pilot phase experience
suggested that employment and training services alone would not lead to
changed attitudes and regular child support payment patterns for all partici-
- pants. Education, support, and recognition could be needed as well. Thus,
demonstration programs were expected to provide regular support groups for
- participants. The purpose of this component is to inform participants about
their rights and obligations as noncustodial parents, to encourage positive pa-
rental behavior and sexual responsibility, to strengthen participants’ commit-
ment to work, and to enhance participants’ life skills. The component is built
around a curriculum,. known as Responsible Fatherhood, that was supplied by
MDRC. The groups "also could have included recreational  activities, -

“mentoring” arrangements using successful PFS graduate or planned parent-
child activities. most W}\Qﬂ mopy&/ L

Employment and training. The goal of these activities is to help participants
secure long-term, stable employment at a wage level that would allow them to
support themselves and their children. Sites were strongly encouraged to offer a
“variety of services, including job search assistance and opportunities for educa-
tion and skills training. In addition, since it is important to engage participants in
income-producing activities quickly to establish the practice of paying child
‘support, sites were. encouraged to offer opportunities for on-the-job training,
paid work experience, and other activities that mix skills trammg or educatlon A
with part-’ume employment

Enhanced child support enforcement. One objectlve 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 es-
tablish and enforce child support obhgatlons demonstration sites were asked to
" develop new procedures, services, and incentives in this area. These included
steps to expedite the modification of child support awards and/or flexible rules
that allowed child support orders to be reduced while noncustodial parents par-

ticipated in PFS and special monitoring of the status of PFS cases.

Mediation. Often disagreements  between custodlal and noncustodial parents
about visitation, household expenditures, lifestyles, child care, and school ar-
rangements — and the roles and actions of other adults in their children’s lives
— influence child support payment patterns. Thus, demonstration sites had to
provide opportunities for parents to mediate their differences using services
modeled on those now provided through many family courts in divorce cases.




, Parénts’ Fair Share -

Agencies Playing Key Roles in Implementing PFS

- by Site
County Lead State Agency Lead Local Agency Program Home e
Dayton Department of Human A 'Mon'tgomery County Department  Goodwill Industries
Services ~of Human Services of Miami Valley
Grand Rapids Department of Social ‘KentCounty Friend of the Court Hope Network

Jacksonville

Los Angeles

Memphis

. Springfield

Trenton

Services

Depértment of Labor and

- Employment Security

Employment Develobment
Department

Department of Human
Services ‘

Department of Transitional

Assistanceb

Department of Human

Services

Florida Department of Labor and
Employment Security, Region III

Los Angeles District Attorney’s
.Office, Bureau of Family Support

Operations
"""“w

Bridges, Inc.@

"'Spectra Management Services

Corporation©

Union Inddstrial Home for
Children ‘

DLES, Region 111

Los Angeles
Department of
Community and
Senior Services

Bridges, Inc.

Spectra
Management
Services
Corporation -

Union Industrial
Home for Children

NOTES: @Formerly known as Youth Services USA. i
bPormerly known as Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare.
CFormerly known as Springfield Employment Resource Center, Inc.

AL



- Findings in Brief

e Implementing PFS presented management challenges that went far
- beyond identifying agencies with experience in providing the program’s
services and seeking funding to support this effort. At a minimum, the
local partnership needed to include the CSE agency and the courts,
~ employment and training service providers, and organizations with the
capacity to provide peer support and mediation: At the core of the challenge,
- the intended partners began with different organizational missions and
assumptions about their “clients,” funding - sources, - adrnmlstratlve
procedures, standards for rating their performanice; and experience dealing
with those facmg a legal rnandate to partlc1pate (as opposed to volunteers)

e Some PFS services were easier to put in place than others. In general, : WM .Jf’
* * peer support, job club, extra case review at CSE offices to 1dent1fy parents (7 4 f
“for PFS intake, and the offér of voluntary mediatiori”were 1mplemented Mt@ /D
“across most sites. Implementation of “skill-building” education and training “\4“’7"

. options and a quick follow-up when parents found employment or failed to |- 4 6*(
comply with program requirements were more difficult to sustain over time. h ﬂ?r”"? -
Further, because of difficulties in identifying potential PFS referrals from ‘
the child support caseload and getting them to appear for review hearmgs
five of the-seven sites did not meet their enrollment targets, and at tlmes
program operations were hampered by this shortfall

e The majority of the noncustodial parents referred to PFS were living
in poverty, or on the edge of poverty; with a recent history of moving
from one low-wage job to another. Thus, the challenge was to help these
fathers find better jobs than they would otherwise have found or to secure

" more stable employment.. This report is primarily based on a sample of

. 2,641 parents who were found to-be eligible and appropriate for referral to
PFS. Many faced ‘substantial barriers to moving into better jobs in the

) mamstream labor market: nearly 50-percent lacked a high school diploma,

- and: about 70 percent had been arrested for an offense unrelated to child
support o : -

. » - Slightly more than two-thlrds of the noncustndlal parents referred to
PFS participated in at least one PFS activity. The averagé participant
was active for five rnon: h bout one-half pax‘ttclpatlng for one to

three months and about one-quiatt ‘c'o'n'tinumg to_participate for four fo six
months Partlcapat'

in- peer support and _]Ob seafch
' workshops Vu’tuallyf 11 i




léng-term “excuse” recognized by the program were referred back to the
child support agency for further enforcement. '
R

Parents subject to the extra outreach and case review involved in PFS
“intake, prior to-any referral to the PFS program, made more
payments to the child support agency than those subject to traditional
child support enforcement. Among other effects, the extra outreach and
case _review uncovered previously unreported employment, allowing: the
"child support agency to institute wage withholding. In three sites where a
special study of the extra review was conducted, the increase in the
proportion_of parents paying any child support ranged from 6 to 15
percentage points, and average total child support payments per parent
subject to the extra review increased by $160 to $200 over the six quarters
of follow-up '

Separate. from the effects of this extra outreach effort, a larger
number of parents referred to. the PFS services and mandates paid
child support than would have paid in the absence of access to the
program. Across all seven sites combined, the number of parents who
paid support during the follow-up quarters increased by about 4.5 to 7.5

- percentage points. However, these impacts on child support were mainly-
the results of substantial impacts in three of the seven sites. In two of these
three sites, the average amount of chifd Support paid per parent over the 18

" months of follow-up also increased by a statistically sngmﬁcant amount.

' Unfortunately, these increases in child support came. without a"

" corresponding increase in fathers’ employment and earnmgs No site
produced increases in employment and earnings that were consistent and
statistically significant during the 18 months of follow-up for this report. -

y Gl Crpots
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¢ Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)
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o V Parents ‘Fair Share

Impacts of Extra Outreach on Child Support Payments
for Three $|tes Combined

Extra -

S i Outreach Standard

.Qutcome “ . Group Group Impact

Paid chrld'support (%) ‘ ) . .
Prior quarter 1 o : - 191 19.1 0.0
Quarter 0° | o 21.8 18.0 3.8

. Quarter | " : : 27.7 20.1- 7.6 **
Quarter2 - R o 307 . 236 . 7.1
Quarter 3 ' : E 327 26.0 6.7 ***
Quarter 4 ; | ’ 319 264 . 56**
Quarter 5 . ‘ , 30.7 254 . S S3
Quarter 6 : : o 318 26.6 - 52
. Quarters 1-6 co : - 549 47.2 7.7 ***

Amount of child support paid ($) T ‘
Prior quarter 1° S ‘ 8 8 - 0
Quarter 0° A 98 - 83 15*
Quarter I . 130 100 .30
Quarter 2 , . 165 133. 32

- Quarter 3 : : o202 © 175 27
Quarter4 : o C S 204 180 ' 24*

 Quartet5. . N 1.1/ o154 33

" Quarter6” ~ ' S e 202 - . 175 27
Quarters 1-6 S , 1,090 o917 173

- Sample size (tota =6,844) . T : - - 4416 2,428

SOURCE MDRC calculanons from child support enforcement (CSE) payment records:

NOTES A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = | percent; ** =5 percent; * = 10 percent. ‘
The sample used for this analysis excludes the members of the program group who were given a

“'wexght of 0. ) - :
“Prior quarter 1 refers to the quaner before random assrgnment )" o B

Quarter of random asstgnment
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Parents 'Falr Share

Impacts of Extra Outreach on Child Support Payments,

by Site
- Dayton Grand Rapids Memphis
~ Extra o _ Extra ) Extra
: Outreach  Standard ' Outreach - Standard Outreach  Standard
Outcome : Group Group  Impact Group Group  Impact Group Group  Impact:
. Paid some child support (%) : - _ ‘ , :
Prior quarter 1° 312 . 312 0.0 . 213 213 - 0.0 o 4.1 4.1 0.0
Quarter 0> : 29.1 29.5 03 - 2238 17.5 5.4 *x* : 13.3 7.1 6.2 ***
' 315 27.7 3.9 ** 313 24.0 7.2 X% .20.1 7.8 123 ***
39.6 31.1 8.5 % ' 343 299 4.4 %+ 17.9 8.8 9.1 **»
40.4 333 7.1 *** 384 . 336 4.8 ** 18.9 10.0 9.0 ***
39.1 - 336 5.5 #%+ 37.2- 333" 3.9 % 192 - 115 - 7.7 **
381 - 322 5.9 *x» 364 319 . 45 . 17.1 11.3 5.8 %¥»
39.7 324. 7.3 % : 39.9 353 4.6 ** 15.3° 11.3 4.0 **+
63.1 571 6.0 *** . - 659 . 62.7 3.1 ' . 349 200 - -14.8 ***
151 151 0 - 91 " 91 0 .18 18 -0
158 147 11 - ' 95 78 18 41 25 16 ***
165 164 1. 153 106 47 **+ ' 71 29 42 ***
229 191 38+ 191 166 25 76 36 - 40 wx
274 252 22 251 221 30 78 - 46 32 ##»
290 248 42 - _ 246 233 13 o 74 53 21 **
268 209 59 **. B 223 196 27 : 67 52 15
Quarter 6 B 279 242 37 262, - 227 35 .6l 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 e 1,519 874 ” 1,465 762

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

NOTES A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between prograrn and control groups Statrstrcal significance levels are indicated as
*** = ] percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. :
The sample used for this analysis excludes the members of the program group who were given a weight of 0.
These estimates do not unclude the impacts of referral to PFS services.
® Prior quarter 1 refers to the quarter before random assrgnment : : R

Quarter of random assignment.



Parents’ Fa]r Share

Impacts of Referral to PFS Servnces on Chlld Support Payments

for All Sltes Combined ¢

. . Program Control

Outcome ‘ - Group Group - Impact

-Paid child support (%) : .
Prior Quarter 1* : 29 229 0.0
Quarter 0° - 324 39.0 6.6 *¥*
Quarter | .- : C , 400 40.7. =07
Quarter 2 - ' 43.5 359 7.6 ¥+
Quarter 3 . 439 37.3 6.6 ***
Quarter 4 ) . 45.0 40.1 4,9 ¥
Quarter 5 ‘ : 44.6 397 4.9 ***
Quarter 6 ; 432 . . 38.7 4.4 **
Quarters 1-6 : o 727 691 3.5 *+

"Amount of child support paid ($)
Prior Quarter 1° ; 99 99 0
Quarter 0° 121 164 43 #xx
Quarter 1 =~ 168 176 -8
Quarter 2 ‘ » ‘ 190 172 ‘ 18
Quarter3 - v © 206 - 185 21

- Quarter 4 ‘ 258 260 -2
Quarter 5 ] B . 269 241 ) 27
Quarter 6 - - A o 269 250 . 19
Quarters 1-6 o ' 1,359 1,284 76

Sample size (total =2 641) - S 1,334 1,307

, SOURCE MDRC calculat:ons from chnId suppon enforcement (CSE) payment records

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was apphed to differences between program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = § percent; * = 10 percent.

. The sample used for this analys:s excludes the members of the program group who were given
a weight of 0.

These impacts are separate from the impacts of PFS intake.
.“Prior‘quarter I refers to the quarter before random assignment.
*Quarter of random assignment.



Parents' Fair Share

Impacts of Referral to PFS Servnces on Child Support Payments,

by Site
Dayton- Grand Rapids Jacksonville Los Angeles
Program  Control Program  Control Program  Control Program _ Control
Outcome Group Group Impact Group Group Impact Group  Group Impact Group  Group- Impact
Paid child support (%) . -
Prior Quarter 14.7 14.7 0.0 24.8 248 00 279 279 C 0.0 19.4 194 0.0
Quarter 0° 145 19.7 . -5.2 29.7 392 . 9.5 ¥+ 454 .46.9 -1.5 309 28.1 2.8
Quarter | 21.0 29.6 -8.6 * 493 38.1 11.3 *** 45.7 48.4 -2.7 325 20.0 ©12.5 *xx
Quarter 2 36.3 19.6 . 16.6 *** 54.3 . 322 . 22,1 ¥ 50.3 46.8, 3.4 - 328 20.3 12.5 **
© Quarter 3 339 20.8 13.1 *+ 56.6 385 18.1 **+ .. 51.8 48.9 2.9 36.8 254 11.4 **
Quarter 4 343 23.9 10.4 ** 57.0- 40.5 . 16.6 **+ 499 50.1 -0.2° 42.2 - 336 8.6
Quarter 5 39.2 258 13.3 ** 52.7 45.8 - 69 46.4 48.2. -1.8 40.9 329 8.0
- Quarter 6 378 1266 L1.2 ** 52.2 455 . 67 . . 47.1 498 2.7 . 428 31.7 11.1 #*
© Quarters. 1-6 59.8 56.4 34 85.4 74.7 107 ¥+ 794 77.1 22 62.6 54.6 - 8.1
Amount of child -
- support paid (8) . : .
. Prior Quarter 1* 60 60 0 88 88 o 121 121 0 83 83 0
) QuarterO 22 . 53 -31 % 106 125 -19° 170 226° -57 * 266 305 -39
~ Quarter 1 88 ERE D -23 194 168 27 225 - 184 4] 296 115 180 **
Quarter 2 97 80 17 . 258 144~ 114 **+ 259 255 4 220 135 85
Quarter 3 132 106 25 252 171 81 **+ 275 275 0 198 238 -39
Quarter 4 156 173 =17 298 235 63 * 318 315 3 373 373 0
Quarter 5 378 96 282 * 346 - 272 74 269 331 -62 241 271 -29
Quarter 6 231 132 99 * 287 378 - -91 404 288 117 * 217 234 . =17
Quarters [-6 - 1,082 698 384 ¢ 1,637 1,367 270 * 1,749 1,648 102 1,545 1,365 180
Sample size 161 166 259 250 - 228 210 - 154 155

~ (continued)



‘Memphis . T N _ Springfield Trenton
. ‘ Program Control = s Program Control - ‘ Program Control o
Outcome .. - Group - Group . Impact - Group Group Impact Group Group Impact
» Pald child support (%) S - ) : o S , . o : v
Prior Quarterl o149 149 . 0.0 . 31.6 " 316 0.0 . 223 223 0.0
Quarter 0° - v 159 - 329 -17.0 **# . 415 537 -6.2 2371 43.0 . -59
Quarter 1 - T 248 - 3438 -100 * - . 528 . 60.1 . 7.4 . 42.8 46.6 3.7
Quarter 2 U 7283 . 237 4.6 - 497 "~ 56.8 -7 .. 434 418 1.6
Quarter 3 - S 273 - 247 .. 26 449 54.2 9.3 * 447 - 389 5.8
‘Quarter4 | o 284 236 4.8 © 484 539 -5.6 0 45.8 S 45.1 0.7
Quarter 5 S 284 - 256 2.8 . o '49.8 47.8 2.0 . . 475 41.2 6.3
Quarter 6 Lo 235 - 197 38 484 - 498 -1.4 41.0 379 3.1
Quarters 1-6 . : 592 - 536 - 56 .76.2 823 -6.1 72.6 75.5- -3.0
Amount of child '
_ child support paid ($)_ . ‘ - :
Prior Quarter [ 36 36 0 158 - 158 0 125 125 0
Quar’terO » 32 64 32 % o125 168 -43 146 171 -25
Quarter 1 46 72 27 * , 187 . 243 -86 * 164 271 =107 **
Quarter 2 - 64 61 3 ' . 206 245 -39 159 230 -71
.. Quarter 3 74 . 75 - . 236 . 223 13 _ 194 188 7
© Quarter4 ‘ 77 64 13 212 342 -70 242 294 -53
"Quarter 5 79 119 41 - 316 - - 289 27 ) 217 232 -15
Quarter 6 : ' 73 60 13 . o343 <275 68 251 263 - -12
Quarters 1-6 413 452 -39 1,529 1,617 - -87 1,227 1,477 -250
Sample size 180 146 B . 186 191 - - 196 - 189,

SOURCE MDRC calculations from child-support enforcement (CSE) payment records.

NOTES A two-tailed t test was applled to dlfferences between program and control groups Statlstlcal sngmﬁcance levels are indicated as *** = | percent LUEES

) percent * =10 percent. -
The sample used for this analysis excludes the members of the program group who were glven a weight of 0.

“Prior quarter 1 refers to the quarter before random assignment.

*Quarter of random assignment. S -
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Tmpacts of Referral to PFS Services on Employment and Earnings e
' for All Sites Combined -
, Program ~ Control . '
Outcome ’ : Group - Group Impact
Employed (%) , ’ : '
Prior to quarter 1 » ) 46.0 T 46.0 - 00
Quarter 0" ’ S , 453 » 480 270
Quarter 1 _ ) 50.3 519 -1.6
Quarter 2 : 4 51.9 52.6 -0.7
Quarter 3. . 50.8 © 526 b 8
Quarter 4 50.1 517 1.6
Quarter 5 : , ' - 504 53.0 27 -
Quarter 6 . ‘ 50.3 514 -1.2
Quarters 1-6 ‘ 77.7 77.7 0.1
Total earnings ($) , . ‘
Prior to quarter ¥ o o 793 793 0
Quarter 0° : 627 - 672 -45
Quarter | ' - 954 994 -40
Quarter 2 ! - s § 1,243 . -89
Quarter 3 L 1,224 1,270 -46
Quarter4 ’ 1,310 1,360 -50
Quarter 5 A 1,316 1,389 ~73
Quarter 6 ‘ ‘ ; » 1,394 1,414 C-210
Quarters 1-6 S . 7,352 7,670 318
Sample size (total =2 641) ' 1,334 . 1,307

- SOURCE: MDRC ca]cu]at:ons from unemployment insurance (U payment records

NOTES: A two—talled t-test was applied to dxfferences between program and control groups Statlstlcal
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

The sample used for this analysis excludes the members of the program group who were gwen a
weight of 0.

These impacts are separate from the impacts of PES intake.
"Prior quarter | refers to the quarter before random assignment.
*Quarter of random assignment,
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TO: John Wallace r i ~ _' C (,Jwtd le ““?’ij
FROM: Andrea Kane S ‘ : . i‘O I“W@C
RE: - DISCUSSION TOPICS RE: ]OBS PLUS and PARENTS FAIR SHARE (" M

Here is a rough outline of what we'd like to cover. Aswe dlscussed thls 1s 1ntended as an
informal information sharing and brainstorming session. Based on experience with similar
sessions, I expect there'll be lots of free- ﬂowmg questions from participants. Given time.
constraints, I'd keep prepared remarks very brief and leave more time for discussion. Thanks i in .
advance to you, Judy and the other MDRC participants. We apprec1ate your takmg the ttme to

do this; and look forward to a sttmulatmg drscussron

JOBS PLUS- g - SR : -
» . Brief summary of project: target populanon sites, time frame objectlves (handlng out the ‘

latest 1-2 page overview Would be helpful)

. Early/emerging observatlons' For ex'ample

. relatronslnps among local systems
. . response from residents, employers, other commumty players
. what are the biggest gaps -- 1nd1v1dual skills, resources, 1solatron'«’
. - “what are biggest challenges to overcome'? ’
« . what seems to be working well? . ﬁ
*  what are you learning about immigrant populatrons those w1th 11m1ted Enghsh

- (St Paul, Seattle, LA)7

. Impllcatlons for TAI\H? Welfare-to- Work grants other federal 1n1trat1ves such as WTW
- ‘housrng vouchers and-Access to Jobs transportauon funds »

PARENTS FAIR SHARE
. Brief summary of project: target populatron sites, time frame ob]ectrves (handlng out the
‘ latest 1-2 page overview would be helpful)

. l?mdmgs/lessons -
‘ . Implementation issues ’
. Institutional issues: role of courts, welfare/employment agenc1es CBOs
s - Characteristics of part1c1pants - do different strategles Work better for different
- populations?
e Early impacts on child support and employment
.. How to evaluate increased role in chlldren s lives (other than chrld support
payments) : o
. . 'Reactron of mothers domestlc v1olence 1ssues‘?
. Balance of child support employment and parentmg components ’
*  Implications for TAI\H*“ WTW grants servrng non- custodlal parents chrld support

initiatives, a:nd 1mtrat1ves to strengthen fathers' role in their chlldren s lives.
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Record Type: Record = -

To: Andrea Kane, Bar‘bara Ay. Menard, Sarah S. Knight

ce: :
Subject: HHS PRESS RELEASE

Date:‘ December 18, 1.997 , . 7 , ‘
For Release: Immediately ' . S :
Contact: Michael Kharfen, (202} 401-9215 )

.. Headline: HHS APPROVES CHILD SUPPORT WAIVER FOR "DEVOTED DADS"H
} PROJECT IN TACOMA, WASHINGTON ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY

HHS Secretar\; Donna E. Shalala announced approva! of a child
support waiver for the Tacoma, Washrngton Enterpnse Commumty
“This is the first child support waiver for an Enterpnse Community.
The project, "Devoted Dads,” is an innovative public/private

partnership to promote the responsible roles of fathers in the
financial and emotional support of their children.

" "Devoted Dads is a'very exciting and important model for the . =
nation to help fathers contribute to the healthy growth of their
‘children,™ said Secretary Shalala. "The pro;ect also aims to ensure
that fathers provide child support to ‘their chlldren as famrhes ‘
move from welfare to seif-sufficiency.”

The project intends to reach non-custodiaf parents,
particularly young and at-risk fathers. The goal is to determine
whether the mix of public education and targeted services help young
fathers achieve self-sufﬁmency and become active parents

Key activities of the pro;ect include a public. educatlon
~ campaign about Chl|d 'support obhgatrons a self-help and mediation _
' program to resolve confhcts in meeting child support payments; peer
education by young’ unwed fathers on paternity, child support and
teen parenting to reach young people in high schools and community
centers; and, comprehensrve famﬂy services of parentmg educatron
and counselmg ' -

"Devoted Dads is a special project because the community has
rallied to bridge the gap between fathers ‘and their children,” ;said
Olivia A. Golden, assistant secretary for chrldren and famllles
"The federal government is working the nght way to give communmes
the. flexibility they need while achieving résults by fathers '
‘assuming their responS|b|I|ty to thelr chrldren

&
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Tacoma is one of the 105 Empowerment Zones and Enterpr;se
Communities established by the federal government to enhance
community development by providing funding, tax incentives and
technical support. The federal government also encouraged the
communities to seek waivers that would cut through federal red tape.

© The waiver allows the State of Washington to.use federal funds

" normally used only for child support enforcement activities to

support the project. The project wall operate for 4 years and
include a r:gorous evaluat;on ‘ :

#i

‘Note: HHS press releases are ava|lable on the WorId Wlde Web at:

http lwww, dhhs gov.
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