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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the past several decades, changes in family structure have led to a substantial increase in
single-parent households in the United States. As a result of high divorce rates and an increasing
proportion of births to unmarried parents (Cancian et al. 2011), almost a third of children did not
live with both parents in 2014 (U.S. Census Bureau 2014). The child support system is designed
to address the potential negative consequences for children living apart from one of their parents
by ensuring that noncustodial parents contribute financially to their upbringing. However, many
noncustodial parents, including a disproportionate share of those whose children are living in
poverty, have limited earnings and ability to pay child support (see, for example, Garfinkel et al.
2009; Sorensen and Zibman 2001). Moreover, child support orders often constitute a high
proportion of their limited income. Children in single-parent households could therefore benefit
from a child support system that enables, as well as enforces, noncustodial parents’ contributions
to their support (Mincy and Sorensen 1998).

In fall 2012, the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) within the Administration for
Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) launched the
Child Support Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration Project (CSPED) to identify
effective policy alternatives to address these needs. OCSE competitively awarded grants to child
support agencies in eight states to provide enhanced child support, employment, parenting, and
case management services to noncustodial parents who are having difficulty meeting their child
support obligations.

Also in 2012, OCSE competitively awarded a cooperative agreement to the Wisconsin
Department of Children and Families to procure and manage an evaluation of CSPED through an
independent third-party evaluator. The Institute for Research on Poverty, University of
Wisconsin, along with its partner Mathematica Policy Research, are conducting the evaluation.
The evaluation’s primary aim is to test rigorously whether CSPED increases the reliability of
child support payments. In addition, the evaluation will generate extensive information on how
these programs operate, what they cost, and whether benefits exceed their costs. It includes a
random assignment impact evaluation, an implementation study, and a benefit-cost analysis. This
interim implementation report provides an early look at the first two years of CSPED, consisting
of a planning year and one year of program operations.

The CSPED program

OCSE awarded five-year grants to all eight grantees; the grants began in fall 2012 with a
one year planning period. All grantees except one began enrolling participants in the last quarter
of 2013; one grantee began in June 2014. The demonstration will continue operating through
September 2017. Each grantee aims to recruit 1,500 eligible noncustodial parents into CSPED.
Half of the enrollees will be randomly assigned to receive CSPED services; half will be assigned
to a control group and will not receive the extra services.

Child support agency leadership is a defining characteristic of CSPED. OCSE required
CSPED grantees to be child support agencies, serving as fiscal agents for the grants and
managing day-to-day operations. Each site was required to offer four core services: enhanced
child support services, employment assistance, parenting education delivered in a peer support
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format, and case management. The child support agency was expected to partner with
community service providers for employment and parenting services; case management could be
provided by child support or a partner agency. Grantees were also required to work with
domestic violence consultants to develop a domestic violence plan. While OCSE provided
grantees with guidance on design features and core services, it allowed the grantees to align their
efforts with preexisting policies, procedures, and the local social service context.

Recruitment and engagement

On average, grantees achieved 87 percent of planned first year enrollment, ranging from 45
to 120 percent across grantees. Recruiting sufficient numbers of participants was a significant
challenge for grantees. Most refined their outreach approaches during the first year of operations,
moving from more passive to more proactive strategies. Direct outreach by child support workers
yielded the most referrals, but some child support workers were not comfortable in their new role
as CSPED recruiter. Staff identified tailored messages, “warm handoffs,” and same-day
enrollment as promising recruitment strategies.

After enrollment, the next hurdle was engaging CSPED participants in services and
sustaining engagement over time. Typical barriers to participation included lack of
transportation, lack of motivation to participate, child care responsibilities, and periods of
incarceration. Staff reported that rapid engagement in services, developing trusting relationships,
and intensive follow-up were promising strategies for keeping participants engaged in services
over time. Grantees also provided a range of incentives and work supports to encourage program
participation and employment. Enrolled participants faced multiple barriers to obtaining
employment and paying child support, including criminal records, poor work histories, lack of
transportation, and poor communication and organizational skills.

Service delivery

Grantees provided services through individual contacts and group-based activities. Nearly
all CSPED participants received at least one individual service contact during their first four
months of enrollment; 53 percent attended at least one group session. On average, participants
received 14 hours of CSPED services during their first four months of enrollment, including five
hours of individual contacts and nine hours of group session. Of the hours received by
participants, employment services accounted for half and parenting services accounted for almost
a third, on average. Participants who attended at least one group session received 17 hours of
group sessions and six hours of individual contacts, for a total of 23 hours, on average, during the
first four months of enrollment.

Case management services included intake assessments, individualized plans, connecting
participants to services, and monitoring participants’ progress. Enhanced child support services
included order reviews, modifications, suspending enforcement activities, reinstating driver’s
licenses, and compromising state-owed arrears. Employment services providers varied in their
focus on job search assistance, job development, job readiness training, and job training.
Parenting sessions focused on parenting responsibilities and skills, co-parenting, and the
importance of parental involvement.
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Staff identified several gaps in services: help with parenting time, substance use and mental
health treatment, subsidized employment, and help reinstating or obtaining driver’s licenses.

Early implementation challenges

Grantees and their partners experienced a steep learning curve during the first year of
CSPED operations. The demonstration required child support agencies to shift to new strategies
for increasing payments from low-income noncustodial parents that required new ways of
working and new partnerships. CSPED grantees grappled with several challenges including:

e Reorienting child support staff and systems toward helping low-income noncustodial parents
obtain employment

e Recruiting noncustodial parents to enroll in CSPED
e Keeping participants engaged in services

e  Addressing participants’ multiple barriers to employment such as criminal records, lack of
work history, and low levels of education

e  Establishing partnerships and meshing different organizational cultures
e Helping participants with parenting time issues

Early lessons learned

This report covers an early period of CSPED operations and reflects grantees’ initial efforts
to implement the demonstration and overcome implementation challenges. Staff are likely to
learn much more about implementation as the demonstration proceeds. Nevertheless, these early
lessons represent observations of staff shared during site visits and synthesis of implementation
data collected to date.

Deploy child support workers who support CSPED’s goals to identify and recruit
participants. Although grantees tested a range of strategies for recruiting noncustodial parents to
participate in CSPED, child support workers proved to be the best source of eligible applicants.
However, not all child support workers welcomed this new task because some did not feel
comfortable in the role of recruiter. Promising strategies for addressing these concerns included
providing child support workers with training on how to recruit participants, information about
how CSPED benefits the child support program, and success stories about noncustodial parents
who have obtained employment and are paying child support.

Develop services that take into account the challenges faced by the target population.
During the first year of implementation, grantees learned much more about the challenges faced
by CSPED participants. In particular, most participants face substantial barriers to employment
and difficulties accessing their children. Staff found that many participants needed job readiness
instruction, individualized help to prepare résumes and learn how to complete job applications,
and placement in jobs identified for them by job developers. Some employment partners also
sought new resources such as programs that offered help with criminal record expungement,
employment services for individuals with criminal records, and help reinstating or obtaining
driver’s licenses. Staff also sought to develop trusting rapport to keep participants motivated;

Xi
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support from peers in their job readiness and parenting group also motivated participants to stay
engaged. Grantees reported that they did not have sufficient resources or authority to address
parenting time issues and cited this as a gap in services.

Design services to promote sustained participant engagement. Grantees identified
several promising strategies for promoting participation in services. First, grantees aimed to
engage participants quickly, within a few days of enroliment, either by meeting with them one-
on-one, providing an orientation session, or getting them involved quickly in job readiness and
parenting classes. Some designed their service offerings for ease of access, such as by co-
locating services, front-loading group activities in the initial weeks after enrollment, and
scheduling activities in consistent time blocks. In addition, staff scheduled quick turnaround
appointments no more than a few days in advance and coupled the appointments with reminder
calls. Grantees also put systems in place to follow up with participants as soon as possible when
they did not attend a scheduled appointment or group session. Finally, grantees provided gas
cards and bus passes to participants that did not have transportation.

Invest in strong partnerships and communication systems. Especially due to the
complexity of CSPED, clear systems for referring participants to services, tracking participation,
and coordinating follow-up contacts was essential to keep participants from falling through the
cracks. In addition, partners needed strong working relationships to resolve problems that
inevitably arose related to recruitment, engagement, and service delivery. Promising strategies
for establishing these relationships included co-location, which fostered familiarity and regular
communication; regular meetings to discuss progress; clear delineation of roles and
responsibilities for follow-up and documentation of services; and strong communication
protocols across agencies.

Next steps

Grantees will continue to implement CSPED for three years beyond the time period covered
by this interim report. A final implementation report will examine the full implementation period
and provide a more comprehensive assessment of the types and dosage of services participants
received. The report will focus on the infrastructure and supports that facilitated implementation,
program features that appear to promote higher levels of participant engagement, promising
strategies for helping participants obtain employment and make regular child support payments,
and strategies for overcoming common implementation hurdles. A final report will examine
CSPED’s impacts on participants’ outcomes and include a benefit-cost analysis.

Xii



CHAPTER | INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

In the past several decades, changes in family structure have led to a substantial increase in
single-parent households in the United States. As a result of high divorce rates and an increasing
proportion of births to unmarried parents (Cancian et al. 2011), almost a third of children did not
live with both parents in 2014 (U.S. Census Bureau 2014). The child support system is designed
to address the potential negative consequences for children living apart from one of their parents
by ensuring that noncustodial parents contribute financially to their upbringing. Changes in the
social safety net, which no longer includes an entitlement to cash assistance for low-income
single parents, have only increased the importance of reliable child support. For example, among
poor families who receive it, child support constitutes about 40 percent of household income
(Sorensen 2010). However, many noncustodial parents, including a disproportionate share of
those whose children are living in poverty, have limited earnings and ability to pay child support
(see, for example, Garfinkel et al. 2009; Sorensen and Zibman 2001). Moreover, child support
orders often constitute a high proportion of their limited income. Children in single-parent
households could therefore benefit from a child support system that enables, as well as enforces,
noncustodial parents’ contributions to their support (Mincy and Sorensen 1998).

In fall 2012, the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) within the Administration for
Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) launched the
Child Support Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration Project (CSPED) to identify
effective policy alternatives to address these needs. OCSE competitively awarded grants to child
support agencies in eight states to provide enhanced child support, employment, and parenting
services to noncustodial parents who are having difficulty meeting their child support
obligations. Also in 2012, OCSE competitively awarded a cooperative agreement to the
Wisconsin Department of Children and Families to procure and manage an evaluation of CSPED
through an independent third-party evaluator. The Department of Children and Families chose
the Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin, along with its partner
Mathematica Policy Research, to conduct the evaluation.

The CSPED evaluation aims to advance the field’s knowledge of effective strategies for
supporting noncustodial parents as providers for their children. It includes an impact study, a
benefit-cost study, and an implementation study. This interim implementation report is the first
of two implementation reports to be completed. It provides a look at the first two years of
CSPED, consisting of a planning year and one year of program operations. The report provides
information about types and dosage of services participants received in the early months of
service delivery—during participants’ first four months of enrollment. A final implementation
report will provide more-comprehensive information about participants’ service receipt over a
longer period of time. In the rest of this chapter, we provide background information about the
CSPED program and evaluation. We also describe the implementation study, including research
questions, data sources, and analytic methods used.

A. The CSPED program

The demonstration’s goal, as stated in the request for applications, was to identify effective
strategies for improving reliable payment of child support by unemployed or underemployed
noncustodial parents, with the intent of improving children’s well-being and reducing public
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assistance costs. The grant application required demonstrations to be led by child support
agencies and provide a package of child support, employment, and parenting services to

participants. All grantees were also required to participate in a rigorous national evaluation of the

initiative.

In September 2012, OCSE competitively awarded
grants to the agencies responsible for child support in
eight states (Figure 1.1).

In each state, CSPED operates in a selected number
of implementation sites, usually one or more counties or
regions of the state (Appendix A). Grantees designated a
total of 18 implementation sites, ranging from one
county each in Ohio and California to five counties in
Colorado (Figure 1.2). Upon selection, grantees began a
one-year planning process to more fully develop
participant recruitment and service delivery systems in
consultation with OCSE and form partnerships with
other organizations to provide employment and
parenting services.

Figure 1.2. CSPED implementation sites
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All grantees except South Carolina began enrolling participants and providing services in
the last quarter of 2013; South Carolina began in June 2014. The demonstration will continue
operating through September 2017. Each grantee aims to recruit 1,500 eligible noncustodial
parents into the CSPED evaluation research sample. Grantees will provide services to 750
noncustodial parents randomly assigned to CSPED; the other 750 will be assigned to a control
group that will not receive the extra services.

B. The CSPED evaluation

The CSPED evaluation has three main components: (1) an implementation study, (2) an
impact study, and (3) a benefit-cost study. The evaluation is using a rigorous, randomized
controlled trial design to examine the effectiveness of CSPED in improving noncustodial
parents’ outcomes in three areas: (1) child support, (2) labor market participation, and (3) parent-
child contact. The evaluation’s primary aim is to test rigorously whether CSPED increased the
reliability of child support payments. In addition, the evaluation will generate extensive
information on how the demonstration programs operated, what they cost, and whether the
benefits of the programs exceed their costs. Data sources include baseline and 12-month follow-
up surveys of sample members, administrative records, data on service use collected using a
web-based Grantee Management Information System (GMIS), semi-structured staff interviews,
participant focus groups, and web-based staff surveys. The information gathered will be critical
to informing decisions related to future investments in child support—led, employment-focused
programs for noncustodial parents who have difficulty meeting their child support obligations
due to lack of employment.

C. The CSPED implementation study
The CSPED implementation study has three main objectives:

1. To document program design and implementation to aid in interpreting impact findings and
support future replication

2. To identify inputs that may support high-quality implementation and higher levels of
program participation

3. To identify lessons learned about promising implementation strategies and common
implementation hurdles

To guide the implementation study design process, the evaluation team developed a
conceptual framework to illustrate how the eight grantees will design and implement the
demonstration and aim to produce positive outcomes (Figure 1.3). The framework describes and
draws connections between inputs to implementation, implementation outputs, and outcomes,
and it identifies constructs that the implementation study will measure.

Inputs to implementation include the program design, the agencies implementing the
demonstration, and the implementation systems developed to facilitate service delivery. Program
design encompasses OCSE’s design specifications for the demonstration; the design processes
carried out by grantees during the planning year; the target population and intended outcomes
identified by grantees; and grantees’ plans for recruitment and retention, service delivery, and
coordination across service providers. The characteristics of grantees and partner agencies
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providing demonstration services are also critical to understanding implementation. For example,
experience providing similar services, program leadership, and prior relationships among
partners can influence how well child support and partner staff work together toward common
goals. To implement the demonstration successfully, grantees also need to develop procedures,
infrastructure, and staff supports that research has shown to be associated with quality
implementation (Fixsen et al. 2005; Meyers, Katz, et al. 2012; Meyers, Durlak, and Wandersman
2012). These include systems for selecting, training, supervising, and supporting staff; referral
processes; service coordination and communication systems; and data systems to support service
delivery.

Figure 1.3. Conceptual framework for the CSPED implementation study

Inputs to Implementation Implementation Outputs Outcomes
1. Program Design 3. Implementation
- OSCE design features Procedures, 4. Staff
- Grantee design process Infrastructure, and - Staff characteristics and
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service delivery duration of services) Operational,
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Agencies - Actual referrals to community
- Organizational services
characteristics (grantee - Quality of services

and partners)

- Program leadership and » » ‘ »
management

- Prior relationships
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- Community linkages

- Recruitment and
retention plan

- Service delivery plan

- Service coordination

- Extent of shared goals
- Extent of partner integration
- Staff satisfaction

6. Participant

Responsiveness
- Enroliment, motivation for
enrolling

- Program participation

- Satisfaction with program
services

- Attitudes about child support

. ) L)

7. Community Context
Availability of similar services, socio-demographic profile, economic profile, policy context

The implementation study will also measure implementation outputs: actual demonstration
staffing, services provided, and participants’ responsiveness to the services. Staff outputs include
the characteristics of staff assigned to work on the demonstration, levels of staff turnover, staff
attitudes and extent of shared goals about the demonstration, the extent to which staff across
agencies work in an integrated fashion, and staff satisfaction with the demonstration. Service
delivery outputs include the actual content, dosage, and quality of services delivered, as well as
the degree of adherence to each demonstration’s program design. Participant responsiveness
includes measures of service take-up such as enrollment and participation levels, participant
satisfaction with services, and attitudes about child support.
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Program implementation occurs within a specific community context that could affect
implementation and the kinds of services available to participants in the control group. The
implementation study will examine the availability of similar services in the community as well
as the socio-demographic, economic, and policy context in which each demonstration operates.
In addition, the implementation of CSPED is occurring in the context of a random assignment
evaluation that imposes requirements about informed consent, baseline data collection, and
maintaining a contrast between the services provided to those enrolled in the program and those
who are not. These requirements, and the challenges they present, would not exist in a program
implemented independently of a rigorous evaluation.

1. Implementation study research questions

The implementation study aims to address eight research questions aligned with the
conceptual framework:
1.  What were the key design features of CSPED, and how did the grantees design the
demonstration?
What were the characteristics of CSPED grantees and their partners?
What procedures, infrastructure, and supports were in place to facilitate implementation?
What were the characteristics of CSPED staff?
What services were provided, and what was the quality of the services?

o a s~ DN

How did participants respond to CSPED? What program features appear to be linked to
participant responsiveness?

~

What were the key features of the community context in which CSPED operated?

8. What promising implementation strategies did CSPED grantees develop? What
implementation hurdles did grantees face?

2. Data sources

The evaluation team is using multiple sources and methods to collect a mix of qualitative
and quantitative information about CSPED implementation: semi-structured staff interviews,
participant focus groups, web-based staff surveys, data on program participation, a baseline
survey of program applicants, and program documentation. For this early look at
implementation, the report draws primarily on semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and staff
surveys. The final implementation report will draw more heavily on participation data collected
over a longer period of time.

Semi-structured staff interviews. The evaluation conducted site visits to seven grantees
between late May and early August 2014; we visited the eighth grantee, South Carolina, in
November 2014. During the visits, we interviewed staff from grantee and partner agencies to
learn about their roles in CSPED, plans and goals for the demonstration, design activities during
the planning year, staffing structure, recruitment and engagement strategies, services offered,
enrollment and service delivery, community characteristics, and lessons learned. We interviewed
staff working in all counties covered by the demonstration, for a total of 177 staff interviews
ranging from 14 to 35 across grantees.
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Participant focus groups. The evaluation team conducted a focus group with participants
during six of the eight site visits.? A total of 34 noncustodial parents participated in a focus
group, ranging from 1 to 9 across the six grantees. The evaluation team recruited focus group
participants from a pool of participants that, according to the evaluation’s GMIS, had been
enrolled for at least 45 days and were participating in services. During the focus groups, we
aimed to learn about participants’ enroliment experiences and motivations for enrolling,
experiences and satisfaction with services, and attitudes about child support.

Web-based staff surveys. The evaluation team fielded a web-based staff survey in May
2014 in seven states (and in November 2014 in South Carolina) to all grantee and partner staff
who provided services to participants. Through the survey, we aimed to learn about staff
characteristics and experience, program goals, work activities, service delivery experiences,
interactions with other staff members, opportunities to receive training and supervision, and the
supportiveness of the host organizations. Across all grantees, 139 of 159 staff responded to the
survey, for a response rate of 87 percent.

GMIS. The evaluation team developed a web-based system, GMIS, to perform random
assignment and track program participation. CSPED staff entered information about all services
provided to program participants on an ongoing basis, including individual contacts, group
services, incentives and work supports, and referrals to other community service providers. Staff
also entered information about the content and duration of each service. From these data, we
aimed to learn about the types, dosage, and duration of services actually provided through
CSPED.

Baseline survey of program applicants. A baseline survey was administered to all program
applicants prior to random assignment using computer-assisted telephone interviewing. For this
interim implementation study, we used baseline survey data on participant characteristics to
describe noncustodial parents enrolled in the program during the period covered by this report.
We will draw on additional information from the baseline survey, as well as a follow-up survey,
for the final implementation report.

Program documentation. To understand OCSE’s vision and design specifications for
CSPED, the evaluation team reviewed the CSPED grant announcement, design specification
memos from OCSE, and notes from planning calls with grantees during the planning year.

3. Analytic methods

We used multiple methods to analyze data from staff interviews, participant focus groups,
staff surveys, and GMIS data. Qualitative analysis of the staff interviews and participant focus
groups was an iterative process using thematic analysis and triangulation of data sources (Patton
2002; Ritchie and Spencer 2002). First, we developed a coding scheme for the study, organized
according to key research questions. Within each question, we defined codes for key themes and
subtopics we expected to cover in the interviews. To facilitate consistent note writing and ensure
that the site visitors’ information would be comparable, we developed write-up templates

2 We did not conduct focus groups in lowa and Ohio because we had not yet received clearance to do so from the
University of Wisconsin’s Institutional Review Board by the time of the site visit.
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tailored to each interview type. Because we conducted a large number of interviews and focus
groups, we used a qualitative analysis software package to simplify organizing and synthesizing
the qualitative data. Using the software, we coded the notes and retrieved data from all
respondents linked to our research questions. We retrieved data on particular questions across all
staff and for different staff categories (such as grantee and partner agency staff).

We analyzed descriptive statistics from the staff surveys and GMIS. To prepare the data for
analysis, we ran data checks, examined frequencies and means, and assessed the extent of
missing data. We then created variables to address the implementation constructs in the
conceptual framework.

D. Road map to the report

The rest of this report presents early implementation findings from CSPED’s planning year
and first year of implementation. Chapter II describes CSPED’s design, including core design
features and grantee activities during the demonstration’s planning year. Chapter 111 discusses
procedures and infrastructure for hiring and supporting CSPED staff and staff characteristics. In
Chapter IV, we discuss participant recruitment and engagement strategies, as well as the
characteristics of participants enrolled during the first year. Chapter V describes service delivery,
including the type, mode, and dosage of services delivered. We also discuss service gaps
reported by staff. Chapter VI provides participants’ perspectives and experiences with CSPED
and the child support program. Chapter V11 describes early implementation challenges and
lessons learned. Appendix A presents brief profiles of each grantee and implementation site, and
Appendix B summarizes relevant child support policies for each grantee.
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Il. DESIGN FEATURES, DESIGN PROCESS, AND COMMUNITY CONTEXT

Key findings: Program design

. Child support agencies were required to lead the demonstrations.

. Grantees were required to offer core services—case management, enhanced child support, employment, and
parenting services—but had latitude in developing specific service offerings.

. Grantees were required to partner with domestic violence experts in the community; grantees also partnered
with consultants to develop plans for handling domestic violence.

. Grantees partnered with other service providers to deliver employment and parenting services.
. Most grantees and partner agencies had prior experience with similar initiatives and target populations.

. Each grantee aimed to enroll 1,500 noncustodial parents into the CSPED evaluation, half to receive CSPED
services and half to a business-as-usual control condition.

. During the planning year, grantees recruited partners, developed service delivery plans, and refined eligibility
criteria.

. CSPED services and participation supports were distinct from the usual services available to control group
members.

Designing an intervention involves key decisions to define the target population, the services
to be provided, and the types of organizations and staff best qualified to deliver them (Durlak
and DuPre 2008; Proctor, Powell, and McMillen 2013). A well-specified design provides a clear
road map for program staff to follow as they begin implementing the new intervention. This road
map can serve as a tool for assessing whether the program is being implemented as planned and
for making design modifications based on early implementation experiences. Moreover,
interventions that are replicated in different settings often need adaptation to ensure a good fit
with the local context. A well-specified design can facilitate these adaptations.

This chapter describes the key design features of CSPED and grantee activities during the
planning year to adapt them to local context and prepare for implementation. The information in
this chapter is based on the CSPED grant announcement, OCSE design specification memaos, and
notes from planning calls with grantees during the planning year. We also include information
provided by CSPED staff during site visit interviews.

A. Key design features

OCSE provided grantees with guidance on design features and core services, while
providing flexibility to align the demonstration with preexisting policies, procedures, and the
local social service context.

e Child support agencies were required to lead the demonstrations.

The CSPED grant announcement required grantees to be child support agencies. This
decision was based on earlier research findings from Parents’ Fair Share® showing that sites led

3 parents’ Fair Share was a national demonstration project authorized by the Family Support Act of 1988. In
recognition that the increased emphasis on child support enforcement embodied in the Family Support Act would be
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by child support were more successful in obtaining positive impacts (Doolittle, Knox, Miller, and
Rowser 1998). The child support agency was expected to be the fiscal agent for the grant and
manage the demonstration’s day-to-day operations. The rationale, as articulated in guidance
provided to the grantees, was that child support leadership would produce stronger outcomes for
three reasons: (1) child support had access to the target population through the child support
enforcement system; (2) child support had the most to gain from CSPED’s success because its
own performance was tied to increased child support payments, the primary expected outcome;
and (3) child support had access to the data needed to assess the demonstration’s effectiveness.
Across the eight grantees, four operated in a state-supervised, county-administered child support
program; four were state administered. Child support programs associated with two grantees
were operated by private contractors in four implementation sites.

Leadership by child support agencies is a defining characteristic of CSPED and a key design
feature that differentiates it from past efforts to provide employment services to low-income
noncustodial parents. For example, under Parents’ Fair
Share, the lead agency role was not specified in the

. . ) CSPED leadership was an opportunity
project design, but child support was the local lead to improve child support’s reputation

agency in two of the six demonstration sites, We have not historically been looked at as
representing two of the three demonstration sites with = an agency that can provide family-focused

significant impacts (Doolittle, Knox, Miller, and ;i;;;g‘f;{“@;t°;2§fk‘;%‘i’v“§;§ fﬁgysﬁae\,:s n

Rowser 1998). Indeed, CSPED leaders and managers another partner at the table.

uniformly described child support’s required — CSPED project lead
leadership role in the demonstration as crucial. Some

said that child support was not well-positioned to

recruit noncustodial parents due to lack of trust. Nevertheless, most felt strongly that child
support needed to lead recruitment and be the “face” of CSPED to begin to change negative
perceptions of the child support system. Once participants were recruited, child support agencies
were able to connect them to services designed to help them meet their child support obligations.
In addition, as an agency that works with both noncustodial parents and custodial parents, child
support leaders felt their lead role helped to ensure continuity and support for both parents. Child
support leaders also appreciated the opportunity to develop relationships with community service
providers and improve community perceptions of the agency.

During site visits, grantee leaders and managers described a range of experiences with child
support demonstrations and innovations similar to CSPED. Nearly all reported experience with
innovative programs targeting similar populations, such as case management services for
unemployed noncustodial parents, prisoner reentry programs, parenting and fatherhood services,
and contempt alternative programs. Whatever their experience, all grantee leaders described
CSPED as consistent with their mission. Some said that they were already trying to develop
alternative strategies for helping low-income noncustodial parents meet their child support
obligations.

challenging for parents who had difficulty making their child support payments, the Act allowed some states to test a
program designed to help them find jobs and become more actively involved in the lives of their children.

10
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e Grantees were required to offer core services and partner with employment and
parenting providers.

The grant announcement and subsequent design guidance outlined four required core
services: enhanced child support services, employment assistance, parenting education delivered
in a peer support format, and case management (Figure 11.1). To deliver these services, the child
support agency was expected to partner with community service providers for employment and
parenting services; case management could be provided by child support or a partner agency.
Grantees could also provide participation incentives. In addition, grantees were required to
partner with domestic violence consultants to develop domestic violence plans for CSPED.
These domestic violence plans included staff training, a tool and process for screening CSPED
participants, referrals resources for participants involved in domestic violence, and family
violence safeguards.

Figure 11.1. CSPED program model: Key elements

Parenting services partner Employment services partner

16 hours of group sessions on:

Personal development
Responsible fatherhood
Parenting skills
Relationship skills
Domestic violence

Child Support Agency

Leadership, oversight,
and coordination

Enhanced child support services

Domestic violence screening,
referrals, and safeguards

Job readiness training

Job search assistance

Job placement services
Employment retention services

Grantee or partner agency: Case management including needs assessment,
personalized service planning, individualized assistance, progress monitoring

e CSPED grantees were required to participate in the CSPED evaluation and were
expected to enroll 1,500 eligible noncustodial parents.

CSPED grantees were required to participate in the national evaluation by implementing
random assignment procedures, recording services provided in GMIS, and helping the evaluation
team plan site visits and collect administrative data. In addition, each grantee was expected to
enroll 1,500 eligible noncustodial parents into CSPED over a three-year period (years two
through four of the demonstration). Half would be enrolled in CSPED and receive extra services,
and half would be assigned to a control group and receive standard child support services. To aid
in achieving enrollment goals, OCSE set a target of 45 enrollments per month for all grantees
except one. Because South Carolina launched later than the other sites, OCSE set its target at 55
enrollments per month. OCSE also set broad eligibility guidelines for CSPED participants;
grantees could further refine the criteria at their discretion (Figure 11.2).

B. Design activities during the planning year

The first year of the five-year grant period was a planning year during which grantees
formed required partnerships, developed service delivery plans, and refined eligibility criteria.

11
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Figure 11.2
Eligibility criteria for enroliment in CSPED

To be eligible for CSPED enroliment, noncustodial parents must:

. Be enrolled in the IV-D program
. Have a least one open, non-interstate child support case

. Be behind in regular child support payments or expected to have trouble making payments due to
unemployment or underemployment

. Have a valid address close enough to the employment services provider to attend services
. Be medically able to work

. Have a Social Security number that appears valid

Source: OCSE guidance memorandum.

e Grantees identified implementation sites in their grant applications.

Grantees identified implementation sites in their CSPED grant applications; two made
changes during the planning year. Grantees considered a range of factors to make the selection.
For example, some identified service areas in which staff had experience with similar initiatives.
Others sought locations with strong buy-in from lead child support staff and judges. One sought
to expand an existing initiative into new service areas, and one selected service areas with
different characteristics to test the demonstration in a range of contexts. To make the selection,
grantee leaders picked implementation sites based on their knowledge of local areas or through
an application process. Early in the planning year, grantees examined their child support data to
ensure that the selected sites had sufficient numbers of eligible noncustodial parents from which
to recruit applicants. As noted in Chapter I, grantees selected a total of 18 implementation sites.

e Grantees formed partnerships with employment and parenting service providers.

During the planning year, grantees worked on establishing relationships with employment
and parenting services providers. When possible, grantees partnered with organizations with
whom they had preexisting relationships through other initiatives. For example, one grantee had
relationships with its CSPED partners through participation in a county fatherhood coalition.
However, many sites had to develop contractual relationships with organizations for the first
time, either because the child support agency had not previously partnered to provide such
services or because CSPED’s expanded service offerings necessitated new partnerships. Some
grantees partnered with multiple service providers to deliver employment and parenting services,
while others identified a single agency to provide both (Figure 11.3). Co-locating service
providers within a site reduced the number of places participants had to visit to receive services.
Of the 18 implementation sites, six sites offered all CSPED services in a single location, and
eight offered partially co-located services. In these sites, participants could access employment
and either parenting or child support services in one location, but they had to travel to a different
location for the other services.

12
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Figure I11.3. Partnership arrangements, by CSPED implementation site

Number of partners

2 employment
partners, 1
parenting partner

1 employment 8
and parenting
partner

Extent of co-location

No services
co-located

2 services
co-located

Source:  Site visit interviews in 2014.
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Depending on the availability of potential partners with the required expertise in each
implementation site, grantees partnered with one or more organizations to provide employment
and parenting services. Across the 18 implementation sites, grantees partnered with 22
employment service providers. Twelve were nonprofits such as Goodwill Industries; six were
workforce boards or centers; and four were state or county agencies such as a department of
labor and workforce development. In sites with more than one provider, CSPED case managers
typically directed participants to either agency depending on the participant’s job readiness and
training needs. During site visit interviews, most employment providers reported experience
providing employment services to populations with multiple barriers to employment, such as
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families recipients or people with disabilities. Parenting
services were provided by a mix of community-based nonprofits, responsible fatherhood
programs, home visiting programs, social service agencies, and mental health providers. During
site visits, parenting service providers reported experience with similar populations through
responsible fatherhood programs, parenting classes, child support programs, and prisoner reentry
programs.

Several grantees experienced challenges finalizing contracts with partners. For example,
state contracting requirements resulted in delays in the bidding process for one grantee; a
previously approved partner of another grantee ultimately decided not to participate. These
problems led to a shortened planning period in which the grantee and partner could prepare for
service delivery.

e Grantees refined their service delivery plans and eligibility criteria.

During the planning year, all 18 implementation sites worked with their partners to further
define their package of CSPED services consistent with OCSE requirements. Some
implementation sites elected to offer additional services through CSPED, such as financial
literacy classes. In addition, the implementation sites worked with the evaluation team to develop
enrollment and service delivery procedures that were well aligned with plans for the evaluation.
To facilitate this process, during the planning year the evaluation team held monthly conference
calls with grantees and OCSE to discuss recruitment, random assignment, and service delivery
procedures. The evaluation team also visited each grantee during the planning year to help
develop and clarify policies and procedures.

Grantees also worked with the evaluation team and OCSE to refine their eligibility criteria.
Grantees aimed to reach noncustodial parents that did not pay child support—even when
subjected to typical enforcement policies, such as

dI‘iVer’S llcense I‘eVOC&tiOﬂ or income Wlthh0|ding— Grantees targeted the hardest to serve
due to lack of employment. OCSE encouraged for enroliment in CSPED
grantees to use broad eligibility criteria to ensure a [The CSPED target population is] . . . our

L P ; hardest to work child support cases. They
sufficiently large pool of eligible noncustodial parents "~ "= = & i) parents with extended

from which to recruit, but gave grantees discretion to periods of unemployment, extended
determine specific guidelines. Four grantees refined periﬁds of n%n%aymednt- Thtlesefare parents

S we have tried the traditional enforcement
crl_terla f(_)r levels of nqnpayment. In lowa and _ tools with, to litle or no effect, They are
Wisconsin, noncustodial parents had to be paying l1ess = some of the hardest to work, hardest to
than 50 percent of current support. In South Carolina, ~ serve cases.

eligible noncustodial parents had not paid current — CSPED project manager
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support for 90 days, other than lump sum payments prior to court dates. In Texas, noncustodial
parents had to be facing contempt proceedings for nonpayment. These definitions helped child
support staff identify the pool of eligible noncustodial parents based on objective criteria and
target those they expected to be most in need of the services.

C. Policy and community context

Grantees implemented CSPED in sites with a range of child support policies and community
characteristics.* For example, in some locations state law required a minimum child support
order amount; others required the use of an imputed wage in setting an order. Laws in some
states limited the ability of grantees to pursue order modification or to forgive some state-owed
arrears, reducing the ability of those services to serve as participation incentives under CSPED
(Appendix Table B.1).

e Some employment and parenting services were available to noncustodial parents in the
implementation sites prior to CSPED, but accessibility varied and take-up was low.

CSPED is being tested as part of a random assignment study in which the outcomes of
CSPED participants who receive extra services will be compared to those of control group
members who receive business-as-usual child support services. Under the business-as-usual
condition, control group members were subject to standard child support enforcement actions.
On their own initiative, they could also access services available in the community for which
they were eligible. For example, a noncustodial parent could request that child support review
and modify the child support order and could access a workforce center to conduct job searches
and attend workshops available to the public. At some implementation sites, open-access
fatherhood groups were available for noncustodial parents in the child support system. Grantee
and partner staff, however, reported that take-up of these services was typically low. In contrast,
noncustodial parents enrolled in CSPED received case management to help them access and
navigate employment and related services; transportation assistance if needed; and, in some sites,
incentives to encourage participation. Grantee staff expected that these supports, along with co-
location and other strategies to coordinate services, would increase take-up of services among
noncustodial parents enrolled in CSPED.

By the end of the planning year, grantees had key partnerships in place for each
implementation site. With support from OCSE and the evaluation team, grantees had refined
eligibility criteria and plans for delivering services. Planned CSPED services were distinct from
the business-as-usual condition because supports were in place to help participants access and
navigate services.

4 Grantee profiles in Appendix A provide more information about each implementation site’s demographic
characteristics.
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I1l. HIRING, SUPERVISING, AND SUPPORTING STAFF

Key findings: CSPED staff

. Grantees assigned leaders at multiple levels to oversee CSPED implementation.

. Although responsibility for promoting CSPED was shared, implementation sites centralized enrollment into
the program among a small number of staff in response to the evaluation’s requirements.

. Most child support and partner agencies assigned a small number of dedicated staff to work exclusively with
CSPED patrticipants.

. CSPED leaders sought staff who were knowledgeable about the child support system and target population,
supported CSPED’s goals, and wanted to help noncustodial parents.

. Staff turnover and administrative delays in hiring disrupted implementation in some sites.
. Nearly all staff reported receiving training for CSPED.

. Eighty percent of child support staff reported receiving domestic violence training, but only 55 percent of
partner staff reported receiving it.

o Although staff felt well prepared for their roles, some wanted additional training, especially in the area of
employment services.

o CSPED staff coordinated their work across agencies through regular meetings, frequent informal
communication, and GMIS tracking.

Systems for hiring, supervising, and supporting staff are essential for ensuring that an
intervention is implemented as intended (Fixsen et al. 2005). Staff with the right mix of skills
and attitudes must be hired to deliver services. In particular, certain traits that are difficult to
teach in training—such as a strong commitment to CSPED’s goals—must be part of staff
selection criteria. Implementing a new intervention also requires staff at all levels to change
usual ways of working. To make the transition from status quo procedures to the new innovation,
staff need support from leaders and supervisors and training to prepare them for their new roles.

This chapter describes CSPED staffing structures, staff selection criteria, supervision and
training supports, and systems for coordinating the work. The data sources for this chapter are
site visit interviews and staff surveys.

A. Staffing structure

Implementing CSPED required child support agencies to change longstanding procedures
and approaches to obtaining child support payments. It also placed new demands on child
support staff to recruit participants, perform random assignment, track participation in GMIS,
and coordinate with partners to deliver services. Partner staff had to learn about the child support
system and coordinate with child support staff. To meet these new demands, most
demonstrations established multiple levels of oversight and centralized service provision among
a small group of specialized staff.

e Grantees assigned leaders at multiple levels to oversee CSPED implementation.

Each grantee designated an overall project lead, who was usually the main champion for
CSPED within the grantee agency and communicated policy set by OCSE to CSPED staff and
partners. In some sites, the project lead also functioned as the day-to-day project manager; in
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others, a second individual was assigned these responsibilities. The project manager position,
which was required by the project design, was responsible for overseeing operations and
managing partners, such as making regular visits to partner sites and observing the delivery of
group sessions. Grantees with multiple implementation sites also assigned site managers who
reported to project managers or project leads and oversaw activities and partners at the site.

e Grantees centralized enrollment responsibility.

As described in Chapter 1V, grantees tried a range of broad outreach strategies to identify
potential CSPED participants and encourage them to enroll in the program. Once potential
participants were identified, implementation sites typically assigned one or two staff to discuss
the demonstration with them, obtain their consent to participate, and enroll them into the
program. In part, this formal intake process was centralized to ensure compliance with
requirements related to the protection of human research subjects.® Grantees also centralized the
formal intake process to ensure that staff who were most knowledgeable about CSPED worked
directly with noncustodial parents to recruit them into the program. These individuals focused on
meeting monthly enrollment targets that were set based on impact study sample size
requirements.

Because this approach relied on a few individuals to conduct the formal intake process, it
created some challenges. During site visits, CSPED managers stressed the importance of
ensuring that the intake staff were committed to CSPED’s goals, with one manager attributing
the challenges associated with securing the agreement of a noncustodial parent to participate in
the program to, at least in part, the uneven engagement and commitment among staff with formal
intake responsibilities. Another grantee noted that when intake is centralized, staff turnover is
very costly and can result in difficulty meeting enrollment targets. The challenges would likely
not be as significant in a situation where the number of intake staff did not need to be constrained
to meet study requirements.

e Most child support agencies and partners assigned dedicated workers to CSPED.

Nearly all grantees assigned one or two child support workers in each site to work
exclusively with CSPED participants to provide services such as order review and modification,
suspension of enforcement actions, arrears forgiveness, and driver’s license reinstatement.
Sometimes these staff were also assigned to perform random assignment, intake, and case
management. One grantee worked with contractors that implemented the child support program
in its implementation sites. Rather than assign a dedicated CSPED worker, these contractors
assigned workers as needed to perform order reviews and modifications and provide other
enhanced child support services to CSPED participants.

5 Any research supported or conducted by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services must comply with
federal regulations designed to protect the rights and welfare of individuals participating as subjects. Under the study
protocol approved by the University of Wisconsin—Madison Education and Social/Behavioral Science Institutional
Review Board (IRB), CSPED staff who enroll individuals into the study are subject to these rules. Therefore, they
had to complete training on human subjects protection, sign an Individual Investigator Agreement, and receive
approval by the University of Wisconsin’s IRB prior to beginning their duties. This process limited the number of
staff in each implementation site that could conduct random assignment and enrollment.
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Most employment providers assigned one or two dedicated staff members to provide
services to CSPED participants. Typically, those staff worked full time on CSPED. For example,
one employment partner assigned a single staff member to provide the bulk of employment-
related services to CSPED participants, referring them to supplemental workshops led by other
staff members when appropriate. Other employment partners incorporated CSPED participants
into existing systems in which multiple staff conducted intake and case management, job
readiness training, job placement, and financial literacy training. One partner involved a team of
staff consisting of a primary case manager, a job coach, a job placement specialist, and an
outreach coordinator who helped remove barriers to attendance. Another grantee partnered with
a primary employment provider at each site to provide services to most participants, and
partnered with a more specialized secondary provider to work with participants that were either
job-ready or had significant barriers to employment.

Parenting services were more limited in scope; they consisted primarily of a workshop
series. Dedicated parenting instructors facilitated these workshops using a set curriculum
selected by each grantee. A few grantees integrated the roles of parenting facilitator with staff
who also provided employment services.

B. Staff selection

To select staff for CSPED, leaders sought candidates who were familiar with the child
support system and target population, had specialized knowledge and skills, supported the
demonstration’s goals, and showed interest in helping noncustodial parents.

e Desired staff understood the child support system and target population.

CSPED leaders felt that knowledge of the child support system and familiarity with the
target population were essential for site managers and case managers. As a result, most
reassigned existing staff to these positions or hired former staff. For example, one grantee hired
site managers who had worked for child support on a similar demonstration. In another state,
child support hired a long-time fatherhood facilitator to
work on recruiting and engaging CSPED participants. CSPED leaders identified experienced
Many states reassigned child support supervisors or S CAEHESRE lel

: We wouldn’t hire someone to fill a
other experienced workers to serve as CSPED case [CSPED] position off the street who

managers. Partner agency leaders also looked for staff doesn’t know child support. We want the
who had experience working with similar populations, most experienced.
and some said they looked for staff who could work well — CSPED project lead

with child support and had some knowledge of the child
support system. On staff surveys, CSPED staff reported substantial relevant work experience,
with an average six years of employment at their current organization (Table 111.1).%

® We aimed to survey all 159 staff that provided direct services to program participants. A total of 139 out of 159
staff responded to the survey. We removed 19 cases from the analytic sample because staff reported no direct
service activities. We removed two cases because the staff did not identify the type of agency they worked for and
thus we could not attribute their responses to a child support or partner agency. Therefore, staff survey analyses in
this chapter are based on 118 surveys.
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Table 111.1. Staff characteristics

Child

support Partner
Staff characteristics staff staff

Gender (%)

Male 25 56 41
Female 75 44 60
Race and ethnicity (%)
Hispanic 6 9 8
Black, non-Hispanic 22 60 41
White, non-Hispanic 67 28 48
Other, including mixed race 6 2 4
Education (%)
High school diploma or equivalency 7 34 5
Some college, associate’s degree, or certificate 39 24 32
Bachelor’'s degree 33 28 31
More than bachelor’'s degree 21 44 32
Average length of employment with current employer (years) 8 5 6
Experience providing case management (%) 59 66 63
Mean years for those with experience 12 2 12
Experience providing child support services (%) 68 9 38
Mean years for those with experience 12 5 11
Experience providing parenting education (%) 27 54 41
Mean years for those with experience 8 9 9
Experience providing employment services (%) 23 80 52
Mean years for those with experience 7 11 10
Sample size 54-57 54-61 108-118

Source: 2014 staff surveys.
Note: Sample sizes vary due to item nonresponse.

Partners providing employment services looked for staff with expertise in working with
similar populations to develop resumes, teach job readiness skills, and conduct jobs searches.
Many sought staff experienced in working directly with employers to develop jobs, especially
those who had connections with employers in the community. Parenting partners typically
sought staff with counseling or social work backgrounds and demonstrated group facilitation
skills. Staff already certified to deliver the parenting curricula selected by the grantee were also
prioritized. On staff surveys, more than 60 percent of staff reported having a bachelor’s or higher
degree (Table I11.1). Overall, partner staff had higher levels of education than child support
staff.’

e CSPED leaders sought staff that supported the demonstration’s goals and a desire to
help noncustodial parents.

Within child support, identifying staff who supported CSPED’s goals was essential for
assembling a team that could effectively recruit and work with the target population. For
example, leaders and managers identified staff they thought would be supportive and reassigned

" This difference is significant at the 0.10 level.
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them or encouraged them to apply for CSPED positions. Others asked for volunteers among
existing staff. CSPED leaders reported that support for the demonstration among child support
staff was mixed. Many staff supported CSPED’s goals and welcomed the opportunity to connect
low-income noncustodial parents with services. Other staff, often long-term child support
employees, were less comfortable with shifting from enforcement to supporting noncustodial
parents who were not meeting their child support obligations. One site manager described
reluctance among some staff, “[ They say], ‘we’ve always done it this way and we’ve done just
fine. Why do we have to hold their hand now?’ They don’t like change.”

Grantees also sought staff who showed empathy for participants and had a desire to help
them. Especially for those interacting directly with

participants, being perceived as nonjudgmental was CSPED sought staff who were
important. Partners also said they were looking for ol ticdiiopisiooals

i H ini The key is you have to have facilitators
energetic staff whp could'njotlvafe participants and whe Bea b
were able to _1dent1fy participants’ needs and connect this. And love fathers and love what they
them to services. In general, staff who worked with do. If you are not an advocate for fathers,
participants proactively and followed up with them you can never danielliSt IR

i i through that.
when they did not attend were perceived to be a better o oot e

fit for CSPED than those who expected participants to
seek out services on their own initiative.

—Parenting supervisor

Based on staff survey responses, grantees and partners met their goal of selecting staff that
supported CSPED’s goals and wanted to help noncustodial parents in their roles as fathers.
Nearly all staff endorsed CSPED’s design; more than 95 percent said it was appropriate for child
support to help noncustodial parents access employment and parenting services. During site
visits, most staff said that the main goal of CSPED was to help noncustodial parents obtain
employment so they could pay child support. Other commonly cited program goals included
establishing and improving relationships between noncustodial parents and their children, giving
noncustodial parents hope and feelings of self-worth, finding employment that could lead to self-
sufficiency, and improving the image of the child support system. Moreover, almost three-
quarters of staff said that fathers should be able to help make decisions about their children
regardless of living arrangements or whether they provided child support. On staff surveys,

98 percent of staff reported that helping noncustodial parents get or maintain stable employment
was important to their agency’s decision to participate in CSPED. Staff views, however, were
split on the best employment strategy for noncustodial parents. Nearly half of CSPED staff said
that noncustodial parents should take the first job they identified rather than waiting for better
opportunities; child support staff were more likely to hold this view than partner agency staff.®

e Most CSPED sites experienced staff turnover, and administrative hurdles slowed
hiring.

Despite a careful selection process, managers in 11 of the 18 implementation sites reported
staff turnover. Three sites reported turnover in both child support and partner staff, four reported
only child support turnover, and four reported only partner turnover. One grantee reported

8 This finding is statistically significant at the 0.10 level.
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turnover in its program manager position. According to staff, most turnover occurred because
staff found a better employment opportunity. For example, some staff left their grant-funded
CSPED position for a permanent position in another field. Two sites reported significant
turnover among partner agency staff when a county agency that served as a CSPED partner
brought in a new employment or parenting services contractor. In another case, a staff member
left because he disagreed with the site manager about the approach to providing employment
services. The site manager wanted the worker to be more proactive about engaging participants
in employment services, whereas the worker felt that participants should take more initiative.

Staff reported that turnover disrupted CSPED implementation and service delivery. Project
leads and site managers reported having to train new employees and fill in gaps in service
delivery while positions were being filled. Program managers reported that training new staff on
their job responsibilities and GMIS data entry was time consuming. One site manager reported
filling in for an employment case manager when a vacancy occurred. This included making job
placements and building relationships with potential employers, in addition to continuing to
oversee CSPED operations in the site.

Some child support agencies and partners also faced hurdles that slowed hiring for CSPED.
Two grantees mentioned that administrative hurdles had drawn out the process of hiring or
replacing staff for many months. In one case, a project manager provided all enhanced child
support services to participants because of the challenges faced in filling staff vacancies. An
employment partner for another grantee was able to expedite the hiring process by initially hiring
staff in part-time positions and then converting the positions to full-time.

C. Staff supervision and training

The CSPED grantees provided supervisory support and training to orient staff to their new
roles, prepare them to implement the demonstration, and help them navigate implementation
hurdles that arose.

e Most staff received regular one-on-one supervision and reported satisfaction with
support they received.

In most implementation sites, each participating agency provided supervision for its own
employees. In sites where services were co-located, site managers employed by child support
sometimes played a strong role in day-to-day supervision of partner staff. More than 90 percent
of CSPED staff—96 percent of child support staff and 86 percent of partner staff—reported
having a supervisor. Some partner staff, such as parenting facilitators, were contractors, which
may account for some not having a direct supervisor. Fifty-four percent of CSPED staff reported
having one-on-one meetings with their supervisor at least monthly; another 23 percent reported
meeting every few months. Some project and site managers reported using GMIS to monitor
staff performance on key indicators such as levels of enroliment and service receipt, create
reports for staff regarding their caseloads, and review participants’ progress. On staff surveys,
CSPED staff reported a high level of satisfaction with the supervision they received. For
example, high proportions of staff agreed that their supervisor had reasonable expectations,
provided help, was available when needed, and encouraged creative solutions.

22



CHAPTER Il INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

e Nearly all CSPED staff reported receiving training in the past 12 months.

On staff surveys, 96 percent of staff reported receiving training in the past year. Just over 80
percent reported receiving training on CSPED policies and procedures (Figure 111.1). During site
visits, staff reported that grantees typically provided an orientation meeting about CSPED
procedures and services prior to program launch. In addition, the evaluation team provided on-
site training to implementation site staff about how to use GMIS and carry out other evaluation
procedures such as random assignment. More child support staff reported receiving this training
than partner staff. This may be due to the timing of the training, which occurred just prior to
program launch. Perhaps not all partner staff surveyed had been hired when the program began,
or new staff hired later due to turnover did not receive the training.

Figure 111.1. Training received by CSPED staff
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Source: 2014 staff surveys.

In line with their duties, a higher proportion of partner staff reported training on fatherhood
curricula and workforce development than child support staff. For example, several grantees
provided all parenting staff with training on their chosen curriculum. One grantee assigned staff
in one of its implementation sites to provide training on workforce services to staff in the other
sites. In another grantee, CSPED staff received case management training that focused on
different aspects of their work, such as how to listen and address both stated and unstated needs.
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e All grantees provided domestic violence training, but only 55 percent of partner staff
reported receiving it.

All grantees were required to provide domestic violence training to staff. Across grantees,
domestic violence training ranged in length from 4 to 40 hours. Staff reported that initial training
was provided in a group format; some grantees provided additional one-on-one trainings to staff
who missed the initial training or joined the staff later. On staff surveys, 80 percent of child
support staff reported participating in domestic violence training, but only 55 percent of partner
staff said they received it (Figure 111.1). According to site visit interviews, some partner staff of
three different grantees did not receive the training. For example, at one grantee, most
employment case managers and all parenting facilitators said they did not receive the training.

Staff reported that training typically focused on helping staff understand what domestic
violence is and raising awareness about its prevalence and the hardships faced by victims. In
some implementation sites, it also included training on conducting domestic violence screening.
Staff that attended domestic violence training found it helpful and informative. During site visit
interviews, staff noted that role playing was especially helpful for learning to administer the
domestic violence screening tool. Some staff said that although the training provided them with a
solid understanding of what domestic violence is and prepared them for administering screening
tools, it did not prepare them for responding to participants who disclosed being victims of
domestic violence. One staff member reported that he had been given a telephone number to call
when a participant needed help, but was unable to get any assistance through that number.
Another reported that her referral resources were for perpetrators, but the participant who
disclosed domestic violence was a victim.

e Training prepared staff for their CSPED role, but many desired additional training on
employment topics.

On staff surveys, staff reported high levels of satisfaction with the training they received,
88 percent reported feeling very prepared for their CSPED roles based on their training. At the
same time, staff identified additional training they needed to successfully deliver CSPED
services. The most frequently mentioned training needs by child support as well as partner
agency staff were related to helping participants find employment (Figure 111.2).

Figure 111.2. Top five training needs reported by CSPED child support and partner staff

Helping participants with criminal records find jobs
Recruiting employers to hire participants
Helping participants find jobs that pay a living wage

Helping participants learn to keep a job

A A

Helping participants with multiple barriers to employment find work
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In addition, one in four partner staff said they needed more training on the child support system
and dealing with domestic violence situations.

D. Systems for coordinating and communicating

As a multipartner, multicomponent initiative, CSPED required a high level of coordination
and communication among staff to operate smoothly.

e Grantees held regular cross-agency meetings to coordinate their work.

All grantees reported having regular meetings among partners to discuss enrollment and
engagement, CSPED procedures, child support questions, and implementation challenges. For
grantees with multiple implementation sites, these meetings happened both across and within
sites. Most grantees reported meeting monthly, although one reported meeting quarterly. Child
support and partner agencies also reported having their own internal meetings to discuss their
part of the work. On staff surveys, 78 percent of child support staff and 92 percent partner staff
reported participating in group meetings at least monthly.

Grantees and partners used standing meetings to share information about participants and
discuss cases. Staff reported that these meetings were helpful for gaining a more complete
understanding of participants’ circumstances. Partner staff often learned details about
participants’ barriers to employment that child support did not know, and vice versa. For
example, a job developer at one grantee learned that a participant was a sex offender, but child
support was not aware of this status. The team was able to discuss the case, determine what
precautions needed to be taken to comply with state law, and develop a plan for helping the
participant obtain an appropriate job.

e Beyond meetings, staff communicated informally about participants’ needs and
progress.

CSPED staff reported frequent informal communication by telephone, email, or in person. In
fact, staff in most sites reported nearly daily communication between different staff by telephone
and email, particularly between child support and employment services staff. This was
particularly true when staff were co-located, which greatly facilitated communication. However,
this also occurred by phone and email in sites where services were not co-located. On staff
surveys, 21 percent of staff reported calling or meeting with other CSPED staff daily to
coordinate services; 56 percent said they did so at least weekly.

e Staff relied on GMIS to track participation and provide updates on participants.

Some, but not all, staff in every implementation site reported using GMIS to track
enrollment and participation. This tracking allowed grantees and site managers to gauge
enrollment and participation trends and identify participants who were not attending services.
Many staff also reported using GMIS to document services and communicate changes and
participant issues to other staff and partners, such as whether participants attended group sessions
and appointments. Employment staff said they updated information about participants’
employment status to inform child support when participants obtained jobs. Some grantees used
other management information systems within their agencies and relied more on those systems
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than GMIS for tracking and communication. For example, staff in one site said that their data
system provided real-time updates on participants’ status in the form of alerts.

CSPED required grantees to make significant changes to usual child support procedures and
approaches to obtaining child support payments. Grantees assigned leaders at multiple levels to
oversee this process, support staff in learning new duties and new ways of working, and develop
relationships with partners. Overall, CSPED leaders succeeded in putting staff in place who were
knowledgeable about the child support system and target population, supported CSPED’s goals,
and wanted to help noncustodial parents. Although most staff received some training for CSPED
and felt prepared for their roles, many wanted additional training, especially in the area of
employment services. During the first year of operations, CSPED staff developed strategies for
coordinating their work across agencies through meetings, informal communications, and GMIS
tracking.
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IV. RECRUITMENT, ENGAGEMENT, AND PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Key findings: Recruitment and engagement
. On average, grantees achieved 87 percent of planned enrollment during CSPED'’s first year, ranging from 45
to 120 percent across grantees.

. Proactive outreach by child support workers yielded the most referrals, but some child support workers were
not comfortable in their new role as CSPED recruiters.

. Staff identified tailored recruitment messages, “warm handoffs,” and same-day enrollment as promising
recruitment strategies.

. Staff reported that rapid engagement in services, trusting relationships, and intensive follow-up were
promising strategies for keeping participants engaged in services.

. Grantees provided a range of incentives and work supports to encourage participation and employment.

. Participants faced multiple barriers to obtaining jobs and paying child support, including criminal records,
poor work histories, lack of transportation, and poor communication and organizational skills.

An early task of any new intervention is to develop effective strategies for reaching the
target population. High-need populations with multiple barriers to participation, such as the low-
income noncustodial parents targeted by CSPED, are often difficult to reach (Bayley et al. 2009).
As agencies that enforce child support orders, CSPED grantees faced the added challenge of
gaining the target population’s trust and convincing them that CSPED was a legitimate offer of
help. Moreover, to generate sufficient sample members for the CSPED evaluation’s random
assignment design, grantees were required to recruit twice as many noncustodial parents as they
planned to serve. In addition to recruiting noncustodial parents, CSPED staff had to keep
enrolled participants engaged in services.

This chapter describes the strategies grantees and their partners developed to recruit and
engage CSPED participants and the characteristics of participants enrolled during the first year.
Data sources for the chapter include site visit interviews, GMIS data, and baseline participant
surveys.

A. Recruiting noncustodial parents to enroll in CSPED

During the first year of CSPED operations, recruiting sufficient numbers of participants was
a significant challenge for grantees. In response to this challenge, most refined their outreach
approaches and made progress toward meeting recruiting targets. The grantees planned to enroll
a total of 12,000 noncustodial parents by the fourth year of the demonstration, or 1,500
noncustodial parents per grantee. Of those, half would receive CSPED services and half would
be randomly assigned to a control group. OCSE recommended that grantees enroll about a third
of their target number in each of years two, three, and four of the demonstration. In the first year
of enrollment, the goal was 3,750 enrollments to account for variation in enroliment start dates.
By the end of the first year, grantees had enrolled 3,266 noncustodial parents, or 87 percent of
the target, ranging from 45 to 120 percent of the target across grantees.
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e Proactive outreach by child support workers yielded the most referrals.

The majority of CSPED referrals came from child support workers, including CSPED and
regular child support staff. Project leads asked child support workers to be alert to noncustodial
parents on their caseloads that met the CSPED eligibility criteria. Child support staff who
referred cases to CSPED included caseworkers, front desk staff, and child support call center
workers. Caseworkers often identified eligible noncustodial parents when they called to report a
job loss or ask a question about their child support case. Front desk staff identified eligible
noncustodial parents when they came in to make a child support payment in person, and could
walk them over to the CSPED recruiter. Some grantees also directed child support call centers to
tell eligible noncustodial parents about CSPED. At two grantees, CSPED workers recruited
noncustodial parents in the child support office lobby while they were waiting to meet with their
caseworkers. Often, they persuaded noncustodial parents to apply for enroliment in CSPED on
the spot. Voicing the sentiments of many staff interviewed during site visits, one CSPED
recruiter said, “I’m finding the best approach is person to person.”

Child support offices also generated lists of noncustodial parents who were behind in child
support payments. At some implementation sites, CSPED staff made cold calls to noncustodial
parents on these lists to offer the opportunity to enroll in CSPED. Other implementation sites
generated worker-specific lists and asked child support workers to make calls to noncustodial
parents on their caseloads. According to staff, this strategy produced results but required
significant effort to track down noncustodial parents that were avoiding the child support
program. Moreover, some child support workers struggled to find the time to make these calls in
addition to their other work. One child support supervisor said, “. . . all the child support workers
in the office are overwhelmed. It can be hard to work a report. Some days they might not even be
able to touch it.” The strategy worked best when child support had accurate contact information
for these individuals and workers could dedicate time to making the calls.

In contrast, more passive strategies, such as mailings and community outreach, yielded few
referrals. Staff reported that noncustodial parents rarely responded to mailings, even when the
envelope was not marked as a mailing from child support. Posting CSPED flyers and posters in
local businesses and other community locations also generated few enrollments. Partner agencies
and other community service providers such as family services or probation offices made some
referrals, but the noncustodial parents were not always eligible. Staff made presentations at
churches and other community locations in an attempt to recruit participants. In most locations,
these efforts also yielded few results. One exception was a grantee that hired a full-time recruiter
who spent substantial time on community outreach; his outreach efforts yielded additional
CSPED applicants. Some implementation sites also reported that word-of-mouth referrals were
growing, with some CSPED participants referring friends and acquaintances to the program. One
CSPED worker said, “It is inspiring to me when people who have been in the program refer other
people, because that tells me they believe in it.”

e Some child support workers were not comfortable in their role of CSPED recruiter.

Four of the grantees also set performance goals for child support staff that required them to
generate a specific number of CSPED referrals, ranging from 4 to 20 per month across grantees.
This strategy had mixed results. Some workers simply did not make referrals, and others referred
cases that were not eligible or interested in CSPED. According to staff, workers were sometimes
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not familiar with the eligibility criteria or did not discuss CSPED with noncustodial parents
before referring them. To encourage more referrals, one grantee offered small rewards such as a
pizza party for the local office that generated the most actual enrollments. At another site, the
child support office offered a “dress down day” for workers that referred noncustodial parents
who enrolled in CSPED. In addition, some created “cheat sheets” for child support staff to guide
them in assessing eligibility and describing CSPED services.

During site visit interviews, staff reported that some child support workers were not
comfortable speaking to noncustodial parents about their needs and attempting to persuade them
to consider enrolling in CSPED. These tasks were substantially different from their usual tasks of
monitoring payments, sending out letters, and applying sanctions. CSPED recruitment required a
different set of interpersonal and other skills than their typical work. As one site manager said,
“The child support workers are used to talking on the phone like bill collectors.” During site
visits, CSPED staff reported that attitudes of some child support staff also created recruitment
challenges. The perception was that some workers did not buy in to the new approach of offering
help rather than enforcing orders through sanctions.

e Promising recruitment practices included tailored recruitment messages, “warm”
handoffs, and same-day enrollment.

To increase the chances of making a successful recruiting contact, some grantees began
asking child support workers to identify eligible noncustodial parents and then pass them off to
CSPED staff to discuss enrollment. This approach ensured that a consistent message was
delivered by staff who were knowledgeable about

CSPED_ and comfortabk_a with the recruiting task. _ FEEED s e ha reer e
According to staff, making contact with a noncustodial pitch to individual needs
parent was often the biggest recruitment hurdle; once First | review their case thoroughly to

they had the noncustodial parent’s attention, convincing ?heésmgg uwshi:r: dc?r?eﬁecg)utﬁ:lemer; t‘;}"g‘/’

him or her to enroll in CSPED was not usually difficult. = have a sanction in place, I start by telling
Recruiting a noncustodial parent during a one-on-one them they have a 50 percent chance of
conversation worked best if the recruiter knew getting their license s el

; ] : . just explain the program, but | was losing
something about the noncustodial parent’s situation and = some of them part way through the sale. |
could identify specific ways CSPED could help the had to change the way | did it to identify
individual, such as with driver’s license reinstatement ~ What they needed before calling them.
or state-owed arrears compromise. Staff also said that — CSPED case manager
they highlighted other program incentives such as gift
cards and transportation to emphasize the tangible benefits of enroliment. Two grantees offered
driver’s license reinstatement to all noncustodial parents who attended an enrollment
appointment, regardless of whether they decided to enroll.

Staff also reported that due to the difficulty of making contact with noncustodial parents,
they tried to achieve a “warm” handoff from child support to CSPED as much as possible. In
other words, child support workers transferred noncustodial parents they reached by telephone
directly to the CSPED worker, rather than asking them to call back. If a noncustodial parent was
in the office for an appointment or to make a payment, child support walked the noncustodial
parent over to the CSPED worker for an immediate face-to-face conversation. Grantees also
found it helpful to have CSPED staff available to conduct random assignment and enrollment
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immediately whenever possible. Across grantees, staff reported that about half of the
noncustodial parents that made enrollment appointments did not show up. Therefore, staff tried
to enroll noncustodial parents as soon as possible and assumed they needed to schedule two
appointments for every enrollment slot they needed to fill.

e Court referrals did not generate as many enrollments as expected.

Two of the eight grantees initially planned to rely on referrals to CSPED of noncustodial
parents whose cases were in contempt proceedings before a judge or magistrate. Of these
grantees, one approached noncustodial parents at the court to offer them voluntary enrollment in
CSPED. Under the second grantee’s approach, noncustodial parents in contempt proceedings
were ordered by the court to attend a work search orientation; staff offered voluntary CSPED
enrollment to eligible noncustodial parents at the orientation session. However, neither of these
strategies generated as many enrollments as originally anticipated. Consequently, both of these
grantees began to also seek referrals of eligible noncustodial parents from their child support
workers in a process similar to that employed by five other grantees.

Under the eighth grantee, all CSPED participants were ordered to participate by a judge
overseeing their contempt proceedings. This order occurred regardless of whether or not an
individual had agreed to participate in the CSPED evaluation; participation in the evaluation was
voluntary. However, court dockets did not always include enough eligible noncustodial parents
to fill CSPED enrollment slots. In addition, judges sometimes reset cases for a future date rather
than ordering CSPED enrollment. Thus, this strategy did not produce as many enrollments as
anticipated during the first year of program implementation.

B. Sustaining participant engagement

Once a noncustodial parent enrolled in CSPED, the next hurdle was engaging him or her in
services and sustaining that engagement over time. Staff at many implementation sites reported
that significant attrition occurred immediately after enrollment, with some enrollees never
participating after the intake appointment. During site visits, staff said that if they could convince
a participant to begin services, they could usually keep the participant engaged. Typical barriers
to participation included lack of transportation, lack of motivation to participate, child care
responsibilities, and periods of incarceration.

e Grantees aimed to engage participants in services quickly.

To engage participants, many grantees aimed to minimize the time between random
assignment and the first service appointment or orientation. Staff at half of the grantees reported
that they aimed to have participants meet with a case manager either the same day or within one
or two days of enrollment. Some felt it was important for new enrollees to begin meeting with
job developers to keep them engaged until they could begin group activities. For example, in one
site where child support and employment services were co-located, the CSPED case manager
walked new enrollees immediately over to the job developer’s office to begin creating an
employment plan. The job developer reported meeting with most participants individually up to
three times in the first month to get to know them better, saying, “We are front end heavy.”
Another grantee held a weekly orientation meeting for all new enrollees. At this meeting, child
support and partner staff described the services and incentives they offered; each participant
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made an appointment with a job developer and received a parenting group assignment for the
following week.

Several grantees provided intensive group classes in job readiness and parenting to
participants up front, before most participants gained employment. At most of these grantees,
participants did not wait more than a few weeks before the classes started, but sometimes
participants lost interest or motivation while waiting for services to begin. To mitigate this
problem, some implementation sites lined up individual appointments with job developers to
keep participants engaged while they waited. Other implementation sites offered open entry,
open exit parenting classes so that new enrollees could begin participating right away.

e Trusting relationships and intensive follow-up facilitated engagement.

Across grantees, CSPED staff reported that keeping appointments was challenging for many
participants. Some faced barriers such as lack of transportation or other family responsibilities.
Some were not accustomed to keeping a regular schedule. They overslept, forgot about their
appointments, or lost motivation to attend services.

During site visits, CSPED case managers and job developers stressed the importance of
establishing trusting and supportive relationships with participants early. One job developer said,
“Our strength is individual attention and the connections we develop with the noncustodial
parents. It is golden.” Many had a history of negative experiences with child support, low self-
esteem, and other barriers that made them wary about participation. Staff described various
strategies they used to gain participants’ trust. For example, at one site, child support staff took
turns preparing lunch for participants that attended an intensive job readiness and parenting class.
Other staff discussed the importance of listening to participants, showing compassion, and
providing one-on-one assistance to answer child support questions, fill out job applications, and
resolve other issues.

Many CSPED staff also stressed the importance of
immediate follow-up when participants did not attend CSPED stressed the importance of
services. Most employment and parenting workers said icliciauponnagaticndance
they called participants as soon as possible after the We dajalleiiaiiples el

. . . answer the phone we mail them a letter. |
missed class or appointment to find out what happene_d will try to reach them maybe four times. |
and reschedule. At a few sites, staff expressed confusion  try to call relatives. We ask whoever has
about who should conduct or was conducting this the best relation =i ISINCIENENE

. - . make the call. If that doesn’t work, | start
follow-up. For example, a few parenting facilitators did  |ooking to see if they are in jail or what
not conduct follow-up and were not sure they should happened to them. It happens frequently.
take on this role. One facilitator did not receive a list of — CSPED job developer
participants who had been referred to parenting classes

and therefore did not have the information he needed to follow up if a participant did not attend.

Two grantees assigned dedicated staff the task of assuring that participants attended
services. One grantee assigned a recruiter to follow up when participants did not attend
appointments or group sessions. This recruiter even attempted to contact participants in person at
their homes if they did not respond to phone calls. Another grantee assigned an outreach
coordinator to each participant to remove barriers to participation and to follow up on
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nonattendance. This coordinator drove some participants to appointments if needed to eliminate
transportation barriers.

e Most grantees were reluctant to discharge participants from CSPED but recognized
the challenge of carrying large caseloads as enroliment continued.

At such an early point in program operations, most grantees were more focused on recruiting
participants than terminating them from CSPED. Many staff expressed a desire to keep all
enrollees on their caseloads and be available to them throughout the demonstration period. One
job developer said, “For me, [participants] are complete when they die. Honestly, I don’t think
that for me they are ever complete.” At the same time, staff acknowledged that as their caseloads
grew, it would become more challenging to provide individualized support to all participants.
Some staff felt that four to six months of active participation was a reasonable amount of time
for a typical noncustodial parent to obtain employment, but others reported wide variation among
their participants.

A handful of implementation sites set standards for the number of follow up contacts staff
should make to reengage participants that stopped participating. For example, one site required
staff to leave three messages, and another required staff to make three contacts at different times
and through different approaches. Consequences for not participating varied across grantees.
Three grantees established periods of nonparticipation after which they could discharge a
participant from CSPED, ranging from 30 to 90 days. Some grantees began taking enforcement
actions, such as suspending driver’s licenses again after this period of time, but said that
participants could still return for services.

e Grantees used incentives and work supports to encourage participation and
employment.

In addition to developing trusting relationships and following up with participants, CSPED
staff provided supports to remove barriers to participation and employment, and they offered
incentives to keep participants motivated to stay engaged. The most common support was
transportation assistance, provided to 36 percent of participants (Table IV.1). Seven grantees
provided gas cards and bus tokens or passes to attend program activities, job interviews, and
sometimes, for the initial days or weeks of employment. One grantee operated a van service to
provide transportation to CSPED activities and jobs. Five grantees reported providing supports to
meet basic needs, such as food vouchers, hygiene supplies, and clothing. To support
employment, some grantees reported providing interview outfits, work clothing and uniforms,
tools, flash drives for storing résumés and cover letters, and voice mail accounts.

Grantees also provided incentives to keep participants motivated. Nonmonetary incentives
reported during sites visits included graduation certificates when participants completed
parenting and job readiness workshops and graduation ceremonies that included cakes and other
recognition. Five grantees provided gift cards or cash payments for achieving specific milestones
such as obtaining employment, sustaining consistent employment, or making consistent child
support payments for a period of time. Two grantees reported providing access to family outings
or events to encourage parent-child interaction. For example, one grantee gave participants
family memberships to the YMCA and tickets to events such as the Harlem Globetrotters.
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Enhanced child support services—especially license reinstatement and state-owed arrears
compromise—also incentivized participants to enroll, participate, and retain employment.

Table 1V.1. Incentives and work supports provided to CSPED participants

Percentage of all Grantee with lowest Grantee with highest
Incentive or work support participants percentage percentage
Transportation 36 13 71
Gift card/cash 19 0 41
Basic needs 16 0 50
Family outing/event 0.6 0 4
Other 20 1 63
Sample size 927 90-176 90-276

Source: GMIS data on participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and June 8, 2014, during their first four
months of enroliment.

Note: Sample sizes vary due to variation in enrollment levels across grantees.

C. Participant characteristics

Ninety percent of CSPED participants enrolled during the first year were men (Table 1V.2).
Their average age was 35, ranging from age 18 to 61. More than half had never married. They
had three children with two partners, on average, suggesting that most had multiple child support
cases. More than half reported some work for pay in the past 30 days, including regular paid
employment; odd jobs; temporary jobs; informal, or “under the table” work; and/or self-
employment. Average monthly earnings were low: $683 for noncustodial parents that reported
working.

e CSPED participants faced multiple barriers to obtaining employment and paying child
support.

During site visits, CSPED staff described a range of barriers to employment faced by
participants. Most staff said criminal convictions limited the types of jobs participants could
realistically expect to obtain and made employers reluctant to hire them. On baseline surveys,
nearly 70 percent of participants reported having a criminal conviction (Table 1V.2). In addition,
job developers reported that many participants had weak work histories. They had gaps in their
work record due to incarceration or working “under the table,” and they lacked a clear career
path. Staff also identified untreated mental health and substance abuse problems as barriers to
obtaining and maintaining employment. Job developers noted that many employers required drug
testing, which some participants could not pass. Access to transportation was another frequently
cited barrier. Even if child support lifted its revocation of a driver’s license, many participants
still could not obtain a license because of other sanctions and unpaid fines. In addition, some had
never learned to drive.
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Table 1V.2. Participant characteristics (percentages unless otherwise noted)

Participant characteristics Average for all participants
Age in years 35
Number of children 3

Number of partners with whom noncustodial parent has a child

Gender
Male 90
Female 10
Race
White, non-Hispanic 34
African American, non-Hispanic 37
Hispanic 24
Other, includes multiracial 5
Marital status
Never married 52
Divorced 27
Separated 7
Widowed <1
Married 13
Highest level of education completed
Did not complete high school or GED 26
High school or GED 42
Some college, associate’s degree, or vocational school diploma 29
Bachelor’s degree or higher 3
Worked for pay in the past 30 days 54
Average monthly earnings of those who worked for pay $683
Ever convicted of a crime 68
Sample size 1,490

Source: Baseline surveys for all CSPED participants enrolled between October 1, 2013, and September 7, 2014.

CSPED staff also said that participants often had a

combination of poor social, communication, and DIzl el e wi i
.. . . noncustodial parents’ ability to get life
organizational skills—coupled with low self—esfteem—_ back on track
that created challenge§ to emplqyment. According to job exprain to the guys that it's like a Rubik’s
developers, some participants did not know how to Cube. Each color represents something.
behave during a job interview, how to speak to an Green migh e B R
. wellness. Yellow is your relationship with
employer, and how to get along_ with C(_)-W_orkers and the mother of your child. Red is something
resolve workplace problems. Disorganization and chaos  else. If all of those are aligned, it's okay.
in their lives made it difficult for participants to attend But right now yeuriiEiEiS SIS
. . . pieces are everywhere. It may be a matter
consistently, arrive on time, and resolve personal of turning it right back, but a lot of these
problems that interfered with employment. Low self- guys don’t know how to turn it back.
esteem compounded these challenges. As one __ CSPED fatherhood coordinator

fatherhood facilitator said, “Many of them have kind of

accepted the labels; that this is who they are. They have foreclosed on themselves and their
future.” A job readiness instructor said that many participants “feel like they can’t do certain
things . . . because they have been beaten up by the world.”

34



CHAPTER IV INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

CSPED staff also described another set of issues
beyond obtaining employment that created barriers to Animosity toward “the system” was a
paying child support. CSPED participants typically barrier to paying child support
earned low wages when they were employed. Staff cited :n?r?]rg;?orlotz;\;igrcL ﬁﬁes LS thoeritr ?rr;]geer ;rr;d
low income as another barrier to making child support oS DoRE SR SPRRrt TheY
payments. One staff member said, “They are making communication, lack of support. It’s all
decisions like, ‘do I pay rent, pay for food, or pay child ;?5;?32239%72“% (t)rl]‘l?lt?ljrgtalr\]lg'l“yoiydchi/d
support?”” Almost uniformly, staff described animosity ¢ 07" e system” period, Maybe
toward custodial parents and the child support program  they are involved with [child welfare] with
as major barriers. In particular, due to acrimonious their children being removed, with the
relationships with custodial parents, participants often ~ Cfiminllustice system.

did not have access to their children and thus did not — FatherhaBEyEEEE
want to pay their child support. Distrust of the child

support system, and “the system” more broadly, was also a barrier.

Despite these barriers, a number of staff noted participants’ strengths, specifically a desire to
be involved with and support their children and a willingness to work. One job developer said,
“Honestly, at first I thought these were just a bunch of deadbeats who don’t want to pay child
support. But my attitude has changed. Most of our participants really do want to support their
children.” Another said that in his experience CSPED participants “are really interested in
working, not just getting freebies.”

Recruiting sufficient numbers of participants was a significant challenge for grantees and
required substantial effort, proactive outreach, and tailored recruitment messages. Sustaining
participant engagement was also challenging. Staff reported that rapid initiation of service
delivery, relationship building, intensive follow-up, and incentives and supports helped keep
participants involved.
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V. SERVICE DELIVERY

Key findings: Services

e Nearly all CSPED participants received at least one individual service contact during their first four
months of enrollment; 53 percent attended at least one group session.

e On average, participants received 14 hours of CSPED services during their first four months of
enroliment; half of that time was spent on employment services.

e CSPED staff provided all case management services during individual contacts. Services included
intake assessments, individualized plans, connecting participants to services, and monitoring
participants’ progress.

e Enhanced child support services included order reviews, modifications, suspending enforcement
activities, reinstating driver’s licenses, and compromising state-owed arrears. Each state’s child
support policies influenced the extent to which these services were provided.

o Participants received seven hours of employment services on average, including three hours of
individual contacts and four hours of group sessions. Employment services providers varied in
their focus on job search assistance, job development, job readiness training, and job training.

e On average, participants attended four hours of parenting group sessions, which focused on
parenting responsibilities and skills, co-parenting, and the importance of parental involvement.

e Participants who received at least one group service received higher dosages of services, on
average. Of the participants who attended at least one group session on employment or
parenting, most received eight or more hours of group sessions.

o  Staff identified several gaps in services: help with parenting time, substance use and mental
health treatment, subsidized employment, and help reinstating or obtaining driver’s licenses.

Carefully documenting service delivery is essential for gauging adherence to the intended
program design and developing strategies for making adjustments (Meyers, Joseph et al. 2012).
Especially for a new demonstration in its first year of operation, careful assessment of
implementation can aid staff in refining the intervention’s design, tailoring services to the needs
of participants, and developing strategies for addressing implementation challenges.
Documenting lessons learned from this process can aid replication in other locations if CSPED
proves effective.

In this chapter, we report on the services offered by CSPED grantees and taken up by
participants, including mode of delivery, content, and dosage. We focus primarily on the four
core CSPED services: case management, enhanced child support services, employment services,
and parenting services. We also report on other services provided and staff perceptions about
service gaps.

The primary data source for this chapter is GMIS data on services provided during the first
four months of enrollment for participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and June 8, 2014.
We chose this reference period because most grantees planned to provide the majority of group
sessions and individual contacts in the early months after enrollment. Moreover, a longer
reference period would require restricting the sample to participants enrolled during the first six
months of program operations. Grantees learned early lessons about engaging participants and
tried different strategies to increase engagement throughout the first year. Therefore, although
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this chapter provides a snapshot of early service receipt, levels of participation may change over
time. The final implementation report will provide a more comprehensive assessment of service
participation over a longer reference period. The chapter also reports on service provision based
on site visit interviews with staff.

A. Overall service receipt

Grantees provided services through individual contacts and group-based activities. Staff
offered case management services exclusively through individual contacts, whereas other
services were offered through a combination of individual and group activities. Modes of
individual contact included face-to-face meetings, telephone conversations, email messages,
voice mails, and other communications (including occasional home visits and interaction at
community events).

Grantees offered group activities through multisession workshop series and stand-alone
workshops. For example, a grantee might offer an eight-session parenting workshop using the
Nurturing Fathers curriculum, a weekly job club group, and a one-time financial literacy
workshop. In the rest of this chapter, we refer to each individual group activity as a “session,”
which could focus on a single topic or cover multiple topics.®

e Nearly all participants received at least one CSPED service; hours of service receipt
totaled 14 on average during participants’ first four months of enrollment.

Ninety-nine percent of participants received at least one individual contact or group session
during their first four months of enrollment (Table V.1). Although nearly all participants
received at least one individual contact, only 53 percent participated in at least one group
session. About 90 percent of participants received case management, enhanced child support,
and employment services; 60 percent received parenting services.

Table V.1. Levels of service receipt, by core service

Received at least one Attended at least one
Core service Received any service (%) individual contact (%) group session (%)
Case management 96 96 0
Enhanced child support 89 88 13
Employment 93 92 32
Parenting 60 34 46
Any core service 99 99 53
Sample size 927 927 927

Source: GMIS data on services received during the first four months of enrollment for participants enrolled between
October 3, 2013, and June 8, 2014.

°To identify topics covered during each session, we used the topic areas that staff recorded in GMIS for attended
sessions. When staff did not record information about the topics covered for individual sessions, we used topics
assigned to the workshop series. To calculate time spent on each topic, we divided the length of each session (or
workshop series if topics were not listed for each session) by the total number of topics covered.
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On average across all service types, participants received 5 hours of individual contacts and
9 hours of group session time, for a total of 14 hours of services (Figure V.1). No case
management services were provided through group sessions.

Grantees that engaged participants in group sessions were able to provide a higher dose of
services compared to those that relied primarily on individual service contacts. At the grantee
with the lowest average dosage, participants received 7 hours of services on average, almost all
through individual sessions. In contrast, participants received 28 hours of CSPED services at the
grantee with the highest average dosage, mostly in group sessions. At that grantee, about 70
percent of participants attended at least one group session during their first four months of
enrollment.

Figure V.1. Average hours of CSPED services during first four months of
enrollment, by mode
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Source: GMIS data on first four months of enrollment for 927 participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and
June 8, 2014.
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e Among the 53 percent of participants that attended at least one group session, service
receipt averaged 23 hours across all service types during participants’ first four
months of enroliment.

The average hours of service receipt for the approximately half of all participants who
attended at least one group session was higher than the overall average. During their first four
months of enrollment, participants that attended at least one group session received about 17
hours of group session time on average. This included 30 minutes of enhanced child support, 8
hours of employment, 7 hours of parenting, and 1 hour of other services. These participants also
received, on average, a total of about 6 hours of individual contact, including 1 hour of case
management, 30 minutes of enhanced child support, 4 hours of employment, 0.3 hours of
parenting, and 30 minutes of other services.

As the implementation study proceeds, we will continue to examine these very early
participation patterns, including characteristics of participants that receive higher level of
services and implementation factors that may be associated with high program participation.

B. Case management

Grantees were expected to assign a case manager to each participant to assess needs,
develop personalized service plans, and provide individualized assistance. Case managers could
be grantee or partner agency staff.

e Case management services were provided during individual contacts; most occurred
early in the enrollment period.

On average, CSPED participants received an hour of case management time during their
first four months of enrollment, accounting for 7 percent of the total dosage of CSPED services
(Figure V.2). All case management services were provided during individual contacts
(Figure V.3). Each participant received four of these contacts on average, and two were in person
in a CSPED office. The average number of case management contacts ranged from one to eight
across grantees. The total number of case management individual contact minutes per participant
resulting from these contacts varied widely; half received less than 30 minutes (Figure V.4).

During site visit interviews, CSPED case managers employed by child support reported
conducting intake assessments and connecting new participants with partner agency staff, either
by making referrals or scheduling appointments. Many also conducted domestic violence
screening and provided enhanced child support services (described in more detail in section
V.C). Most of these services were provided during the initial weeks of CSPED enrollment. Case
managers at three grantees also reported attending court to report on participants’ progress in
CSPED. Six grantees assigned a primary case manager to work exclusively with CSPED
participants. Case managers at two grantees also worked with non-CSPED participants.
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Figure V.2. Percentage of time on CSPED services during the first four
months of enroliment, by content area

30

Employment

Source: GMIS data on first four months of enrollment for 927 participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and
June 8, 2014.
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Figure V.3. Average hours of CSPED services during first four months of
enrolilment, by content and mode
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Source: GMIS data on first four months of enrollment for 927 participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and
June 8, 2014.
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Figure V.4. Distribution of individual contact minutes during first four months
after enroliment, by service type
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Source: GMIS data on first four months of enrollment for 927 participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and
June 8, 2014.

Employment and parenting staff at several CSPED sites also provided case management
services to participants, including developing individualized plans, making referrals for other
community services, promoting engagement in services, and monitoring progress. Some case
managers reported proactively checking in with participants by phone and contacting those not
actively engaged in services. At a few sites, it was unclear who had ultimate responsibility for
case management and follow-up to address lack of attendance after initial case management
activities were completed.

CSPED grantees also provided referrals to other community service providers for services
not provided directly by the demonstration. Thirty-seven percent of participants received a
referral during their first four months of enroliment, ranging from 0 to 88 percent across
grantees. The most common types of referrals were for education services, followed by
emergency services, legal help, and health care.

C. Enhanced child support services

Grantees were expected to provide enhanced child support services, which could include
expedited child support order reviews and modifications and use of discretionary arrears
collection tools such as compromising state-owed arrears to facilitate regular payment of current
support. Other enhanced services could include early intervention monitoring, debt reduction
planning for noncustodial parents with arrears, and reinstatement of suspended driver’s licenses.

On average, enhanced child support services accounted for 5 percent of total CSPED dosage
during participants’ first four months of enrollment (Figure V.2). Most services were provided
during individual contacts (Figure V.3), half of which took place in a CSPED office. For about
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60 percent of participants, the total number of individual contact minutes spent on enhanced
child support services totaled less than 30 minutes (Figure V.4). Child support topics were also
covered during group sessions. Some grantees devoted whole sessions to discussing the child
support system, whereas others gave a lighter touch to this topic during group sessions. About 13
percent of participants attended a group session in which child support was discussed (Table
V.1).

e Some grantees were limited in their ability to provide expedited order modifications;
others did not pursue this strategy.

During site visits, staff reported assessing participants’ eligibility for a review of their child
support order soon after enrollment. Two grantees, however, did not provide expedited reviews;
CSPED participants’ orders were reviewed on the same
schedule as other noncustodial parents in the child

CSPED staff faced resistance to

support system. Some grantees faced limitations on modifying orders

their ability to provide expedited order modifications If someone is unemployed and doesn’t
due to eligibility restrictions or resistance from the have a minimum order, the court won’t
parties involved. For example, at one site, staff S o o L A
reported that judges were reluctant to approve keep piling up at the higher amount.
modifications until participants obtained employment. That's the climate of our court system.

In another, child support staff working for a private — CSPED supervisor

contractor did not always expedite reviews and
modifications even though they were asked to do so.

e Most grantees suspended enforcement actions and offered state-owed arrears
compromise.

Seven grantees suspended some enforcement activities during participants’ enrollment in
CSPED, such as property liens, account holds, and contempt actions. Seven grantees also
released child support holds on participants’ driver’s licenses. Some grantees released driver’s
license holds for all participants at enrollment. Others did so after the participant engaged in
services. Some grantees waived back payment requirements to release license holds, and others
covered some costs associated with reinstatement. Staff at one grantee reported that the state
periodically suspended licenses of all noncustodial parents that were not making payments; as a
result, CSPED participants served by this grantee may have had their licenses suspended again.
Others reported that despite having their child support hold lifted, many participants were still
not able to obtain a driver’s license due to other fines and sanctions.

Six sites also provided compromise of state-owed arrears, such as arrears accrued for
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and Medicaid birth costs. Compromise was typically
tied to achieving CSPED milestones such as consistently participating in services, obtaining
employment, retaining employment for specified amounts of time, and making consistent child
support payments. Often, arrears were comprmised incrementally, and the percentage of arrears
compromised varied by grantee. One grantee approached custodial parents to ask if they would
consider compromising a portion of the arrears owed them as a way of helping the noncustodial
parent make consistent payments on current support.
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D. Employment services

Grantees were expected to provide employment-oriented services to help participants obtain
and maintain stable employment. These services included job readiness, job search assistance,
job placement, and employment retention services. Job placement services were to include
placements into unsubsidized jobs arranged by job developers who had relationships with local
employers. Employment retention services included services for both participants and employers
as well as rapid reemployment services in the case of job loss. Several optional employment
services could also be offered, such as short-term job skills training, pre-employment
assessments for job placement, on-the-job training, vocational education, work supports, and
career ladder strategies.

e Employment partners assisted participants through individual contacts, job readiness
classes, and training opportunities.

On average, participants received seven hours of employment services during their first four
months of enrollment, accounting for about half of the total dosage of CSPED services (Figure
V.2.). Participants received an average of six individual contacts, totaling three hours of
individual services, and two group sessions, totaling four hours of group services (Figure V.3).
Two of the eight grantees did not offer employment services in group sessions during the time
period reviewed. Overall, although only about a third of participants received group employment
services, the majority of those that did received eight or more hours of group employment
services (Figure V.5).

Figure V.5. Distribution of group session hours during first four months of
enrollment, by service type
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Source: GMIS data on first four months of enrollment for 927 participants enrolled between October 3, 2013, and
June 8, 2014.
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During site visit interviews, CSPED employment staff reported providing a range of
services. At all grantees, employment workers conducted an individualized intake and
assessment of the participant’s skills and work history, interests and employment goals, and
barriers. Some used structured assessment tools; others used a more informal, conversational
approach. Staff at seven grantees reported developing an individualized employment plan for
each participant, and most grantees provided individualized assistance with résumé preparation.
Some grantees provided CSPED-only job readiness classes to help prepare participants for a job
search, whereas others referred participants to open-enrollment job readiness classes offered by
their agency or at workforce centers.

Implementation sites provided varied access to job training programs in industries such as
construction, forklift operation, janitorial and facilities management, health care, trucking,
welding, and others. Some employment partners offered these training courses as part of their
package of CSPED services; others made referrals to training programs offered by other
agencies. For some trainings, such as construction, participants had to meet physical
requirements for the work, which limited the number of potential participants. For training
funded by the Workforce Investment Act, participants typically needed to score at an eighth-
grade level on the TABE test. This requirement was a barrier for some participants. Staff
reported that participants’ interest in training programs was mixed. Some wanted to look for
work right away or did not want to dedicate the time required for training.

e Employment partners used different approaches to help participants find jobs.

Employment partners varied in the degree to which
they provided job search assistance or developed jobs Job developers used their contacts to
specifically for participants. Some partners focused identify job leads
more on supporting participants in conducting their own ! have alot of contacts. If | see there is an
job h. Other employment partners had staff that s e L SR TG L E o el
Job search. . P _y p ’ that | know and say, ‘Hey, would you mind
focused on developing job leads and placing interviewing this individual?’ The

articipants in those jobs. One job developer said, I employers trust me. That doesn’t mean |
P P J y P ’ will send over the right candidate, but |

call employers that | know if | feel we have a person can say this is what is on their background
who will be a good fit. I call and ask if they are hiring and this is what they have done with me.
or if I can talk them into it.” Four grantees placed at They have a trusting relationship with me

and | would like to recommend them for

least a few participants in subsidized employment or an intary .

on-the-job training. Employment partners said they
planned to provide job retention services to employed
participants, but at the time of the site visits, they were
focused on helping participants obtain their first job.

— CSPED job developer

Grantees offered a range of other supports to help participants obtain employment. All
offered some work supports such as bus vouchers, gas cards, boots, goggles, tools, and uniforms.
One grantee provided a van service for participants that needed transportation to get to work. To
help participants with criminal records, some grantees developed partnerships with agencies that
specialized in employment for people with felony convictions or offered record expungement or
certificates of qualification for employment. Others offered GED tutoring, assistance with GED
testing fees, and other tuition assistance.
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E. Parenting services

One of the core CSPED services was providing a fatherhood or parenting curriculum in a
peer group format to all participants. CSPED grantees were expected to use curricula that
addressed personal development, responsible fatherhood, parenting skills, relationship skills, and
domestic violence, and to provide at least 16 hours of group sessions.

On average, participants received 4.3 hours of parenting services during their first four
months of enrollment, accounting for about a third of the total dosage of CSPED services (Figure
V.2). The vast majority of the dosage, 4 hours, was provided through group sessions (Figure
V.3). Overall, 46 percent of participants received group parenting services; the majority of those
that participated in a group session received eight or more hours of group parenting services
(Figure V.5).

e Implementation sites took different approaches to organizing parenting groups to
encourage participation.

Implementation sites tried a range of strategies to scheduling the parenting groups to
maximize participation. Some aimed to front-load the 16 hours of group sessions into the first
several weeks of enrollment, prior to when most participants obtained employment. Others
provided a weekly session over 7 to 13 weeks. Times of day and location also varied. Some sites
aimed to offer co-located parenting and job readiness groups in an integrated fashion, such as
having job readiness and parenting groups on different days or during different time blocks on
the same day. Others offered multiple group sessions at different times each week and allowed
participants to attend any session. Some offered a single weekly session.

Implementation sites varied in their approach to assigning participants to groups. Some used
a cohort model in which the same participants attended the workshop series together. Facilitators
felt this approach created a safe and trusting environment and helped participants develop
friendships. However, participants who enrolled soon after a cohort started often had to wait
several weeks or more to join a group, leading some to lose interest. Other sites ran groups that
were open entry, open exit. New participants could join existing groups soon after enrollment,
but membership changed each week.

e Group sessions addressed parenting responsibilities and skills, co-parenting, and
father-child involvement.

Grantees used a range of curricula for the

; ; ; ; Figure V.6
parenting groups (Figure V.6). Most focused primarily Grantees usedga range of parenting
on men in their roles as fathers, but two grantees used curricula
a gender-neutral curriculum, PEER, that focused on
parenting. Staff reported benefits of both approaches, 24/7 Dads
but integrating female participants into the group was Dads Make a Difference
easier when the curriculum was gender-neutral. One Growing Great Kids

Locally-developed curriculum

grantee offgr(_ed an alternat_lve parenting cur_rlculum for Nurturing Fathers
female participants, Growing Gre_:at Kld_s,_ either one- On My Shoulders
on-one or in a group. One parenting facilitator said, PEER

Quenching the Father’s Thirst
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“We didn’t think it would be fair to fathers or mothers to have them combined in a group. We
want to make sure everyone feels open, safe, and secure.”

During groups, parenting staff reported focusing on the following topics: parenting
responsibilities and skills, the importance of establishing and maintaining a co-parenting
relationship with the custodial parent, and the importance of parental involvement in children’s
lives. Some reported taking time during the sessions to discuss issues or problems that
participants brought to the group. In addition to providing group sessions, some parenting staff
reported meeting with participants one-on-one, helping them with visitation and other issues, and
making referrals to other community services.

F. Other services

In addition to core services, most CSPED grantees offered additional services covering
topics such as domestic violence, financial literacy, and health and wellness, as well as contacts
to promote engagement. These other services accounted for nine percent of the total CSPED
dosage during their first four months of enrollment (Figure V.2). Half of participants received an
individual service contact about domestic violence to discuss screening results or referrals for
services. Five percent attended a group session in which domestic violence was discussed.
Several grantees offered financial literacy services; seven percent received these services through
individual contacts, and seven percent attended a group session on the topic. Eighty percent of
participants received “other” individual contacts, which were primarily attendance reminders and
follow-up phone calls. Fourteen percent received group sessions on such topics as healthy
relationships and health-related behaviors such as substance abuse, mental health, or healthy
living.

G. Service gaps

During site visits, staff identified several gaps in services needed to help participants obtain
employment and meet their child support obligations. The most pressing needs were services to
help participants obtain parenting time with their children, substance abuse treatment and mental
health services, subsidized employment opportunities, and services to help participants obtain
driver’s license reinstatement.

e Many participants faced challenges accessing their children, yet most grantees could
offer little assistance.

According to staff, many participants had difficulty gaining access to their children because
of poor or nonexistent co-parenting relationships with
the custodial parent. In nearly all sites, staff reported

Child support disputes interfered with

that participants did not want to pay their child support parenting time

if they could not spend time with their children. Yet, in ¢ the moms don get paid, they hold the
most states where CSPED grantees operated, child kids like ransom. Then dad gets mad
support did not have a role in setting parenting time because if IminoHGRUIEEESSIE

. . . X don’t want to pay”. . . it'’s a big vicious
orders or in helping noncustodial parents with cycle.

parenting time problems. — CSPED projeciii
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At a few sites, CSPED offered mediation services, but take-up among participants was low.
Even if there was not a cost for the services, mediation required the voluntary participation of the
custodial parent, and many participants did not think the custodial parent would attend. In some
sites, fees for filing petitions with the court for a parenting time order were a barrier for
participants. Some sites provided referrals to legal services for help with visitation. In a few sites,
parenting facilitators tried to help participants informally with visitation issues.

e Substance use and mental health interfered with employment for some participants.

Staff reported that substance abuse and mental health services available in the community
were not readily accessible to CSPED participants due to lack of transportation, waiting lists,
eligibility restrictions, lack of funding to purchase the services, or bureaucratic barriers. In some
sites, staff felt that services were available, but participants did not access them.

e Employment staff wanted more subsidized employment options for participants with
substantial barriers to employment.

Some participants faced substantial barriers to employment, such as serious felony
convictions and weak or nonexistent work histories. Staff felt that these participants could
benefit from subsidized employment to help them establish a work history and track record with
an employer, which could eventually lead to an unsubsidized job. Although four grantees offered
subsidized employment, the others did not have access to this resource. One job developer said,
“If we could offer work experience or a subsidized program, it would be a lot easier to get these
people hired. Companies find that appealing. Generally, if a company has a subsidized worker
and they are doing well, they will usually try to hire that individual.”

e Even after removal of a child support restriction, reinstating or obtaining a driver’s
license remained a challenge for some participants.

Many participants had other fines and sanctions on their driver’s licenses in addition to
restrictions due to failure to pay child support. Others had not had a license in several years and
thus needed to start the application process anew. As a result, they could not obtain a driver’s
license even after child support restrictions were lifted. Especially in communities with weak
public transportation systems, this created a substantial barrier to employment.

During the early months of program operations, nearly all participants received at least one
CSPED service; slightly more than half attended at least one group session. During their first
four months of enrollment, participants received 14 hours of services on average, ranging from 7
to 28 hours across grantees. Participants received about 7 hours of employment services and 4
hours of parenting services on average. Staff identified four main gaps in services: help with
visitation and parenting time, substance abuse and mental health services, subsidized
employment options, and help obtaining driver’s licenses.
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V1. PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCES AND PERCEPTIONS OF CHILD SUPPORT

Key findings: Participant experiences
. Most participants learned about the opportunity to enroll in CSPED from mailings, phone calls with child
support workers, and the courts.

. Participants were motivated to enroll in CSPED so they could get help to find work, manage child support
payments, obtain services and incentives, avoid jail, or because they were ordered to by the court.

. Participants described case managers as supportive, patient, encouraging, and knowledgeable.
. Many participants reported benefiting from enhanced child support services, but access was inconsistent.

. Participants appreciated receiving individualized help to prepare for and search for jobs, but some were
dissatisfied with the quality of job leads and access to work supports.

. Participants found parenting classes valuable and enjoyed sharing experiences with other noncustodial
parents; some wanted to involve their children or the custodial parent in group activities.

o To improve CSPED, participants suggested expanding access to services, developing higher-quality job
leads, and providing help with parenting time and visitation.

o Nearly all participants had negative experiences with child support prior to CSPED, but after enroliment,
some expressed a new willingness to work with the child support system.

An intervention can produce desired outcomes only if the target population enrolls and
engages in services. Understanding participants’ motivation for enrolling and the recruitment
strategies and messages that convinced them to enroll is important for improving outreach efforts
in existing demonstrations and future replications (Bayley et al. 2009). Similarly, learning about
participants’ program experiences, both positive and negative, can aid in refining strategies to
increase engagement and promote sustained participation in services. For child support agencies
in particular, information about noncustodial parents’ perceptions of child support can point to
strategies for improving engagement with the child support system.

This chapter provides information from CSPED participants about their motivations for
enrolling, experiences participating in CSPED services, and their overall perceptions of the child
support program. The information is based on six focus groups.*® In total, 34 CSPED participants
attended the groups. At the time of the site visits, some had only recently enrolled in CSPED,
whereas others had participated since its launch. Half were currently employed, though some
only part-time. One focus group participant was female. Due to the small sample size, findings in
this chapter should be interpreted with caution as they may not be generalizable to all CSPED
participants.

10 We did not conduct focus groups in lowa and Ohio because we had not yet received clearance to do so from the
University of Wisconsin’s Institutional Review Board by the time of the site visit.
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A. Learning about CSPED and motivation for enrolling

e Participants learned about CSPED from mailings, telephone calls with child support
workers, and the courts.

Participants reported learning about CSPED from outreach materials sent to their homes,
such as postcards, flyers, or letters providing information about the program. These materials
prompted some participants to contact the child support office to learn more. Others learned
about CSPED during telephone calls with child support staff. In some cases, a child support
worker called the participant directly to offer the program. Others learned about it when they
contacted their child support worker over the telephone or in person to discuss their case or a
recent job loss. Usually, the child support worker connected the participant with a CSPED intake
worker or case manager. In two cases, participants joined the program after being ordered by the
court to participate. After the court hearing, a CSPED staff member explained the program and
services offered. This initial contact with CSPED
occurred at the courthouse immediately after the

Some noncustodial parents feared

individual was ordered into the program. CSPED might be a sting
. .. ] When | was there, some other guys with
During focus groups, some participants said that me said they almost didn’t come because
they initially thought CSPED might be a “sting they thought it would be some kind of a
operation” designed to catch noncustodial parents that ~ SCtuP or asting. Alot of people think that

will happen. I'm sure they missed the boat

had not made child support payments. For example, on a lot of guys because they thought if
one participant recalled that CSPED materials he they showed up they might go to jail.
received in the mail appeared to threaten incarceration — CSPED participant

and made the program sound mandatory.

e Participants enrolled to find work, manage child support payments, obtain services
and incentives, avoid jail, or because they were ordered to do so by the court.

After learning about the program, many participants decided to enroll in CSPED to get help
finding work. This was especially true for participants that had significant barriers to
employment, such as a criminal record or limited education. Others were motivated by
incentives, such as driver’s license reinstatement and arrears compromise. One participant
thought he might receive assistance paying child support while he participated in the program.
For participants who were at risk of being jailed for nonpayment, CSPED offered an appealing
alternative. Two participants were ordered to enroll by the court and did so to avoid jail time.

B. Participant experiences and satisfaction with services

e Participants viewed CSPED as an opportunity for change.

Most participants expressed satisfaction with CSPED overall and appreciated the
opportunity to make positive changes in their lives. Some participants were especially grateful
for the opportunity to pursue a career. One participant said, “They give you an opportunity to
find a career . . . it’s like a second chance in life. We’re here to be good providers, not like
everybody labels us. This is a second chance, not to prove something to them, to commit to
yourself and your family.” Participants reported that participating in CSPED had increased their
self-confidence and self-esteem, largely because the staff listened to them, treated them with
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respect, and provided individualized services. As one participant said, “Some people treat you
like a loser, like you are a sorry dad, but not here [at CSPED].”

e Participants described case managers as supportive, patient, encouraging, and
knowledgeable.

Across sites, most participants were satisfied with the overall case management services
they received and viewed their case managers as
advocates who were “in their corner”. Many Participants viewed their case
participants felt that the case managers cared about managers as advocates
them as individuals and wanted them to succeed in the  I'am more at ease about child support
program. Participants noted the patience and kindness = NoW Pecause I know I have help.

of their case managers and their knowledge of the It's nice to have someone on your side.
Because you’re the dad you're

child support system. Qne partlupant reported that hls automatically the bad guy. So it's nice fo
case manager pushed him “in a nice way” to meet his have someone who understands you’re
goals. For many, this level of support contrasted with trying to pay your child support.

their prior experiences with child support workers. — CSPED participants

In two focus groups, participants reported difficulty reaching their CSPED case manager. In
one focus group, participants felt the case manager was not proactive enough in following up
with them, and in another, participants could not contact their case manager directly by
telephone. They had to call an 800 number, leave a message, and wait for a call back. Depending
on the case manager’s schedule, she might not call back for a week. Participants found this
frustrating if they had a specific question or concern and needed more immediate feedback.

Participants also expressed an interest in expanding access to CSPED staff overall by
offering services outside of normal business hours. This was particularly important for those who
had employment during daytime working hours and found it difficult to leave their jobs in order
to access the services provided.

e Participants valued the enhanced child support services, but some had limited access.

Focus group participants reported mixed experiences with four types of enhanced child
support services: expedited order review and modification, driver’s license reinstatement,
compromise of state-owed arrears, and assistance obtaining access to their children and visitation
orders. Some participants reported receiving help to
modify their child support order to correspond to their Some participants received help with
income. Other participants, however, were told that order modifications
they could not obtain an order modification until they [CSPED worker] has been helpful in
secured full-time employment. In another location, %itg'g%,?oﬁgﬂg'ggt'g rﬁ’:mggtti;”;aey's
participants reported completing initial paperwork for  |ess. They were charging me the same
a modification but had difficulty finding out about the  amount of money, but she helped me get

status of their request and the time line for receivinga ™Y order reduced to the lower salary.
response. — CSPED participant

In most focus groups, at least some participants reported receiving assistance to reinstate
their driver’s license. Participants reported that license suspension is a significant barrier to
employment, and thus viewed this service as especially valuable. In one focus group, some
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participants said they were told that license reinstatement was conditional on securing
employment and making child support payments.

Some participants had received compromise of state-owed arrears as a result of their
participation in CSPED, and others anticipated becoming eligible for arrears compromise after
meeting program milestones. Other participants did not

think they were eligible or felt that CSPED was not Participants wanted help obtaining

doing enough to help them reduce state-owed arrears. access to their children

Many said that after paying current child support and | think they should have counselors to

arrears they would not have enough money to live, help gou get vti;itat}(qg riqrr;vts forh thoksjehwho

especially given the limited low-wage job opportunities 2(’) %’eosneeemo C‘Z; g’uifj'e ygﬁ/ gng"c Oun"’,’s‘g

available to them. you through the process. . . . There should
be an emphasis on spending a certain

In most focus groups, participants expressed amount of time with your child.
frustration about lack of access to their children and felt — CSPED participant

that CSPED should do more to help participants obtain

visitation orders. In one focus group, a participant reported that his CSPED worker offered to
help him request a hearing on visitation and accompany him to court. However, this experience
was the exception—maost focus groups participants did not report receiving help with visitation.

e Participants appreciated help obtaining employment, but some sought better-quality
job leads and more access to work supports.

Participants valued the information and new job

. . . Individualized support motivated
readiness skills they obtained from CSPED. For participants during job search

example, some participants said that they did not know
how to develop a résumé and cover letter and here. If you have questions while you fill
appreciated the help they received from CSPED staff to  out an application online, they can help

create them. One participant reported working one-on- ~ You right here. The support system is big.
If you are on your own at the job center,

I think it is helpful you are allowed to come

one with an employment worker to develop a résumé, you are on an island. The support of
submitting it to a staffing agency, and then receiving a [employment worker] and the people in
job offer. Participants also appreciated receiving your group helps. Ifs motivatiomio

. . . . . continue. If you were on your own, you
instruction in how to fill out job applications and help would give Jp, and that V{omd be it_y

preparing for interviews. Others reported that they did
not know how to apply for a job online and received
individualized help from a CSPED employment
worker.

— CSPED participant

At several sites, participants found job readiness classes especially helpful. Participants at a
site that provided a weeklong job readiness class described the experience as helpful, not only for
obtaining work, but also for building self-esteem. Some highlighted the interview preparation
during job readiness classes, either through mock interviews or viewing of videos.

In addition to developing skills in looking for and applying for jobs, many participants
thought that CSPED staff helped them find jobs they would not have obtained independently,
especially participants with criminal records. In some cases, job developers had access to a
broader range of jobs than the participant was able to identify in his or her own job search. Some
employment workers sent out regular emails listing current job opportunities. Other participants
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reported obtaining employment through on-the-job
training opportunities because the CSPED worker
directly advocated on behalf of the participant or
because of the job developer’s credibility with the
employer.

In some focus groups, participants also said they
valued the support they received from other
noncustodial parents in their job readiness classes.
One participant described his efforts to help another
participant obtain employment at the restaurant where
he worked, and he expressed pride that he was able to
network to identify job leads for participants just like
the employment worker.

Mock interviewing helped participants
prepare for a job search

We did mock interviews. The practice was
huge, just to know what to expect and
what they are looking for, what would
submarine you, what not to do. If you
didn’t have any experience, the class was
hugely enlightening. We all took turns
doing a mock interview. One by one we
went on the hot seat. Then we would talk
about what you noticed, what you did well,
what you could improve on. Then a couple
days later we would try it again.

— CSPED participant

Other participants, however, expressed dissatisfaction with CSPED employment services,
and in particular with the quality of job leads received. Some lamented that job leads provided by
the program would not pay enough to cover living expenses after paying child support. Others
said they did not receive job leads frequently enough. Some participants felt that the job leads
were a not good match with their interests or found that the positions had already been filled by

the time they received the leads.

Experiences with receipt of work supports was mixed. Some participants reported that gas
cards, bus passes, and other transportation assistance enabled them get to job interviews and
jobs. Others reported lack of access to gas cards or difficulty obtaining bus passes for
employment-related activities because case managers were not always available to provide them.

e Participants valued sharing experiences during parenting classes.

Most, but not all, focus group participants had attended a parenting class. Many participants
reported that the classes offered a positive and encouraging atmosphere. In particular,

participants appreciated the opportunity to interact
with other noncustodial parents in similar situations.
One participant described the experience of talking
with other parents as “the best part of the class.”
Another said, “It’s enjoyable. It’s like therapy.
Everyone comes and hears each other’s stories and
when we leave it is like a relief, you get some weight
off your back.” Participants found that facilitators
played an important role in fostering a positive
atmosphere during classes. Many participants
described facilitators as caring, knowledgeable,
relatable, and encouraging.

Participants appreciated learning about
parenting skills

With me being locked up for four years, |
needed a refresher course. Spending that
amount of time away from my kid, you
kind of lose the mentality of how to take
care of them. | didn’t know how to
discipline him when he got in trouble, so it
helped me a lot.

— CSPED participant

Participants reported that they learned new information about the importance of fathers’
involvement in children’s live and parenting skills during the classes. Others appreciated that
parenting classes included sessions on the child support system, because these sessions improved
their understanding of the process and options available for access and visitation. Participants
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also described the skills they learned in the parenting classes as helpful and broadly applicable to
relationships with their children, the custodial parent, and other people in their lives. Some
participants found that topics such as anger management and communication were especially
helpful as they interacted with others.

Participants attributed positive changes in their lives to the parenting classes. One participant
explained that the classes helped convince the mother of his child to allow visitation. Another
participant stated that his child noticed a difference in his parenting since he had started
participating in the classes. Other participants explained
that participation in the classes could help them Pal;enti;!? f;'asses Vie'd?d ,tangtib'e
demonstrate their efforts to improve their lives to the el b ol
court, and that communications skills acquired through For the first three and a half years of my

. daughter’s life | didn’t see her. . . . | told
the classes helped them express themselves effectively her mom | was taking this class. Her mom
in court. One said, “We are using the [parenting class said, ‘It shows that you are trying to
graduation] certificate when we go back to court in front ~ improve your life.” Now | am part of my

) . daughter’s life.
of the judge to show that we are trying to go above and
beyond and taking this class voluntarily to learn more
about our children.”

— CSPED patrticipant

Several participants expressed a desire for program activities involving their families (Figure
VI1.1). For example, they suggested including events or classes in which participants’ children
could be actively involved, such as a family celebration during the final class. Another
participant added that it would be helpful to receive feedback and coaching from parenting staff
to improve their interactions with their children based on in-person observations. Other

Figure VI.1
Participants offered suggestions for improving CSPED

Focus group participants consistently said that they would recommend CSPED to others; many reported
that they had already done so. A key recommendation for improving CSPED was to expand it, including making it
available to more noncustodial parents (such as those with arrears-only cases or interstate cases), offering
services in more geographic areas, and hiring more staff. Specific suggestions included the following:

. Expand access to CSPED staff by offering some services outside of normal business hours for participants
with daytime jobs

. Provide clear and easily accessible information about the availability of incentives, work supports, and other
services to which participants can be referred

. Provide services to help participants with access and visitation difficulties

. Focus employment services on helping participants obtain higher-quality jobs with wages that can cover
child support payments and participants’ living expenses

. Add subsidized employment as an option for incentivizing employers to hire participants
. Expand availability of state-owed arrears compromise programs for meeting program milestones

) Expand service offerings to include online classes, assistance establishing a bank account, housing
assistance, and direct assistance for participants that do not have enough money for food and other
essentials

. Expand parenting classes to include options for parent-child activities, parenting instruction based on staff
observation of parent-child interventions, and activities that include the custodial parent

. Pay participants minimum wage for attending certain program activities

—e Reduce chitd support obligations during progran participation

56



CHAPTER VI INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

participants recommended adding activities that the custodial parent and participant could take
part in together to help convey the importance of having the noncustodial parent involved in the
life of the child. One participant also suggested that it would be helpful to receive more
information about managing personal finances during the parenting classes.

C. Perceptions of the child support program

During site visits, CSPED staff said that improving child support’s image in the community
was an important goal of the demonstration. Through CSPED, staff wanted to reach out to low-
income noncustodial parents and engage them in working toward increasing their child support
payments. However, noncustodial parents’ negative perceptions of child support were a major
barrier that made them reluctant to accept the offer of help. During focus groups, participants
described their interactions with and perceptions of child support prior to and since enrolling in
CSPED.

e Nearly all participants had negative perceptions of child support prior to CSPED.

Many participants reported difficulty contacting child support staff and building a
relationship with a single child support worker prior to CSPED. For example, in one state in
which CSPED operates, noncustodial parents had to call a central toll-free number and speak to a
different worker each time they called. One focus group participant said, “If you get a letter
[from child support], you have to call an 800 number and talk to someone different each time
who has no idea what your situation is. It is difficult to understand what is going on. If the
former person you talked to didn’t type in notes, you have to start over.” Many participants
expressed resentment that communications from child support often included a threat and
seemed intended to instill fear. Some said that as a result, they were unwilling to engage with the
child support system.

Overall, participants felt that child support workers did not respect them, judged them for
not paying child support, and lacked empathy for the hardships they experienced. Some
participants reported similar experiences with the courts. One participant said that he felt good
about being able to begin making partial payments, but in court the judge admonished him for
not paying the full amount. When he said that he was not earning enough to live on, the judge
replied, “I don’t care how you live.”

Several participants described ways in which child support interfered with their ability to
obtain or sustain employment. One participant, who was required to submit a log of his job
search activities, said that child support staff often
called potential employers to confirm that he had

Child support hearings interfered with

submitted a job application. He felt that this made employment

h'm seem I|l_<e a f_]lgh _”_Sk to empl_oyers and You have a court date, but you have to

interfered with his ability to obtain a job. Several work at your job. You can’t miss your

participants described the difficulty of obtaining court date otleiiEiC R EREEERIE
. . . late. Your employer is not going to say,

permission from their employer to miss work to “Oh, you need this for child support, okay

attend a court hearing related to child support. One go ahead.” If you just started a job it is
participant reported losing a temporary job duetoa  hardto getout. it comes back to a lack of
S . empathy on the part of child support.
mandatory court appearance. All participants in one il
focus group reported spending time in jail for not — CSPEDIRSIISEE
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paying child support, which they felt was unfair and counterproductive. As one participant
stated, “It doesn’t do child support any good to put a father in jail. How is he supposed to work
when he’s in jail? And then it’s still building up.”

e Following CSPED involvement, participants improved their outlook, and some
expressed a new willingness to work with child support.

Since taking part in CSPED, participants at most sites experienced positive changes in their
interactions with child support staff. Participants also perceived that the child support agency
was making an effort to change the way it treated
noncustodial parents. One participant said, “There’s a
stigma attached to noncustodial fathers. You are not
fulfilling your obligations because you don’t want

A change in tone by child support led
to greater cooperation

I think | am speaking for everyone in this

to. . .That’s how people label you. | was nowhere to room. Before this program child support

be found for three or four years because I didn’t want  was the bad guy. But you have put a

to be talked to like that. I owe $32,000 in back child human e e
. NP S [child support worker]. | can picture her

support, but for a long time I didn’t care. Now I'm face. It's not just someone at the other

here and I’m talking to you people. But that’s only end of the line trying to get my money.

because the olive branch was extended to me by this She has my children’s interest in mind.

. . She has my interests in mind. Okay, let’s
program. - They reported that Chﬂ_d support workers work together. If it wasn’t for this program
involved in CSPED were more friendly, approachable, 1 would still be hanging up on child
and compassionate. Moreover, child support workers SHERCHE
were willing to listen to the reason they were not able — CSPED participant
to pay child support, expressed empathy with them,
and tried to help. Some felt that child support staff working on CSPED wanted to work
collaboratively with them to find solutions that would benefit the participants and their children.
This positive change in tone led some participants to change their attitudes and willingness in

turn to engage with child support.

In summary, participants expressed overall satisfaction with CSPED and appreciated the
support they received from CSPED staff. Some were dissatisfied with the quality of job leads
they received and access to work supports. Participants recommended expanding access to
services and providing help with parenting time and visitation. Although participants had
negative experiences with child support prior to CSPED, many expressed a new willingness to
work with the child support system.
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VIl. EARLY LESSONS FROM THE FIRST YEAR OF CSPED SERVICE DELIVERY

Key findings: Early lessons

. Shifting child support culture toward helping low-income noncustodial parents obtain employment was
difficult but necessary to implement CSPED.

. Deploying child support workers who supported CSPED'’s goals helped address recruitment challenges.

. Keeping participants engaged required intensive efforts. Some grantees designed services to promote
engagement by initiating services quickly, making services easy to access, and providing quick turnaround
appointments and follow-up.

. Most participants faced multiple barriers to employment. As staff learned more about these challenges, they
tried new approaches and sought additional resources to address them.

. Establishing strong working relationships among partners required aligning organizational cultures and
investing in strong communication systems.

. Help with parenting time was a pressing unmet need for participants.

Grantees and their partners experienced a steep learning curve during the first year of
CSPED operations. The demonstration required child support agencies to shift to new strategies
for increasing payments from low-income noncustodial parents that required new ways of
working and new partnerships. Partners had to learn about the child support system and how to
work collaboratively with child support staff. All grantees grappled with difficulties in recruiting
and engaging participants and developing strategies for helping them overcome significant
barriers to employment. This chapter highlights the main challenges CSPED grantees faced in
their first year and describes early lessons learned about how to implement the services.

A. Key challenges and early strategies for overcoming them

e Reorienting child support staff and systems toward helping low-income noncustodial
parents obtain employment was daunting but necessary for accomplishing CSPED’s
goals.

Shifting child support programs from reliance on enforcement tools to providing services as
a strategy for increasing child support payments contradicted the prevailing organizational
culture of child support agencies and the courts. Although all grantees had leaders who were
committed to making the shift and eager to take on the challenge, buy-in from child support staff,
attorneys, and judges was mixed. In particular, some

long-time child support staff viewed CSPED as outside Changing perceptions of child

of their mandate to enforce child support orders and support’s role was a challenge

were uncomfortable with their new role as CSPED A challenge for CSPED is the culture

recruiters. Buy-in from judges was also mixed. Some change as far as how child support

- d ted CSPED b makin referrals or workers perceive prOV|d|ng extra

Ju ge_s Suppor . y 9 programming. . . . People have different

ordering noncustodial parents to enroll, but others perspectives about what child support

would not, for example, modify orders for CSPED programs should do. They like to label it
ticipants that did not yet have employment. In some ol & social worker or a bill collector. |

particip y_ ploy 21 think they need to find a label that is more

states, although county child support agencies located representative about providing services as

in CSPED implementation sites suspended enforcement | @ child support worker.

actions for CSPED participants, the state continued to — CSPED site manager
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send letters threatening sanctions. State laws also hampered one grantee’s ability to offer state-
owed arrears compromise. To address these challenges, grantees worked to educate child support
workers and other stakeholders about CSPED, explain its benefits to the child support program,
and share success stories of CSPED participants that obtained employment and began making
regular child support payments. One child support worker described his change of perspective as
follows: “We’d rather help them, and that’s a complete shift on how it used to be. | was trained a
completely different way 10 years ago, but once | saw that it was actually working, and we were
getting benefits on the other end of it . . . , the ultimate goal is to get them to pay, not throw them
in jail.”

e Convincing noncustodial parents to enroll in CSPED was more challenging than most
grantees anticipated.

In addition to internal perceptions of child support’s role, grantees also faced challenges
related to external perceptions, particularly among potential participants, of child support. During
every site visit, CSPED staff and focus group participants said that noncustodial parents did not
trust child support and did not view the agency as a source of help. In fact, many staff and
participants reported that noncustodial parents often suspected CSPED was a sting operation
designed to put noncustodial parents that were behind
in their child support payments in jail. One job
developer explained that CSPED was “going against
the grain, where instead of sanctions we are talking : :

. . . . We drove noncustodial parents into the
about sugar. We’re fighting against the impression of holes where they are hiding. . . . We didn’t
‘busting dead beat dads.” That is the biggest challenge.”  drive them away in a day, but we're trying
Many staff noted the difficulty of getting noncustodial ~ t© change itin a day.
parents on the telephone to offer services to them; most — CSPED project manager
were in the habit of evading calls from child support.

Some staff reported that the recruitment challenges were a surprise. Due to the rich package of
services CSPED offered, they expected noncustodial parents to be eager to enroll.

Staff felt that changing perceptions of
child support would take time

Most CSPED staff felt that despite the challenges, it was essential for child support to lead
CSPED recruitment efforts as a way to begin changing public perceptions of the agency. Most
noted that this would be a slow process but expressed optimism that as more noncustodial
parents experienced CSPED, word about the changes happening in child support would spread.
One grantee even set up a Facebook page for CSPED that noncustodial parents could “like,” as a
way of spreading its message.

e Keeping participants engaged in services required intensive staff effort.

Noncustodial parents faced a host of barriers to participation: transportation problems, child
care duties, disorganization, low motivation, and low self-esteem. Although nearly all
participants had received some services, participation did not reach desired levels in the first
year. For example, only 46 percent of participants attended a group parenting session during their
first four months of enrollment. Some grantees had not anticipated the level of difficulty they
faced in keeping participants engaged. Throughout the first year, grantees experimented with a
range of strategies to increase engagement: redesigning initial needs assessments, scheduling
individual appointments for participants waiting to begin group activities, assigning staff to
follow up on missed appointments and sessions, and investing significant amounts of time in
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reminder calls. During site visits, some CSPED staff raised concerns about having enough staff
to provide the level of intensive support required, especially as caseloads continued to grow.

e Most participants faced multiple barriers to employment, such as criminal records,
lack of work history, and low levels of education.

Staff found that many CSPED participants needed more-intensive employment services than
some grantees and partners had anticipated. Nearly 70 percent had a criminal record, many had
little or no work history, and some did not know how to fill out a job application online. These
barriers limited the types of jobs that participants could obtain; finding jobs that provided
sufficient wages to cover child support and living

expenses proved especially challenging. Some job CSPED participants had significant
developers lamented the lack of subsidized employment barriers to employment
opportunities for participants, which they felt was The biggest surprise was working with

necessary to help some noncustodial parents transition participants who had no work history

into unsubsidized employment. To address these whatsoever. TheyitiEVe AR
. on. They are building from scratch.

challenges, employment partners sought specialized

employment services for people with criminal records,

identified new training opportunities, and redoubled

efforts to build relationships with employers and develop job leads for participants.

— CSPED project manager

e Establishing partnerships required alignment of different organizational cultures.

Developing partnerships with community service providers was a new experience for many
child support managers involved in CSPED. Some grantees were able to draw on existing
relationships, but most had to identify new partners. Some had difficulty identifying suitable
partners, especially for parenting services.

Most grantees experienced some challenges related to developing these relationships and
coordinating the services. For example, because they were not familiar with service provision,
and in particular employment services, some struggled

with how to set reasonable performance expectations Child support and partners had to align
and to get up to speed on what needed to be done. Some their work

states required grantees to establish fee-for-service Meshing the program together [between
contracts with their partners. Typically, under these child suppore el

. . . that we don't lose engagement of
ContraCtS, partners reCGIVEd paymentS When partICIDantS noncustodial parents has been a

met certain benchmarks. When enroliment levels did challenge.

not rise to expected levels, partners did not receive — Partner agency director
enough funds to deliver services. Others had initial

difficulty establishing communication systems and making sure participants did not “fall through
the cracks.” Some grantees modified contracts to take into account lower-than-expected
enrollments. They also tested different strategies to improve coordination and worked through
communication issues.

e Help with parenting time was a pressing need for participants.

During site visits, staff and partners frequently cited challenges with parenting time and
visitation. Many participants did not have access to their children, often due to poor relationships
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with custodial parents. During interviews, CSPED staff

often said that connecting noncustodial parents with CSPED staff did not have resources to
their children was an important goal, yet they had few help participants with visitation

if any services to offer to help with this challenge. In :ggegzg gi\tlg sepséigéggf&f tgjttl?%';
pa_rtlf:ular,_ parenting group facilitators cited this asa Othe,pagnt e s e £
missing piece of CSPED. Some worked on coaching doesn’t matter how many tools you have
participants about how to improve their relationships in your bag.

with the custodial parent and offered voluntary — Parenting facilitator

mediation. However, if the custodial parent was

unwilling, they did not have resources to address the problem. Many staff reported that
participants did not want to pay their child support if they could not see their child. At some
sites, parenting facilitators reached out to custodial parents informally or referred participants to
legal resources.

e Various administrative and bureaucratic snags created implementation delays.

During site visits, CSPED staff reported a range of administrative and bureaucratic issues
that delayed or hampered implementation. For example, several grantees faced challenges
developing contracts with partners. One had difficulty getting a request for proposals approved to
solicit partners, and another faced delays in the contract approval process. As a result, both
grantees had less time than anticipated to work with their partners on service delivery plans prior
to launching the demonstration. Some grantees and partners faced similar challenges when they
needed to hire staff, especially when turnover occurred. Staff at some sites faced challenges in
obtaining approval for incentives and work supports. Often, transportation supports were needed
quickly to get participants to a job interview or a group activity, but approval processes were
sometimes slow. In other cases, staff felt that they were not following through on commitments
to participants when approval of incentives was delayed. During the first year of operations,
grantees and partners sought ways to break through these logjams and work around bureaucratic
snags when possible.

B. Early lessons learned

This report covers an early period of CSPED operations and reflects grantees’ initial efforts
to implement the demonstration and overcome implementation hurdles. Staff are likely to learn
much more about implementation as the demonstration proceeds. Nevertheless, these early
lessons represent observations of staff shared during site visits and synthesis of implementation
data collected to date.

e Deploy child support workers who support CSPED’s goals to identify and recruit
participants.

Although grantees tested a range of strategies for recruiting noncustodial parents to
participate in CSPED, child support workers proved to be the best source of eligible applicants.
Relying on child support workers to nominate noncustodial parents from their caseloads had
mixed results, however, because some did not buy in to CSPED’s premise or did not feel
comfortable in the role of recruiter. To address this challenge, grantees tapped experienced child
support workers who supported CSPED’s approach and goals to lead recruitment efforts. Other
promising strategies for addressing these concerns included providing child support workers with
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training on how to recruit participants, information about how CSPED benefits the child support
program, and success stories about noncustodial parents who have obtained employment and are
paying child support.

e Develop services that take into account the challenges faced by the target population.

During the first year of implementation, grantees learned much more about the challenges
faced by CSPED participants. In particular, most participants face substantial barriers to
employment and difficulties accessing their children. To address employment challenges, staff
found that many participants needed job readiness instruction, individualized help to prepare
résumeés and learn how to complete job applications, and placement in jobs identified for them by
job developers. Some employment partners also sought new resources such as programs that
offered help with criminal record expungement, employment services for individuals with
criminal records, and help obtaining driver’s licenses. Staff also sought to develop trusting
rapport to keep participants motivated; support from others in their job readiness and parenting
group also motivated participants to stay engaged. Grantees did not have sufficient resources to
address parenting time issues and cited this as a gap in services.

e Design services to promote sustained participant engagement.

Grantees identified several promising strategies for promoting participation in services.
First, grantees aimed to engage participants quickly, within a few days of enrollment, either by
meeting with them one-on-one, providing an orientation session, or getting them involved
quickly in job readiness and parenting classes. Some designed their service offerings for ease of
access, such as by co-locating services, front-loading group activities in the initial weeks after
enrollment, and scheduling activities in consistent time blocks. In addition, staff scheduled quick
turnaround appointments no more than a few days in advance and coupled the appointments with
reminder calls. Grantees also put systems in place to follow up with participants as soon as
possible when they did not attend a scheduled appointment or group session. Finally, grantees
provided gas cards and bus passes to participants that did not have transportation.

e Invest in strong partnerships and communication systems.

Especially due to the complexity of CSPED, clear systems for referring participants to
services, tracking participation, and coordinating follow-up contacts were essential to keep
participants from falling through the cracks. In addition, partners needed strong working
relationships to resolve problems that inevitably arose related to recruitment, engagement, and
service delivery. Promising strategies for establishing these relationships included co-location,
which fostered familiarity and regular communication; regular meetings to discuss progress;
clear delineation of roles and responsibilities for follow-up and documentation of services; and
strong communication protocols across agencies.

C. Next steps

Grantees will continue to implement CSPED for three years beyond the time period covered
by this interim report. During this time, collection of service use data will continue in GMIS, and
participants will complete follow-up surveys. In 2016, the evaluation team will field another staff
survey and conduct another round of site visits to interview CSPED staff and conduct participant
focus groups. We will use these data to produce a final implementation report that examines the
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full implementation period and provides a more comprehensive assessment of the types and
dosage of services participants received. The report will focus on the infrastructure and supports
that facilitated implementation, program features that appear to promote higher levels of
participant engagement, promising strategies for helping participants obtain employment and
make regular child support payments, and strategies for overcoming common implementation
hurdles. A final report will examine CSPED’s impacts on participants’ outcomes and include a
benefit-cost analysis.
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California: Pathways to Self-Sufficiency (Pass) Project

The California Department of Social Services serves as the CSPED grantee in California, where
the child support enforcement program is supervised by the state and administered by the
counties. CSPED is being implemented in one site, Stanislaus County, by the Stanislaus County
Department of Child Support Services. The program is known as Pathways to Self-Sufficiency,
or PASS, at the local level.

PATHWAYS TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY (PASS)

Grantee California Department of Social Services
Implementation site Stanislaus County (Modesto), California
Lead agency Stanislaus County Department of Child Support Services
Employment provider Alliance Worknet

Parenting provider Center for Human Services

Domestic violence services provider Haven Women’s Center of Stanislaus County
Population 518,321
Educational attainment

High school or higher 76.4%
Bachelor’'s degree or higher 16.4%
Population below poverty level 20.3%
Children below poverty level 28.4%

Race alone or in combination with one or more races

White 80.1%

Black or African American 3.8%
American Indian/Alaska Native 2.3%

Asian 6.7%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.2%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 42.5%

Household income in the past 12 months

(median income: $49,297)

$150,000 or more
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$5,000 to $9,999
Less than $5,000

)
X

5% 10% 15% 20%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Colorado: Colorado Parent Employment Project (CO-PEP)

The Colorado Department of Human Services serves as the CSPED grantee in Colorado, where the
child support enforcement program is supervised by the state and administered by the counties.
Colorado’s program is known as Colorado Parent Employment Project (CO-PEP). The Colorado
Department of Human Services Division of Child Support Services centrally manages the overall
project. It is being implemented locally in five sites: Arapahoe, Boulder, El Paso, Jefferson, and
Prowers counties.

COLORADO PARENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT (CO-PEP)

Grantee Colorado Department of Human Services

Implementation site Arapahoe County (Littleton—Aurora), Colorado

Lead agency Child Support Enforcement Division, Arapahoe County

Department of Human Services

Employment provider Arapahoe/Douglas Works! Workforce Center

Child Support Enforcement Division, Arapahoe County
Department of Human Services; Aurora Mental Health
Center

Parenting provider

Domestic violence services provider Gateway Battered Women’s Services

Population 585,333
Educational attainment
High school or higher 91.4%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 38.8%
Population below poverty level 12.1%
Children below poverty level 16.6%
Race alone or in combination with one or more races
White 78.3%
Black or African American 11.8%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1.8%
Asian 6.2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.3%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 18.4%
Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $60,651)
$200,000 or more _

$150,000 to $199,999 || GG
$100,000 to $149,999 [ NN

$75,000t0 599,999 |GG

s35,000t0 349,999 |GGG

s25,000t0 334,999 || NN

s15,000t0 524,999 || RGN

$10,000 to $14,999 ||

Less than $10,000 || G
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

A4



http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml

APPENDIX A INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

COLORADO PARENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT (CO-PEP)

Grantee Colorado Department of Human Services
Implementation site Boulder County (Boulder), Colorado
Lead agency Child Support Services, Case Management and

Community Outreach Division, Boulder County
Department of Housing and Human Services

Employment provider Colorado Works, Community Support Division, Boulder
County Department of Housing and Human Services
Parenting provider Contracted licensed family therapist

Safehouse Progressive Alliance for Nonviolence; Safe

Domestic violence services prowder Shelter of St. Vrain VaIIey

Population 301,072
Educational attainment

High school or higher 93.9%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 58.3%
Population below poverty level 14.2%
Children below poverty level 13.3%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 90.4%
Black or African American 1.6%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1.2%
Asian 5.3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 13.4%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $67,956)

—

i
.—J_'

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

L
N |

o
X

5% 10% 15% 20%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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COLORADO PARENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT (CO-PEP)

Grantee Colorado Department of Human Services
Implementation site El Paso County (Colorado Springs), Colorado
Lead agency YoungWilliams Child Support Services

under contract with the El Paso County Department of
Human Services

Employment provider Discover Goodwill of Southern & Western Colorado

Parenting provider Contracted parenting services provider
TESSA of Colorado Springs; Empowerment Therapy

Domestic violence services provider Center; Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA)
for Children of the Pikes Peak Region

Population 634,423

Educational attainment

High school or higher 93.6%

Bachelor’s degree or higher 29.3%

Population below poverty level 12.4%

Children below poverty level 16.8%

Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 86.0%

Black or African American 8.1%

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.3%

Asian 4.5%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.8%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 15.4%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $57,125)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

o
X

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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COLORADO PARENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT (CO-PEP)

Grantee Colorado Department of Human Services

Implementation site Jefferson County (Golden—Lakewood), Colorado

Lead agency Child Support Services, Jefferson County Human
Services Department

Employment provider Child Support Services, Jefferson County Department

of Human Services Department; American Job Center

Child Support Services, Jefferson County Department

Parenting provider of Human Services Department

Domestic violence services provider Whitian House

Population 540,669
Educational attainment

High school or higher 93.7%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 40.7%
Population below poverty level 8.6%
Children below poverty level 12.1%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 93.0%
Black or African American 1.6%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1.7%
Asian 3.5%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 14.6%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $68,984)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

o
X

5% 10% 15% 20%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.



http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml

APPENDIX A INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

COLORADO PARENT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT (CO-PEP)

Grantee Colorado Department of Human Services
Implementation site Prowers County (Lamar), Colorado

Lead agency Prowers County Department of Human Services
Employment provider Special Programs, Prowers County Department of

Human Services; Lamar Workforce Center

Special Programs, Prowers County Department of

Parenting provider Human Services

Domestic violence services provider Partnership for Progress
Population 12,473
Educational attainment

High school or higher 79.2%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 14.1%
Population below poverty level 23.3%
Children below poverty level 31.4%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 94.9%
Black or African American 0.8%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1.2%
Asian 0.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.3%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 35.7%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $34,391)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
than $10,000

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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lowa: Reliable Employment and Child Support Help (REACH)

The lowa Department of Human Services Child Support Recovery Unit (CSRU) serves as the
grantee in lowa. lowa’s child support enforcement program is supervised and administered by
the state. Its program, known as Reliable Employment and Child Support Help (REACH), is
being managed by the Des Moines Region CSRU.

RELIABLE EMPLOYMENT AND CHILD SUPPORT HELP (REACH)

Grantee

lowa Department of Human Services Child Support
Recovery Unit

Implementation site

Polk County (Des Moines), lowa

Lead agency

Child Support Recovery Unit, lowa Department of
Human Services, Des Moines Region

Employment provider

Evelyn K. Davis Center for Working Families

Parenting provider

Contracted parenting services provider

Domestic violence services provider

lowa Coalition Against Domestic Violence

Population 438,307
Educational attainment

High school or higher 91.8%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 34.9%
Population below poverty level 11.8%
Children below poverty level 16.3%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 87.9%
Black or African American 7.4%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.9%
Asian 4.2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 7.7%

Household income in the past 12 months

(median income: $59,018)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0

X

5% 10%

15%

20% 25%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Ohio: Right Path for Fathers Partnership

The Ohio Department of Job and Family Services Office of Child Support serves as the CSPED
grantee in Ohio, where the child support enforcement program is supervised by the state and
administered by the counties. CSPED is being implemented in one site, Stark County, by the
Stark County Job and Family Services Child Support Enforcement Division. It is known locally
as the Right Path for Fathers Partnership.

RIGHT PATH FOR FATHERS PARTNERSHIP

Grantee Ohio Department of Job and Family Services Office of Child
Support

Implementation site Stark County (Canton), Ohio

Lead agency Child Support Enforcement Division, Stark County Job and
Family Services

Employment provider Goodwill Industries of Greater Cleveland and East Central
Ohio, Inc.; Stark County Community Action Agency

Parenting provider Early Childhood Resource Center

Domestic violence services provider Domestic Violence Project, Inc.

Population 375,348

Educational attainment

High school or higher 89.1%

Bachelor’s degree or higher 21.1%

Population below poverty level 15.0%

Children below poverty level 23.3%

Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 91.3%

Black or African American 9.1%

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.9%

Asian 1.1%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 1.7%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $45,641)

$150,000 to $199,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$35,000 to $49,999

$15,000 to $24,999

$10,000

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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South Carolina: Operation: Work

The South Carolina Department of Social Services, Integrated Child Support Services Division
(ICSSD) serves as the CSPED grantee in South Carolina. South Carolina’s child support
enforcement program is supervised and administered by the state. Its program, known as
Operation: Work, is being implemented by the ICSSD in three sites: Horry, Charleston, and
Greenville Counties.

Operation: Work

Grantee South Carolina Department of Social Services

Implementation site Charleston County (Charleston), South Carolina

Lead agency Integrated Child Support Services Division, South
Carolina Department of Social Services

Employment provider Father to Father Project, Inc. (The South Carolina Center

for Fathers and Families)

Father to Father Project, Inc. (The South Carolina Center

Parenting provider for Fathers and Families)

Domestic violence services provider Family Services, Inc.

Population 358,736
Educational attainment

High school or higher 88.3%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 39.4%
Population below poverty level 18.2%
Children below poverty level 27.2%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 67.5%
Black or African American 30.2%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.8%
Asian 1.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 5.2%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $50,792)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

10% 15% 20%

o
X
ul
X

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Operation: Work

Grantee South Carolina Department of Social Services

Implementation site Greenville County (Greenville), South Carolina

Lead agency Integrated Child Support Services Division, South Carolina
Department of Social Services

Employment provider Upstate Fatherhood Coalition (The South Carolina Center

for Fathers and Families)

Upstate Fatherhood Coalition (The South Carolina Center

Parenting provider for Fathers and Families)

Domestic violence services provider Safe Harbor, Inc.

Population 459,857
Educational attainment

High school or higher 85.7%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 31.2%
Population below poverty level 15.8%
Children below poverty level 23.9%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 78.0%
Black or African American 19.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.7%
Asian 2.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 8.3%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $49,022)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

A.12



http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml

APPENDIX A INTERIM CSPED IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

Operation: Work

Grantee South Carolina Department of Social Services

Implementation site Horry County (Myrtle Beach-Conway-North Myrtle
Beach), South Carolina

Lead agency Integrated Child Support Services Division, South
Carolina Department of Social Services

Employment provider A Father’s Place (The South Carolina Center for

Fathers and Families)

A Father’s Place (The South Carolina Center for

Parenting provider Fathers and Families)

Domestic violence services provider ParentsCare

Population 276,688
Educational attainment

High school or higher 87.7%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 22.7%
Population below poverty level 18.6%
Children below poverty level 30.1%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 82.1%
Black or African American 14.5%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.9%
Asian 1.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 6.1%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $42,431)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0

X

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Tennessee: Child Support Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration (CSPED)

The Department of Human Services, Child Support Division serves as the CSPED grantee in
Tennessee. Tennessee’s child support enforcement program is supervised and administered by
the state, although child support services are provided under contract by private providers.
Tennessee’s program, which is known as the Tennessee Noncustodial Parent Employment
Demonstration Project (TNPED), is being implemented by the Department of Human Services in
three sites: Davidson, Hamilton, and Shelby counties.

Child Support Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration (CSPED)

Grantee Tennessee Department of Human Services

Implementation site Davidson County (Nashville), Tennessee

Lead agency Child Support Services Division, Tennessee Department of
Human Services

Employment provider Tennessee Department of Labor and Workforce
Development; Goodwill Industries of Middle Tennessee, Inc.

Parenting provider Faith in Action

Domestic violence services provider Tennessee Coalition to End Domestic and Sexual Violence

Population 638,395

Educational attainment

High school or higher 86.4%

Bachelor’s degree or higher 35.9%

Population below poverty level 18.5%

Children below poverty level 30.0%

Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 64.5%

Black or African American 28.8%

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.8%

Asian 3.7%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 9.7%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $47,335)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0

X
ul
X

10% 15% 20%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Child Support Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration (CSPED)

Implementation site Hamilton County (Chattanooga), Tennessee

Lead agency Child Support Services Division, Tennessee Department of
Human Services

Employment provider Tennessee Department of and Workforce Development;
Chattanooga Goodwill Industries

Parenting provider First Things First

Domestic violence services provider Tennessee Coalition to End Domestic and Sexual Violence

Population 638,395

Educational attainment

High school or higher 86.3%

Bachelor’s degree or higher 27.2%

Population below poverty level 16.6%

Children below poverty level 25.3%

Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 76.1%

Black or African American 20.7%

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.8%

Asian 2.2%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 4.6%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $46,702)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0 5% 10% 15% 20%

X

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Child Support Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration (CSPED)

Grantee Tennessee Department of Human Services

Implementation site Shelby County (Memphis), Tennessee

Lead agency Child Support Services Division, Tennessee Department of
Human Services

Employment provider Tennessee Department of Labor and Workforce
Development; Workforce Investment Network

Parenting provider Families Matter

Domestic violence services provider Tennessee Coalition to End Domestic and Sexual Violence

Population 932,919

Educational attainment

High school or higher 86.0%

Bachelor’s degree or higher 29.0%

Population below poverty level 20.8%

Children below poverty level 31.6%

Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 42.3%

Black or African American 53.1%

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.7%

Asian 2.7%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 5.7%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $46,250)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0 5% 10% 15% 20%

X

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Texas: NCP Choices PEER

The Texas Office of the Attorney General, Child Support Division serves as the CSPED grantee
in Texas. The Texas child support enforcement program is supervised and administered by the
state. The Office of the Attorney General’s Child Support Division is implementing the program,
which is named NCP Choices — PEER, in two sites: Bell and Webb counties.

Texas NCP Choices PEER

Grantee Texas Office of the Attorney General
Implementation site Bell County (Killeen-Temple Metro), Texas
Lead agency Child Support Division, Texas Office of the Attorney General
Employment provider Workforce Solutions of Central Texas
Parenting provider Workforce Solutions of Central Texas
Domestic violence services provider Texas Council on Family Violence
Population 316,144
Educational attainment

High school or higher 89.5%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 21.7%
Population below poverty level 15.3%
Children below poverty level 22.0%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 70.1%
Black or African American 23.8%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1.7%
Asian 4.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.1%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 22.3%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $50,060)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

X

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Texas NCP Choices PEER

Grantee Texas Office of the Attorney General
Implementation site Webb County (Laredo), Texas

Lead agency Child Support Division, Texas Office of the Attorney General
Employment provider Workforce Solutions of South Texas
Parenting provider Workforce Solutions of South Texas
Domestic violence services provider Serving Children and Adults in Need (SCAN)
Population 254,829
Educational attainment

High school or higher 64.2%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 17.2%
Population below poverty level 31.4%
Children below poverty level 42.5%

Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 94.2%

Black or African American 0.5%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.5%

Asian 0.7%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 95.5%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $39,449)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0 5% 10% 15% 20%

X

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Wisconsin: Supporting Parents Supporting Kids (SPSK)
The Wisconsin Department of Children and Families serves as the CSPED grantee in
Wisconsin, where the child support enforcement program is supervised by the state and
administered by the counties. The overall project is being managed centrally by the Wisconsin
Department of Children and Families Bureau of Child Support. It is being implemented by the
child support agencies in two sites: Brown and Kenosha counties. The program is known locally
as Supporting Parents Supporting Kids (SPSK)

Support Parents Supporting Kids (SPSK)

Grantee Wisconsin Department of Children and Families
Implementation site Brown County (Green Bay), Wisconsin
Lead agency Brown County Child Support Agency
Employment provider Forward Service Corporation
Parenting provider Family Services of Northeast Wisconsin
Domestic violence services provider Golden House

Population 250,597
Educational attainment

High school or higher 90.4%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 26.8%
Population below poverty level 11.5%
Children below poverty level 15.9%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 90.9%
Black or African American 3.4%
American Indian/Alaska Native 3.5%
Asian 3.3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 7.5%

Household income in the past 12 months
(median income: $53,119)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0

X

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Support Parents Supporting Kids (SPSK)
Grantee Wisconsin Department of Children and Families

Implementation site

Kenosha County (Kenosha), Wisconsin

Lead agency

Child Support Agency, Division of Workforce Development,
Kenosha County Department of Human Services

Employment provider

Goodwill Industries of Southeastern Wisconsin, Inc.

Parenting provider

Goodwill Industries of Southeastern Wisconsin, Inc.

Domestic violence services provider

Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Green Bay

Population 166,874
Educational attainment

High school or higher 88.8%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 23.2%
Population below poverty level 14.0%
Children below poverty level 20.0%
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races

White 89.3%
Black or African American 7.9%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.9%
Asian 1.9%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 12.0%

Household income in the past 12 months

(median income: $54,930)

$200,000 or more
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$10,000 to $14,999
Less than $10,000

0

X

5% 10%

15% 20% 25%

Note: All data from U.S. Census 2013 American Community Survey. Available at
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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€d

Policy and Community Context: Information about Grantee Child Support Systems
Grantee
South
California | Colorado lowa Ohio Carolina | Tennessee Texas Wisconsin
Organizational structure
- State supervised — county administered X Xa X X
- State supervised — state administered X X Xb X
Guidelines
- Income shares® X X X X X X
- Percentage of income¢ X X
Minimum order amount policy®
- Permissive (allowed but not required) X X X
- Required, but courts can set orders below minimum X X
- Imputed wage order required absent income X X X
information
Order modification criteria’
- Change in income X X X X X X X X
- Incarceration X X X X
- Change in custody X X X X X X X
- Change in child care arrangements X X X X X X X
- Change in health care X X X X X X X X
- Change in education costs X X X X X X
- Change in the number of children legally responsible X X X
for
- Medical condition or disability preventing work X X X X X
- Voluntary agreement to modify X X X X X X X X
TANF pass-through and disregard? X X X X X
Treatment of state-owed arrears
- Arrears can be compromised X X X X X X
- Arrears can be reduced X X X X X X X

Sources: Child support policy documents from California, Colorado, lowa, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin; U.S. Government
Accountability Office

aEl Paso County, Colorado, uses a private contractor to administer its child support program in one of its five implementation sites.
bTennessee directly contracts with private providers to provide contractors to manage its child support program in all three of its implementation sites.

¢The income shares model adds together both parents’ income, compares the result with a schedule of child support amounts based on that income and number
of children, and then prorates the order amount on the basis of their share of the total combined income.

4The percentage of income model is one that considers the noncustodial parent’s income when setting the order amount, without regard to the custodial parent’s
income.

eMinimums range from $50 to $150 per month depending on the state and number of children.
fModifications can be requested once every three years unless otherwise noted.
9Payments made during TANF receipt are passed-through to the custodial parent and disregarded from benefits calculation.
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