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Executive Summary 
The goal of the Employment Partnership Project was to improve collaborative efforts between 

child support agencies and work programs in order to increase employment and child support 

payments among noncustodial parents (NCPs). Conducted by the Texas Office of the Attorney 

General, Child Support Division (OAG) and the Tarrant County Workforce Board (d/b/a/ 

WorkAdvantage), the project aimed to (1) identify unemployed noncustodial parents (NCPs) 

when they first establish child support orders, as well as when they are delinquent in their child 

support payments; and (2) refer NCPs to a special career counselor at the workforce agency 

who would assist them with job search and employment.  

 

The referral process began in one Tarrant County child support office in February 2004 and was 

subsequently expanded to two include additional offices.  At all three offices, child support 

workers identified and referred to the project unemployed, male NCPs who came to the agency 

to establish orders using administrative procedures.  Child support workers and attorneys also 

flagged and referred unemployed NCPs at order establishment and enforcement proceedings in 

court.  In April 2004, the recruitment procedure was amended to include mass mailings to 

delinquent NCPs. 

 

Project recruitment continued through July 2005.  During the 18-month recruitment period, 538 

NCPs were enrolled in the project.  NCPs were randomly assigned to experimental and control 

groups based on the last digit of their Social Security numbers.  Initially, the groups were even 

in size but midway through the project, the experimental group was expanded.  Ultimately, 126 

NCPs were assigned to the control group, which was slated to receive normal treatments at the 

local workforce agency.  The remaining 412 NCPs were enrolled in the experimental group, 

which was targeted to receive enhanced services by a dedicated staff member at 

WorkAdvantage. These services included transportation assistance; work clothes or equipment, 

short- and long-term job training, apprenticeships, job referrals, and education; child support 

information; and a non-mandatory referral to FOCUS, a faith-based entity that offered a 10-

week fatherhood, parent education, and mentorship program 
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Members of the experimental group who participated in the Employment Partnership Project 

were exempt from enforcement actions for non-payment of child support, such as driver’s 

license suspension and contempt proceedings.  Those who did not participate satisfactorily 

were reported to the child support agency for initiation of appropriate enforcement remedies.  

The control group was not subject to comparable monitoring and reporting activities. 

 

The program evaluation was based on data collected from a variety of sources: a one-page 

Child Support Survey, completed at the child support agency or court by members of the control 

and experimental groups eliciting some limited demographic information; detailed intake and 

assessment forms completed by NCPs in the experimental group who met with the career 

counselor; a monthly reporting form that the counselor completed with participants with whom 

he had contact; a telephone interview conducted with members of the experimental group who 

appeared for the orientation session and completed an intake form; employer-reported, 

quarterly wage reports for project participants 12 months prior to and following assignment to 

the experimental and control groups; information on child support status, payments, and 

enforcement actions for NCPs in the experimental and control groups maintained on the  

automated child support information system (TXCSES); and qualitative interviews and focus 

groups with program architects, project staff, and personnel in partner agencies.   

 

The following summarizes key project findings and discusses their implications for policy and 

practice. 

 

Recruitment 

It is clearly difficult for child support agencies to identify unemployed noncustodial parents and 

get them to participate in an employment program.  Over an 18-month recruitment period, only 

538 NCPs were enrolled in the project.  Courts and child support agencies were equally 

effective in generating participants, but mass mailings were ineffective.  More than half (57%) of 

the NCPs assigned to the experimental group failed to meet with the career counselor for an 

intake and assessment.  Another  17 percent (n=72) came for the intake and assessment but 

never returned for additional services.  Ultimately, only 26 percent of those assigned to the 

experimental group appeared more than once and received some measure of assistance and 
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case management from the specialized worker.  Compared with those who appeared, the no-

show population had a longer history of unemployment, prior incarceration, and was more apt to 

be just establishing a child support order.  Those who appeared more than once were 

somewhat older and had higher levels of education. 

Client Characteristics 

Whether they are flagged at order establishment stages at the child support office or 

enforcement stages of case processing at the court, noncustodial parents who lack a verified 

employer have serious barriers to employment that are not easily addressed in conventional 

workforce programs.  About a quarter have no diplomas or degrees, and another fifth only have 

a GED.  Over a half report past histories of incarceration, and nearly a fifth have been 

homeless.  About 15 percent say they have been injured or disabled and are unable to work.  

On average, unemployed noncustodial parents have been so for an average of 30 months.  

Approximately three-quarters report that they lack reliable transportation and a third report that 

they do not have a driver’s license.  Monthly child support obligations average about $229 to 

$245 per month and among the two-thirds who owe past-due support, average arrears balances 

stand at approximately $12,000.  On brief questionnaires given to all NCPs in the project, 44 

percent of the control group and 36 percent of the experimental group simply said that paying 

child support would not leave them enough money to get by. 

Services 

Nearly all (89.9%) the noncustodial parents who met with the project career counselor for an 

intake and assessment were interested in finding a job.  A majority (53.3%) wanted job training, 

and many (42.7%) wanted additional education.  They also wanted help with child support 

payments or debts (43.2%).  There was less interest in getting help with visitation (19.1%) or 

parenting skills (7.5%).  According to the project’s career counselor, most participants who saw 

him more than once received some form of help with employment (87%), most typically a job 

referral (68%).  Only 15 and 9 percent received job training and/or education, respectively.  

There was little interest in pursuing non-mandatory referrals to FOCUS, a faith-based program 

offering 10-week parent education and mentorship opportunities, and only four individuals 

(3.4%) ultimately participated.  



                
Tarrant County Employment Partnership Project  

 
 

 
 

Center for Policy Research 
- Page iv - 

 
 

User Reactions 

Telephone interviews with 53 project participants conducted approximately six months after they 

were seen at WorkAdvantage and met with the project’s career counselor showed that about 40 

percent of those who received job leads and referrals – the most common form of help –

characterized it as “very helpful.”  Fewer reported job training help, but 83 percent of those who 

did termed it “very helpful.”  Seventy percent of those who received information on interviewing 

and two-thirds of those who learned more about the child support system also characterized it 

as “very helpful.”  Asked why they did not participate more fully in the services offered by the 

career counselor, most indicated that they were frustrated by the fact that their visit to 

WorkAdvantage did not yield an immediate job and did not think the program could help.  

Others thought they could find a job on their own or had had prior unsatisfactory experiences 

with Tarrant County workforce programs. 

Employment Outcomes 

Nearly a quarter (23.6%) of the NCPs who saw the career counselor more than once reported 

becoming employed during project participation. These 30 individuals comprised 7 percent of 

the experimental group and 15 percent of those who completed an intake and assessment. On 

the other hand, employer-reported wage reports for the 12 months prior to and following 

assignment to the project suggest that the rate of unemployment remained high and 

unchanged, with approximately 40 percent of NCPs in the control and experimental groups  

failing to appear in the wage database.  If those with no wage report are assumed to have zero 

earnings, average earnings for project participants were only $4,000 to $6,000 per year.  If we 

restrict the analysis to those who showed some earnings, means were somewhat higher but still 

extremely low, ranging from $6,557 to $11,077 in the 12 months prior to project participation 

and $6,243 to $12,084 in the 12 months following.  The group with the highest earnings was 

that with NCPs who appeared for the intake and assessment but did not continue to receive 

additional services, although they only earned a few thousand dollars a year more than their 

counterparts in the other treatment groups.  These patterns are consistent with national 

research on unemployment which finds that half of black men in their 20s were jobless in 2004  

(Mincy, 2006). 
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Changes in Child Support Payments 

Child support payments increased significantly for those in the experimental group but not for 

members of the control group.  In the 12 months prior to and following assignment to the 

project, NCPs in the control group paid approximately 25 percent of their child support 

obligations.  Payments for members of the experimental group during comparable time periods 

rose significantly, from approximately 25 percent to 33 to 42 percent.  Improvement patterns 

were identical for all members of the experimental group: NCPs who failed to appear for 

services, NCPs who appeared only once for intake, and NCPs who appeared multiple times and 

showed several months of project activity.  The most plausible explanation for these 

improvement patterns is that experimental cases were more visible to and more actively worked 

by child support workers.  Indeed, the career counselor was instructed to routinely notify a 

project worker when a member of the experimental group failed to appear for an intake session 

or a scheduled meeting.  Upon notification, this worker reviewed automated child support 

records to determine if the noncustodial parent was paying his child support.  Those who were 

delinquent in child support and non-compliant with the project were referred to child support 

workers for appropriate enforcement activities.  The control group was not subject to 

comparable monitoring and reporting.  Experimental cases had more contempt actions and 

driver’s license suspension than did the control group, and when the analysis is restricted to 

cases without these visible forms of enforcement, changes in payment for cases in the 

experimental group are no longer significant. 

Reactions of Project Staff and Partner Agencies 

The general consensus of project personnel and staff at partner agencies was that the 

Employment Partnership Project failed to meet many of the objectives posited for it.  Among the 

shortcomings noted by interviewed respondents were the project’s inability to enroll the 

expected number of unemployed noncustodial parents; the lack of meaningful participation 

among most of those ultimately enrolled; and the limited assistance provided to the faction that 

participated. In discussing ways to strengthen future efforts, respondents emphasized the 

importance of having energetic staff who cultivates referrals and NCP participation, and a 

quality “product” at the workforce program so that participants get results. This would include 

cultivating sympathetic employers who will employ NCPs with limited education and criminal 
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backgrounds, and providing transportation assistance, concrete job leads, and access to job 

training.   They also underscored the importance of judicial support and the need to incarcerate 

NCPs who fail to participate and comply with program requirements. Finally, some respondents 

stressed the importance of having both “carrots and sticks,” and urged child support to adopt 

more flexible policies so that NCPs who cooperate can see some way of “getting out from 

under” their steep child support obligations and debts. 

While few interviewed personnel expected that the project would improve employment, 

earnings, and child support payments, they were pleased with the inter-agency collaboration 

that the project had inspired and were committed to continuing to work together and improving 

service delivery. Indeed, many recommendations have been incorporated in a new program that 

replaced the Employment Partnership which calls for delinquent obligors to be ordered by the 

court to participate in a workforce program and placed on probation, with compliance reviews at 

60, 90, and 120 days to ensure employment or compliance with the court order. 

Discussion of Results 

The Employment Partnership Project reveals some lessons about how programs should be 

structured to be more effective in the future.  

Strong Marketing: Effective programs must do an excellent “sales job” on the front end to 

motivate NCPs to participate.  Child support workers who make referrals have to be familiar with 

the program and confident of its effectiveness.  

Program and Staff Quality: Effective programs must offer an excellent “product” so that those 

who appear have some hope that they will be helped and find a job quickly.  Staff has to be 

accessible and energetic.  The outreach effort has to be backed up with tangible resources.  

Given the severe barriers to employment that delinquent child support obligors present, effective 

programs must cultivate sympathetic employers willing to hire project participants and not only 

rely on market forces to yield job placements.  Effective programs also need to have job training 

slots available for program participants and not be inhibited in their placements by performance 

requirements and funding limitations.  Effective programs should also use promising new 
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strategies to link disadvantaged populations to the labor market, such as transitional jobs 

programs.   

Performance Expectations: Effective employment programs need to be accountable and have 

explicit performance expectations that track with the objectives of employment placement, 

retention, and wage growth.  The Employment Partnership Program lacked objective 

performance measures and outcome requirements.  The child support agency should consider 

structuring future contracts with workforce agencies to identify performance goals and reward 

achievement.   

Responsive Child Support Policies: Effective employment programs require responsive child 

support policies.  Noncustodial parents who cooperate should experience some debt relief or 

payment adjustment so that they see a way of managing their child support obligations.  High 

rates of incarceration and the aggressive enforcement of child support among black men are the 

two key factors that are believed to have curbed black employment in recent decades and led to 

the increasing disconnection of black men from the mainstream society (Edelman, Holzer and 

Offner, 2006). 

Routine Enforcement Activity: Effective employment programs monitor and report information 

on the compliance of noncustodial parents to child support workers who act on feedback they 

get and take appropriate enforcement actions, such as suspending driver’s licenses and 

initiating contempt actions.  Payments increased significantly for all members of the 

experimental group at all levels of participation simply because they were monitored more 

closely by child support workers and were the recipients of routine, visible enforcement actions.   

Consequences for Non-Compliance: Finally, those who do not cooperate need to experience 

stiff and swift consequences from the court.  This requires that the judiciary be engaged in the 

process of requiring parents to attend the program and to participate in proscribed employment 

activities.  Minimally, judges must routinely issue orders to parents to compel attendance or face 

serious consequences.  For greater impact, they should manipulate the threat of jail to improve 

compliance with program requirements.  And when child support attorneys present them with 

evidence showing that meaningful opportunities were provided but noncustodial parents ignored 
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the court’s wishes and failed to adhere to program requirements, they should incarcerate the 

NCP’s.   

Examples from Other Jurisdictions 

A few jurisdictions use special employment programs and judicial orders to compel unemployed, 

nonpaying noncustodial parents to participate in efforts to obtain a job.  For example, in the 

Third Judicial District in Shawnee County, Kansas, nonpaying obligors are given the option of 

signing a consent order to participate in the county’s program or go to jail and participate in that 

facility’s work release program, which maintains an on-site presence at the court  (Gerard, et al., 

2004). 

Nonpaying obligors in Allegheny County (Pennsylvania) are held in contempt by the court and 

have the option of purging themselves by reporting to the Reemployment Transitions Center at 

a scheduled time and day and successfully completing the program. The employment program 

vendor receives financial incentives from the Family Court Division for individuals who retain 

jobs for extended periods of time and for those who are promoted by employers, and 

participants have access to an emergency set-a-side account, valued at $300, which is used to 

assist with issues that could result in the loss of employment (Allegheny County, 2004). 

The Center for Employment Opportunities (CEO) in New York City operates a transitional jobs 

program for paroled and released offenders, which offers subsidized employment with skill 

development and support services to help NCPs overcome barriers.  Participants work four 

days a week in CEO’s industries, which include cleaning, food services, and warehousing, 

where they earn wages and experience child support deductions.  One day a week is devoted to 

training and peer support.  The Joyce Foundation recently launched a three-year, $5.1 million 

initiative to implement transitional jobs programs for ex-offenders in Midwest communities with 

large concentrations of ex-prisoners (Joyce Foundation, 2006). 

Funding effective employment programs remains a big challenge, especially with the call in the 

2007 federal budget for major cuts for employment and training programs and consolidation of 

programs in a single block grant to fund Career Advancement Accounts, which will provide 

vouchers to individuals in need of employment assistance.  Research on the effectiveness of 
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using vouchers with disadvantaged adults has been negative (Frank and Ganzglass, 2006). 

Although it may be possible to use federal child support funds to offset some of the costs of 

employment programs for noncustodial parents (including transitional jobs programs) (Frank, 

2004), such program expansions are more doubtful, given federal spending reductions and the 

elimination of the federal match for incentive payments reinvested in the child support program 

(Turetsky, 2006). 



 
 
 
 

Table of Contents 
                  
 
I.  Introduction ..............................................................................................1 
 
II.  Project Background.............................................................................3 
 
III.  Methodology and Project Recruitment.....................................8 
 Project Recruitment...................................................................................8 
 Project Interventions ................................................................................ 11 
 Research Instruments and Data Collection........................................ 12 
 
IV.  Project Results....................................................................................... 17 
 Assignment to the Experimental and Control Groups .................... 17 
 Participation in Services by the Experimental Group.................... 22 
 Description of Clients Participating in Intake and Assessment... 27 
 Service Needs .............................................................................................33 
 Services Provided..................................................................................... 36 
 Case Closure .............................................................................................. 39 
 Program Outcomes: Employment....................................................... 39 
 Program Outcomes: Child Support ..................................................... 43 
 
V.  Project Staff and Partner Agencies’ Reactions .................. 53 
 
VI.  Conclusions ........................................................................................... 60 
 
 
 
 
 



                 
  Tarrant County Employment Partnership Project 
 

 

I. Introduction 
This is the final report for the Employment Partnership Project, a demonstration and evaluation 

grant awarded to the Texas Office of the Attorney General, Child Support Division (OAG) to test 

strategies to increase the effectiveness of partnerships between child support agencies and 

work programs in order to increase employment and child support payments among 

noncustodial parents (NCPs).  Referrals by the child support agency are frequently ineffective 

because NCPs fail to follow through and/or the employment program fails to adequately address 

the barriers to employment that they face. Additionally, most referrals come after the father has 

been unable to meet his obligations for some time and he owes both current support as well as 

a substantial arrears balance.  

This project aimed to address these deficiencies by (1) identifying unemployed NCPs when they 

first establish child support orders, as well as when they are delinquent in their child support 

payments; and (2) referring NCPs to a special career counselor at the Tarrant County 

Workforce Board (d/b/a WorkAdvantage) who would: 

 Coordinate with the child support worker making the referral; 

 Assess the NCP for employment and education needs and strengths; 

 Offer job referrals, supervised job search, and training on interview techniques; 

 Provide money for clothes, gasoline, and/or bus tokens; 

 Arrange for vocational training; 

 Monitor the NCP’s progress; 

 Make referrals for other needed services; 

 Provide case management services and encourage client participation; and 

 Track client outcomes and report noncooperation promptly to child support. 

To assess the effectiveness of making early referrals to employment programs at the 

establishment phase of case processing and the use of a special counselor, the Tarrant County 

IV-D courts and the Attorney General’s Child Support offices randomly assigned unemployed 

NCPs at both the establishment and enforcement stages of case processing to two groups.  

Members of the treatment group were referred to the special counselor at WorkAdvantage for 

heightened referral efforts and attention. They were also offered the opportunity of participating 

in fatherhood classes and working with mentors affiliated with a faith-based service provider. 
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Members of the control group were assigned to WorkAdvantage to be serviced in the usual 

manner.  

It was expected that as a result of project participation, NCPs would show the following effects 

relative to their counterparts in the control group: 

 Increased participation in job-seeking activities;  

 Increased employment, job retention, and wages;   

 Increased child support payments; and 

 Increased contact between the NCP and his children.  

The project partners included: 

 Texas Office of the Attorney General (OAG); 

 WorkAdvantage; 

 State of Texas District Court Masters for Tarrant County; 

 Tarrant County Probation Office; 

 NewDay FOCUS (Fathers Offering Children Unfailing Support); and 

 Center for Policy Research (CPR). 

This report by the Center for Policy Research presents an analysis of the data obtained for 

members of the control and experimental groups, including client demographics and child 

support status.  Also included are information on earnings and child support payments 12 

months prior to and 12 months following project enrollment.  For members of the experimental 

group, we present information on their participation in the project, including their interaction with 

the special project counselor.  We conclude with the reactions of project staff as well as those of 

administrators and line workers at the child support, court, and workforce agencies.   
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II. Project Background 
Although collecting child support might provide significant benefits to children living in poverty, 

the lack of resources among these children’s typically low-income fathers is a major obstacle.  

Because fathers of poor children are often poor themselves and are “dead broke” rather than 

“deadbeat,” aggressive enforcement remedies are not expected to be effective.  According to 

the National Survey of America’s Families, 24 percent of nonresident fathers were “officially 

poor” in 1996 and another 13 percent were classified as “near poor,” with earnings below the 

1996 poverty threshold of $8,163 for a single person (Sorensen, Mincy and Halpern, 2000).  

Reflecting on their finding that 37 percent of nonresident fathers are in or near poverty 

themselves, the analysts of the National Survey of America’s Families observed: 

About 70 percent of poor children eligible for child support were not getting it in 

1996. In addition, it will probably be difficult to obtain child support for these 

children because their parents are, on average, more disadvantaged than the 

parents of poor children who already receive child support (Sorensen and 

Zibman, 2000: 1). 

 

Still another indicator of the low socio-economic standing of many child support obligors comes 

from an assessment of certified arrears.  In April 2003, 70 percent of the $70 billion then owed 

in child support arrears was owed by noncustodial parents with no quarterly earnings (42%) or 

annual earnings of less than $10,000 (28%). The breakdown for Texas mirrored national 

patterns. Of the more than $8 billion then owed by Texas obligors, 41 percent showed no 

earnings on quarterly wage reports filed by employers and another 25 percent had annual 

earnings of less than $10,000. Indeed, only 20 percent of child support obligors exhibited annual 

earnings that exceeded $20,000 (Office of Child Support Enforcement, 2004). 

Recognizing that many noncustodial parents are themselves struggling financially, advocates, 

policymakers, and administrators of child support programs have suggested alternatives to 

following standard program procedures with poor noncustodial fathers.  For example, in an 

action transmittal, the Office of Child Support Enforcement indicated that states should craft 

policies that are more responsive to low-income, noncustodial parents. One of their suggestions 
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was “referring noncustodial parents to work programs and other ‘nontraditional approaches to 

assist low-income noncustodial parents” (OCSE-PIQ-00-03, 2000).  

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) also concluded that traditional policies and practices 

that states use to set and collect child support for low-income, noncustodial parents do not 

generate payments. One of OIG’s recommendations was that the Office of Child Support 

Enforcement engage in “systematic experimentation” to determine if payment is improved by 

requiring unemployed, noncustodial parents to participate in job programs (OIG, 2000).  The 

need to enhance the employment status and earning capacity of low-income fathers is an often-

repeated theme, and many states have developed programs to provide employment services to 

low-income fathers (Sorensen, 1997). As the writer of one guide for state policymakers notes: 

One of the most promising solutions for reducing childhood poverty in the United 

States — and promoting the formation of married, two-parent families — is 

helping low-income unwed fathers find work (Sylvester and Reich, 2000: 21). 

  

Getting low-income fathers to participate in employment programs, however, is challenging.  

Many have multiple barriers to employment, including lack of appropriate credentials, low 

educational attainment, transportation issues, health problems, housing issues, drug and/or 

alcohol problems, and a criminal history. Others lack appropriate relationship and parenting 

skills, have limited contact with their children, and feel little connection to their families. Still 

others have severe motivational issues and have habitually avoided their work and child support 

obligations.  

The goal of the Employment Partnership Program was to create collaboration between the child 

support and employment agencies and to refer and serve unemployed and underemployed 

noncustodial parents to produce employment, earnings, and child support payments.  Non-

paying obligors who were unemployed were flagged at the child support agency at the time they 

negotiated a child support order and/or visited the agency in connection with an enforcement 

action.  They were randomly assigned to low and high treatment groups, where they received 

either a conventional referral to the employment program (low treatment, or control group) or 

intensive treatments with a specialized counselor (high treatment, or experimental group).  The 
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high treatment group was also referred to a faith-based organization in Tarrant County that 

conducts classes on responsible fatherhood and pairs at-risk men with volunteer mentors for 

support.  

The OAG currently refers, and in some instances mandates, NCP participation in employment 

and training services.  However, referrals by the child support agency are frequently ineffective 

because NCPs fail to follow through and/or the employment program fails to adequately address 

the barriers to employment that they face. It was hoped that the inter-agency coordination and 

special staffing arrangement provided in the Employment Partnership Project would help to 

overcome these difficulties and generate more positive earnings and child support outcomes.  

The project was ultimately conducted at three child support offices and one courthouse in 

Tarrant County.  These offices serve the population of Parker, Palo Pinto, Wise, and Tarrant 

counties.  Table 1 provides a brief view of the demographic and economic characteristics of 

these counties. 
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Table 1.  Selected Demographic Characteristics of Participating Counties  

Population size Palo Pinto Parker Tarrant Wise 

Total population (2001) 27,211 92,700 1,486,392 51,475 

Percent change in population April 2000-July 2001 0.7% 4.8% 2.8% 5.5% 

Age     

Percent of population under age 18 26.0% 27.5% 28.1% 28.3% 

Median age 38.3 36.5 32.3 35.5 

Household Composition     

Percent of households that are female-headed with own children under 18 5.8% 5.3% 7.6% 4.8% 

Never married as a percent of the total population age 15+ years 17.4% 17.4% 25.4% 17.2% 

Education     

Less than a high school diploma or GED 18.4% 14.4% 11.1% 15.7% 

Percent with a bachelor’s degree or higher 12.1% 18.6% 26.6% 13.0% 

Race/Ethnicity     

White 81.5% 89.4% 60.5% 86.2% 

African-American 2.5% 1.9% 13.2% 1.3% 

Hispanic 14.9% 7.7% 21.5% 11.5% 

Other 1.1% 1.0% 4.8% 1.0% 

Selected Occupational Classifications (those age 16+)     

Management, professional, and related 24.8% 31.0% 34.5% 26.2% 

Service 15.1% 13.2% 12.8% 14.2% 

Sales and office 23.7% 26.4% 29.7% 25.4% 

Construction, extraction, and maintenance 13.3% 14.1% 9.7% 14.1% 

Production, transportation, material moving 21.6% 14.7% 13.3% 19.0% 

Income     

Median household income in 1999 $31,203 $45,497 $46,179 $41,933

Median family income in 1999 $36,977 $51,530 $54,068 $47,909

Percent in Poverty      

Percent of families with children under 18 18.0% 8.1% 11.3% 9.9% 

Female-headed households with children 33.6% 20.4% 22.8% 21.5% 
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Table 1.  Selected Demographic Characteristics of Participating Counties  

Unemployment Rate  (not seasonally adjusted)     

December 2005 4.3% 3.9% 4.6% 3.7% 

December 2004 5.6% 4.9% 5.3% 4.8% 

December 2003 4.8% 4.0% 5.4% 3.8% 

December 2002 5.4% 4.5% 5.6% 4.0% 

December 2001 4.8% 3.4% 5.2% 3.9% 

December 2000 3.5% 2.4% 2.6% 2.7% 

Table 2 provides selected information about caseload and performance for the three 

participating child support agencies: Unit 402 , Unit 408, and Unit 410. 

Table 2.  Child Support Caseload Characteristics for Participating Offices  

 Unit 402 Unit 408 Unit 410 

Full-time employees (FTEs) 36 38 19 

Open Child Support Cases 16,957 17,099 10,135 

Open Child Support Cases per FTE 471 450 533 

Current Public Assistance (PA) Cases 1,489 1,928 749 

Percent of Open Cases that are PA 8.8% 11.3% 7.4% 

Open Cases with Orders 14,254 13,773 7,296 

Percent of Open Cases with Orders 84.1% 80.5% 72.0% 

Open PA Cases with Orders 785 880 327 

Percent Open PA Cases with Orders 52.7% 45.6% 43.6% 

Open Non-PA Cases with Orders 13,469 12,893 6,969 

Percent Open Non-PA Cases with Orders 87.0% 85.0% 74.2% 

Paying Cases 6,096 6,123 3,103 

Percent of Obligated Cases w/ Payment 58.3% 58.0% 58.9% 

Total collections in 2003 $33,855,687.84 $31,463,446.20 $18,314,618.46

Although Tarrant County is more prosperous than its larger neighbor, Dallas County, it has 

experienced recent increases in poverty.  For example, the percentage of children living in 

poverty increased from 14.4 percent in 1990 to 20.2 percent in 1999.  And although child 
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support collection rates have increased dramatically from 1990, when collections were obtained 

in only 33 percent of obligated cases, approximately half of Tarrant County children still do not 

receive support. 

III. Methodology and Project Recruitment 
Does the use of a dedicated career counselor improve employment, earnings, and child support 

outcomes for the child support agency’s unemployed clients?  To answer this question, the 

research design for the Employment Partnership Project involved randomly assigning an 

identical population to high and low treatment groups and comparing outcomes over time.  

1. Project Recruitment 

Initially, the recruitment effort focused exclusively on unemployed, male NCPs in one Tarrant 

County child support office who were not on community supervision for non-payment of child 

support and who appeared at court or the child support agency.  Unemployed NCPs who came 

to the child support agency to participate in an order establishment procedure using 

administrative methods were flagged for project participation. In a similar vein, unemployed 

NCPs who participated in order establishment and enforcement procedures at the court were 

also identified and referred to the project.  In both settings, unemployment was denoted by the 

absence of an employer of record on relevant child support papers.  Initially, NCPs with Social 

Security numbers ending in 0 to 4 were assigned to the experimental group and slated for 

enhanced employment and support services with a special career counselor at the workforce 

agency.  NCPs with Social Security numbers ending in 5 to 9 were assigned to the low 

treatment (also referred to as the control group) for routine servicing.  Midway through the 

project, in an effort to boost project participation, the experimental group was expanded to 

include NCPs with Social Security numbers ending in 1 to 7 and the control group was restricted 

to Social Security Numbers ending only in 8 and 9.  

All eligible NCPs were asked to complete a one-page Child Support Survey that elicited some 

limited demographic information and identified the reasons they were having trouble paying 

child support.  A designated child support supervisor or Legal Team Leader at the court 

reviewed the Child Support Survey completed by the NCP before he left the office or the court. 
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Depending upon his Social Security number, he was given one of two possible referral 

documents.     

Noncustodial parents in the experimental group were given a referral to the Employment 

Partnership Project, which offered special assistance and support services.  The letter given to 

these NCPs warned them of the child support enforcement actions that they might experience 

as a result of failure to obtain employment and pay child support.  The referral instructed the 

NCP to attend an orientation session the following Monday or Wednesday morning or afternoon 

at a single WorkAdvantage site, or alternatively, to contact the project’s career counselor.  

Individuals who failed to appear for an orientation were to be contacted by telephone within two 

weeks and sent a reminder postcard within 30 days. 

Noncustodial parents in the control group were told to visit a WorkAdvantage site to obtain 

assistance with employment.  The letter given to these NCPs also warned them of the child 

support enforcement actions that they might experience as a result of failure to obtain 

employment and pay child support.  A list of seven WorkAdvantage sites was provided, and .  

NCPs were instructed to visit the one that was most convenient.  No follow-up efforts were 

made with NCPs to improve their attendance.  NCPs who visited a WorkAdvantage site 

received the array of services normally accorded to “walk-ins” at Tarrant County Career 

Centers. Those who qualified for Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funds or other funding 

streams were eligible for selected service enhancements and benefits.     

A copy of the referral letters for NCPs in the experimental and control groups appears in 

Appendix A.      

NCPs in the experimental group who failed to respond to notices to obtain employment 

assistance were referred back to the OAG for appropriate enforcement activity, while those who 

complied with the referral were exempt from enforcement actions such as driver’s license 

suspension and contempt proceedings. Members of the control group were not specifically 

monitored for compliance with employment referrals and sent for enforcement action. 
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The referral process began in February 2004 at one child support office in Tarrant County, Unit 

402.  In July 2004, the recruitment effort was expended to a second child support office in 

Tarrant County, Unit 408, and in September 2004, a third office, Unit 410, was added. In April 

2004, the recruitment procedure was amended to include older cases involving non-complying 

NCPs who had not yet come to the attention of the court and/or had not visited the court or the 

child support agency in connection with an enforcement action.  Project personnel reviewed 

child support records and identified NCPs with a valid address in Tarrant County who had not 

paid their child support for at least 30 days and for whom there was no identified employer.  

They were sent a letter from the child support agency urging them to appear for an orientation 

about employment opportunities. At orientation sessions held with NCPs targeted for the 

experimental group, individuals completed the Child Support Survey and met the project career 

counselor. At orientation sessions held with NCPs targeted for the control group, individuals 

completed the Child Support Survey and were instructed to visit one of seven WorkAdvantage 

sites to obtain assistance with employment.   

Although the first orientation meetings with NCPs who were mailed letters were held at the 

OAG, they were moved to the Workforce Center when several wives, girlfriends, and others 

affiliated with targeted NCPs phoned the project coordinator and indicated that the NCP was not 

going to attend because he was afraid of being arrested. 

Project recruitment continued through July 2005.  During the 18-month recruitment period, 538 

noncustodial parents were enrolled in the project. A total of 126 were enrolled in the control 

group slated to receive normal agency treatments. The remaining 412 noncustodial parents 

were enrolled in the experimental group targeted to receive enhanced services by a special staff 

member. Most noncustodial parents in the control group were recruited at the child support 

agency (53%). Participants in the experimental group were equally likely to be recruited at the 

court and the child support agency (43%), with 9 percent recruited from mailings. Table 3 shows 

sources of referrals for members of both the experimental and control groups.  
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Table 3.  Referral Source for Participants in Experimental and Control Groups 

 Experimental Group Control Group 

Court 43% (177) 36% (45) 

Child support agency 43% (179) 53% (67) 

Mailing 9% (37) 3% (4) 

Do not know 5% (19) 8% (10) 

Total n=412 n=126 

2. Project Interventions 

Treatment for the experimental group included exposure to dedicated personnel whose job it 

was to both assist noncustodial parents with obtaining employment and monitor their 

attendance at WorkAdvantage and their participation in relevant employment-related activities.  

The first step for noncustodial parents in the experimental group was to attend a regularly 

scheduled orientation or a private meeting with the career counselor at WorkAdvantage.  At that 

session, the participant completed some project paperwork and received additional information 

on the benefits of project participation and the consequences of failing to fully participate and 

not pay child support.  The services and referrals available to NCPs included transportation 

assistance, work clothes or equipment, short- and long-term job training, apprenticeships, job 

referrals, and education. 

The career counselor was prepared to help NCPs with their child support situation by explaining 

their status and providing appropriate information on paternity establishment, modification of 

child support orders and interest rates, arrearage adjustments, and pursuing corrections of child 

support errors.  Members of the experimental group who participated in the Employment 

Partnership Project were exempt from enforcement actions for non-payment of child support, 

such as driver’s license suspension and contempt proceedings.  

The counselor was also prepared to facilitate access and visitation by helping NCPs formally 

establish a visitation order and/or by informally contacting the other parent to explore the 

barriers to access.  Finally, all NCPs received a non-mandatory referral to FOCUS for its 10-
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week parent education and mentorship program. NCPs were exempt from the referral if the 

program conflicted with their employment, education and training, or child care obligations. 

Following the orientation and the intake and assessment process, the career counselor met with 

project participants on an as-needed basis.  When the career counselor learned that a project 

participant was employed, he was instructed to notify the Project Coordinator so that 

appropriate wage withholding activities could be undertaken. When a member of the 

experimental group failed to appear for a project orientation, the career counselor was 

supposed to send this non-compliance information to the Project Coordinator for the initiation of 

appropriate enforcement actions.  

Individuals in the control group were referred to one of seven different WorkAdvantage sites.  

They received the array of services normally accorded to “walk-ins” in Tarrant County Career 

Centers. Those who qualified for WIA funds or other funding streams were eligible for selected 

service enhancements and benefits. 

3. Research Instruments and Data Collection 

The information collected for this project came from a variety of sources: questionnaires 

completed by noncustodial parents, forms and assessments completed by the career counselor 

for clients in the experimental group, follow-up telephone interviews conducted with members of 

the experimental group, payment records maintained by the child support agency, and quarterly 

wage reports filed by employers with the Workforce Commission.  Personnel from the Center for 

Policy Research also conducted interviews and focus groups with agency staff and 

administrators, including project personnel, child support workers, staff at WorkAdvantage, and 

court personnel.  

Questionnaire Completed by NCPs: As previously noted, all noncustodial parents in the 

project completed a Child Support Survey.  The one-page Child Support Survey elicited some 

limited demographic information and identified barriers to child support payment.  The child 

support worker or Assistant Attorney General added some limited information on the child 

support case for which the NCP appeared and other cases pending with the OAG.  The child 

support items of interest included the establishment versus enforcement status of the case, the 
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monthly child support order level, the monthly arrears order, and the total balance owed for child 

support arrears or retroactive support.  A copy of the Child Support Survey appears in Appendix 

B to this report. 

Forms Completed by the Career Counselor: Noncustodial parents in the experimental group 

who met with the career counselor completed an intake and assessment form.  It elicited 

information on marital status, ethnic identity, education level, citizenship, registration with the 

Selective Service, receipt of various benefits during the past 12 months, employment history, 

current employment status, most recent employment, criminal history, disability status and 

availability of Social Security number, driver’s license, reliable transportation, and stable 

housing.  The assessment and intake form also obtained contact information for each 

participant and information on the number and ages of children the NCP has had with each 

woman, and relevant contact and visitation patterns.  In addition to gathering this intake 

information, the career counselor identified the types of services each participant needed in the 

areas of education, employment, child support, access/visitation, and other services. Finally, the 

form indicated whether the NCP had been referred to FOCUS for fatherhood education 

sessions and mentoring.   

On a monthly basis, the counselor was required to complete a monthly tracking form for each 

participant with whom he had contact.  The goal of the record-keeping process was to record 

participant activities and status with respect to employment and contact with children. Employer 

contacts were noted along with relevant reports of earnings and performance.   

A copy of the intake and assessment form, service needs form and monthly tracking form 

appear as Appendix C to this report.  
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Telephone Follow-up Interviews: Six months after enrollment in the Employment Partnership 

Project, telephone interviewers with the Public Opinion Laboratory of Northern Illinois University 

attempted to contact and interview all members of the experimental group who appeared for the 

orientation session and completed an intake form.  The goal of the interview was to assess the 

helpfulness of their interventions with the career counselor and to assess their status with 

respect to employment, earnings, parent-child contact, and other outcomes. 

The interview elicited information about the participants’ experiences with the Employment 

Partnership Project, including the types of services received in the areas of employment, child 

support, education, child access, general support, and parenting classes and mentoring.  

Participants were asked to gauge the helpfulness of each type of service they received, 

including those offered through FOCUS.  The interview also collected information about the 

participant’s contact with his children and whether it had changed since enrolling in the Project.  

Participants were asked about their employment, earnings and child support payment behavior 

including reasons for non-payment, non-contact with children, and unemployment. Finally, the 

interview collected information about the overall usefulness of the program and its perceived 

impact on the participant’s financial well-being, performance as a parent, and attitude toward the 

future. 

To facilitate a follow-up contact, participants were asked to provide names and numbers for at 

least one secondary contact person.  In addition, clients were offered a $20 incentive payment 

in the form of a McDonald’s gift certificate to complete the 10-minute telephone interview.  A 

copy of the Short Term Follow-Up Survey appears in Appendix D to this report. 

Quarterly Wage Reports Filed by Employers:  An additional aspect of data collection for this 

project involved collecting information on participant earnings.  The key source of information 

was employer-reported quarterly wage reports collected as part of the state’s Unemployment 

Insurance (UI) system. The Workforce Commission was given an electronic file of all project 

data.  They added earnings to this file and removed identifying variables.  The file was then 

returned to the Center for Policy Research for analysis of earnings for noncustodial parents in 

the experimental and control groups for four quarter prior to and following their enrollment in the 

Project.   
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The UI database has serious limitations: not all employers are required to report to the UI 

system; the self-employed are not included, nor are those employed by the federal government, 

the military, or nonprofit organizations; work done on a cash basis  (i.e., “under the table” or “off 

the books”) is not reported; and some employers who are required to file reports simply fail to do 

so. 

These limitations have been documented in several studies.  For example, the authors of a 

study comparing UI and survey responses for 12,318 individuals who participated in services 

provided under the 1982 Jobs Training Partnership Act (JTPA) conclude that UI wage records 

are a cost-effective and reliable way of assessing program effects for most groups of 

employees, but warn that UI appears to miss a good deal of employment activity for male 

youths with prior criminal records who may be most apt to work in the underground economy 

and/or to hold short-term jobs (Kornfeld and Bloom, 1999). 

In a similar vein, a study in Illinois concluded employers failed to report 13 percent of all 

employees who should have earnings reported to UI (Blakemore, et al., 1996).  Employers who 

were especially likely to under-report were those with few employees and/or high turnover. To 

the extent that these employers hire low-level, low-skilled workers, they may be the very types 

of employers most likely to hire participants of the Employment Partnership Project. 

Child Support Records:  To generate a reliable and comprehensive picture of the child support 

status of NCPs in the experimental and control groups and the impact of the program on child 

support payment behavior, we extracted information from the automated child support 

information system (TXCSES).  An independent researcher reviewed automated child support 

records and manually extracted information for every NCP in the experimental and control group 

who could be found in the child support system.  The review documented the client’s child 

support status at entry to the program (or assignment to the control group) and six and 12 

months following entry.  Among the data elements we extracted were the number of child 

support cases that appeared in TXCES, the number of child support cases with an order, the 

order level per case, arrears balance per case, and total payments per case.  By adding across 

the multiple cases that NCPs have, it was possible to calculate the total monthly obligations that 

each member of the experimental and control group faced. By comparing payments with child 
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support obligations, it was possible to calculate the percentage of child support that clients paid 

prior to and following their assignment to the experimental or control groups (see Appendix E). 

Qualitative Interviews and Focus Groups: To obtain qualitative feedback on the project and 

its implementation, we conducted interviews and focus groups with the various individuals and 

groups who played a key role in the conduct of the project and/or were in a position to observe 

its operation and effect.  The goal of the qualitative data collection effort was to obtain a reading 

on whether an appropriate population had been targeted for participation; whether the 

recruitment effort had been effective; the utility of using a specialized career counselor with 

members of the experimental group to produce employment and earnings outcomes; the 

perceived reaction of noncustodial parents to the project and the opportunities it offered; staff 

quality; and the appropriate role of various project partners, including the judiciary, the child 

support agency, the employment program, and community-based organizations. 
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IV. Project Results 

1. Assignment to the Experimental and Control Groups 

There are few statistically significant differences between noncustodial parents in the 

experimental and control groups on key demographic indicators.  On average, NCPs in both 

groups are 32 years old.  Half of the experimental group and 43 percent of the control group are 

African-Americans, followed in frequency by whites and Hispanics.  About a quarter have no 

diplomas or degrees, while about 60 percent have either a high school diploma or GED.  On 

average, NCPs in both groups have one child.   
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Table 4.  Client Characteristics, by Group 

 Control Group 
(n=126) 

Experimental  Group 
(n=412) 

Race:   

White, Not Hispanic 35.2% 26.7% 

Hispanic 20.0% 21.5% 

African-American or African 43.2% 50.4% 

Other 1.6% 1.5% 

Highest degree earned:   

None 24.0% 28.9% 

GED 28.0% 21.0% 

High school diploma 40.8% 38.4% 

Technical school or AA degree 4.8% 6.4% 

College degree or higher 2.4% 5.4% 

Age:    

Mean

Median

Range

32.1 

31.0 

18 - 58 

32.4 

32.0 

18 - 52 

Number of children under age of 18 who do not live with you:   

Percent with no children under age 18 not with them

Mean

Median

Range

8.3% 

2.0 

1.0 

0 - 7 

4.7% 

1.7 

2.0 

0 - 6 

Number of different mother for these children:   

Percent with only one mother for his children

Mean

Median

Range

43.8% 

1.7 

2.0 

1 - 3 

54.1% 

1.7 

1.0 

1 - 5 

Current Employment situation:   

Unemployed 91.9% 91.6% 

Employed 8.1% 8.4% 

If unemployed, number of weeks unemployed:   

 Average 

 Median

 Range

30.3 

12.0 

1 - 260 

31.9 

16.0 

1 - 364 
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At the time they completed the initial survey at the child support agency, 92 percent of the NCPs 

in both groups reported being unemployed.  The amount of time they had been unemployed 

was also similar for both groups: averaging 30 to 32 weeks, with medians of 12 and 16 weeks in 

the control and experimental groups, respectively.  However, there was a wide range in the 

NCPs’ reported lengths of unemployment.  While some NCPs reported unemployment of only 

one week, others reported being unemployed for almost an entire year.  

As shown in Table 5, when responding to a list of issues that might make them unable or 

unwilling to pay child support, the control and experimental groups continue to look quite similar.  

Over a third in each group report past histories of incarceration.  About 15 percent in each group 

report having been injured or disabled and unable to work.  Close to 90 percent cited 

unemployment as a problem, and 13 to 19 percent in each group reported having been 

homeless recently.  Similar percentages (13 to 18 percent) cited new family obligations as a 

reason they could not afford to pay child support.  Relatively few (10 percent or less in each 

group) said that they did not understand their orders. 

NCPs in the control group were somewhat more likely than NCPs in the experimental group to 

mention the lack of transportation as a potential obstacle to child support payments.  However, 

32 percent of the experimental group, as well as 42 percent in the control group, cited 

transportation as a problem.  In addition, 44 percent of the control group and 36 percent of the 

experimental group simply said that paying child support would not leave them enough to 

money to get by.  

Table 5 also shows NCP responses to a number of items that might make them less willing — 

although not necessarily less able — to pay child support.  There are no statistically significant 

differences between the control and experimental groups on these items.  Approximately 20 

percent in each group mention the custodial parent does not permit the NCP to see the children.  

Similar percentages say they give money directly to the custodial parent.  Between 10 and 15 

percent mention contributing in-kind goods, such a food and clothes, living with the custodial 

parent (CP) off and on, and the CPs’ substantial earnings or earnings of a new partner. 
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Table 5.  Problems Paying Child Support, by Group 

 Control Group 
(n=126) 

Experimental Group 
(n=412) 

Have been incarcerated 32.5% 36.9% 

Have been disabled and unable to work 15.2% 16.5% 

Have been unemployed 89.7% 85.2% 

Have been homeless 19.0% 13.1% 

Have a new family to support and cannot afford to pay 18.3% 12.6% 

Cannot pay child support and have enough to live on 44.4% 35.9% 

Do not have transportation you can count on  42.1% 32.3% 

Do not understand or know what you owe 8.7% 10.7% 

Other parent does not let you see the children 18.3% 18.7% 

Are not sure you are the father of the children 7.9% 7.5% 

Have been living with the other parent 13.5% 11.7% 

Contribute food/diapers, do not feel formal child support is fair 12.7% 10.4% 

Give money directly to the other parent 22.2% 21.4% 

Other parent does not spend the money on the children 7.1% 7.3% 

Other parent earns more than you 

lives with someone who can support the children 
14.3% 14.6% 

Children have been living with you  7.9% 9.0% 

Other 7.1% 5.6% 

 Chi square is significant at .05 or less. 

Table 6 summarizes the child support status of the experimental and control groups.  The two 

groups are fairly evenly comprised of individuals with enforcement and establishment cases.  

Average monthly support obligations, as noted by child support workers and attorneys who 

reviewed the initial Child Support Surveys, are somewhat higher in the experimental group.  

However, the average obligations of $245 and $229 per month are quite similar.  About a third 

in each group did not have arrears at the time of the initial child support survey.  Among those 

with arrears, the total amounts are fairly equivalent in the two groups, averaging $11,000 to 

$12,000. 
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Table 6.  Child Support Case Information, by Group 

 Control Group (n=113) Experimental Group (n=391) 

Case Type:   

Enforcement 45.1% 55.2% 

Establishment 52.2% 44.0% 

Both 2.7% 0.8% 

Monthly child support due   

No monthly support due 

Of those with monthly support due: 

 Mean

Median

Range

8.8% 

 

$229 

$198 

$25 - $780 

8.5% 

 

$245 

$210 

$25 - $805 

Monthly arrears due   

No monthly arrears due 

Of those with monthly arrears due: 

Mean

Median

Range

85.6% 

 

$38 

$25 

$18 - $128 

84.8% 

 

$42 

$25 

$10 - $350 

Arrears/Retro balance   

Percent with no arrears 

Of those with arrears: 

Mean

Median

Range

37.3% 

 

$12,457 

$6,933 

$1 - $94,822 

38.5% 

 

$11,271 

5,951 

$5 - $90,062 

 T-test is significant at .05.   

One difference between the two groups is the referral source or recruitment strategy that 

brought them into the project.  Members of the experimental group are more likely to have 

responded to a direct mailing from the project coordinator noting that they had a child support 

delinquency and urging them to come to the child support office to participate in an employment 

program sponsored by the Workforce Center.  Approximately 40 to 45 percent of the NCPs in 

the experimental and control groups were recruited at the court, while nearly half came from the 

child support office. 
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Table 7.  Recruitment Source for Experimental and Control Groups 

 Received form from:  
Control Group 

(n=113) 
Experimental Group  

(n=391) 

Court 38.8% 45.0% 

Child support 57.8% 45.5% 

Mailing 3.4% 8.7% 

Phone call 0.0% 0.8% 

 Chi square is significant at .05 or less. 

2. Participation in Services by the Experimental Group   

To better understand the characteristics of individuals in the experimental group who participate 

versus those who do not, we considered whether any variables helped to distinguish between 

(1) the NCPs who failed to appear at all and those who completed an intake and assessment, 

and (2) those who attended only one meeting and had an assessment and those who appeared 

to participate more fully and had monthly tracking forms completed by the project staff.   

Failure to Appear for Intake and Assessment 
The only information available for NCPs who did not complete the intake and assessment 

comes from the one-page Child Support Survey.  As a result, a very limited amount of 

information is available for those who failed to appear for intake and assessment.   

Nevertheless, a number of variables did help to differentiate between those NCPs who 

appeared and those who failed to appear for the intake and assessment.  The results are shown 

in Table 8.  Among the key differences between these two subgroups of the experimental group 

are the following:  

 The NCP’s employment status in the months prior to the survey was related to 

appearing for the intake.  Those with a history of unemployment were about twice 

as likely to simply not appear for their intake, compared to those who were 

employed.  On the other hand, employment status at the time the Child Support 

Survey was completed was not associated with appearance or non-appearance at 

intake. 
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 NCPs with a history of incarceration were more likely to be “no-shows” for intake 

and services than were NCPs with no incarceration history.   

 NCPs who reported living with the CP (at least off and on) were less likely to 

appear for the intake and assessment compared to those who were not 

cohabiting. 

 Those NCPs who reported giving money directly to the custodial parent were less 

likely to appear for the intake than were NCPs who did not make direct payments. 

 Those NCPs who reported lacking reliable transportation were less likely to appear 

for the intake relative to those without transportation problems. 

 Those NCPs with child support orders already in place (i.e., enforcement cases) 

were a little more likely to appear for the intake compared to NCPs without orders 

(establishment cases). 
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Table 8.  Appearance for Intake and Assessment, by Background Characteristics 

 At interview unemployed 
(n=360) 

 At interview employed 
(n=33) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 62.5% 72.7% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 37.5% 27.3% 

 Recently unemployed 
(n=351) 

Not unemployed 
(n=109) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 63.8% 34.9% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 36.2% 65.1% 

Chi square significant at .00.   

 Have been incarcerated 
(n=152) 

Never incarcerated 
(n=310) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 68.4% 51.3% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 31.6% 48.7% 

Chi square significant at .000.   

 
Live with other parent  

(n=48) 

Do not live with other 
parent 
(n=414) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 72.9% 55.1% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 27.1% 44.9% 

Chi square significant at .01.   

 Gives money  to other parent
(n=88) 

Does not give money 
(n=374) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 69.3% 54.0% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 30.7% 46.0% 

Chi square significant at .006.   

 No reliable transportation 
(n=133) 

Reliable transportation 
(n=329) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 67.7% 52.6% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 32.3% 47.4% 

Chi square significant at .002.   
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 Enforcement 
(n=219) 

Establishment 
(n=172) 

Did not appear for intake or services (n=263) 60.3% 68.0% 

Appeared at least once for intake or services (n=199) 39.7% 32.0% 

Chi square significant at .07.   

Appearing for Intake Only and Participation Past Intake 
It proved more difficult to identify variables that distinguish between those NCPs who appeared 

only once for intake and assessment and those who met with program staff on more than one 

occasion.   

The type of assistance the NCP expressed an interest in (employment, education, child support, 

or access) did not differentiate those who participated beyond the intake process from those 

who did not.  Nor did the level of participation vary depending upon whether the NCP reported 

his participation was “required” or “voluntary,” or whether he heard about the program through 

the child support agency or the court. 

Table 9 shows that the only variables that significantly differentiate between the NCPs who 

appeared once and those who appeared more than once are the following:  

 The higher the NCP’s level of education, the greater the likelihood that he 

participated with the program on more than one occasion. 

 NCPs in enforcement cases were more likely to participate on more than one 

occasion than were NCPs in establishment case.   

 NCPs who report their longest full-time tenure with an employer was two or more 

years were more likely to participate on more than one occasion than were NCPs 

with no long-term employment history. 

 NCPs over age 40 were more likely to participate multiple times than were NCPs 

under age 40. 
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Table 9.  Level of Participation, by Background Characteristics 

 No High School 
Diploma 
(n=37) 

High School 
or GED 
(n=89) 

Education Past 
High School 

(n=14) 

Appeared once for intake or services (n=58) 54.1% 39.3% 21.4% 

Appeared more than once for intake and services (n=82) 45.9% 60.7% 78.6% 

Chi square significant at .09.    

 Enforcement 
(n=87) 

Establishment 
(n=55) 

Appeared once for intake or services (n=59) 34.5% 52.7% 

Appeared more than once for intake and services (n=83) 65.5% 47.3% 

Chi square significant at .02.   

 Held one job for 2 
or more years 

(n=133) 

Never held one job for 2  
or more years 

(n=49) 

Appeared once for intake or services (n=59) 38.3% 55.1% 

Appeared more than once for intake and services (n=83) 61.7% 44.9% 

Chi square significant at .03.   

 Over age 40 
(n=38) 

Less than age 40 
(n=109) 

Appeared once for intake or services (n=59) 45.3% 29.8% 

Appeared more than once for intake and services (n=83) 54.7% 70.2% 

Chi square significant at .03.   

Table 10 shows the responses of those who took part in the follow-up telephone interview to a 

few questions regarding why they did not participate in the program more fully.   

The most common reasons cited for not participating more fully were the fact that the initial visit 

did not translate into employment and skepticism that the program would be able to help.  Over 

40 percent of the respondents cited those as reasons.  About a third believed they would be 

able to find employment on their own, and about a quarter agreed with the statements that they 

did not need help with child support and that their past experience with similar programs led 

them to believe it would not be worthwhile. 
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Table 10.  Reasons Cited for Lack of Greater Program Participation 

 Intake Only 
(n=22) 

More than Intake 
(n=31) 

Total 
(n=53) 

The program did not give me a job when I went to see them. 54.5% 37.9% 45.1% 

I can find a job on my own, I do not need the program. 31.8% 32.3% 32.1% 

I do not need help with my child support situation. 22.7% 31.0% 27.5% 

I did not have transportation to get to the program. 27.3% 38.7% 34.0% 

I did not think the program could help with my problems. 47.6% 36.7% 41.2% 

I have worked with similar programs that were not able to help. 23.8% 22.2% 22.9% 

 

3. Description of Clients Participating in Intake and Assessment   

At the time of the intake, approximately 37 percent of the clients who progressed to the intake 

and assessment stage reported being married or in a marriage-like relationship.  Most reported 

having one or two children (71%), with at least one of these children not residing with the client.   

Most clients reported having children with only one woman (53%).  However, a sizeable minority 

had children with multiple women, with over 15 percent reporting having children with three or 

more women.  Most clients (62%) said they were never married to any of the mothers of their 

non-resident children.   

Clients generally described their relationships with the mothers of their non-resident children as 

relatively friendly.  However, nearly 20 percent said they believed one or more of these mothers 

would say he had been violent at some point during the relationship and 3 percent reported one 

or more of the mothers had a restraining order against him. 
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Table 11.  Relationships and Children for Clients Participating in Intake 

Current marital status (n=198)  

Married 14.6% 

Married, living apart 10.1% 

Divorced 14.6% 

Marriage-like relationship 21.7% 

Single 38.9% 

Total number of children (n=118)  

One 39.0% 

Two 32.2% 

Three 14.4% 

Four 8.5% 

Five or more 5.9% 

Number of children not living with client (n=109)  

None 25.7% 

One 27.5% 

Two 24.8% 

Three 13.8% 

Four 5.5% 

Five or more 2.7% 

*Number of mothers of these children (n=93)  

One 52.7% 

Two 31.2% 

Three 11.8% 

Four or five 4.3% 

Ever married to any of the children’s mothers?  (n=190)  

Yes 37.9% 

No 62.1% 

Relationship with at least one of the children’s mothers is…  (n=187)  

Very friendly 41.2% 

Somewhat friendly 45.5% 

Somewhat hostile 19.2% 

Very hostile 11.2% 



                 
  Tarrant County Employment Partnership Project 
 
 

 
 

Center for Policy Research 
- Page 29  -  

 
 

Table 11.  Relationships and Children for Clients Participating in Intake 

Do one or more of the children’s mothers have a restraining order?  (n=194)  

Yes 3.1% 

One or more of the children’s mothers will accuse client of being violent with her (n=192)  

Yes 19.3% 

* May exceed 100% of respondent reported on several relationships.  

Most of the clients seen at intake (63%) said they had legal custody and access arrangements 

in place for at least one of their children.  Nearly 20 percent reported that the legal arrangement 

included some type of restriction on his access to the children, such as requiring supervised 

visits or disallowing overnight visits. 

Nearly a quarter of the clients (22%) said they had at least one child whom they had not seen at 

all in the 12 months prior to appearing at the workforce center for an intake.  On the other hand, 

half (50%) said they saw at least one of their non-resident children once a week or more. 

Table 12.  Access and Visitation and Child Support Arrangement for Clients 
Participating in Intake 

*Are there legal custody and access arrangements in place for one or more children (n=189)  
Yes 63.0% 
No 36.0% 

Do not know 15.3% 
Are there restrictions on when client may see one or more non-resident children  
(e.g., supervised visits or no overnight visits)?  

Yes 19.9% 
No 80.1% 

*In 12 months, percent who saw at least one child…  
Not at all 22.3% 

Once or twice 12.2% 
Every other month 11.1% 

Once or twice a month 13.8% 
Once a week or more 50.0% 

Other 13.0% 
* May exceed 100% of respondent reported on one or more children.  

Nearly 20 percent of the clients reported they were not employed full-time at any point in the 12 

months prior to completing the intake and assessment session.  The average number of months 
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of full-time employment during this 12-month period was 4.7.  Three-quarters of the clients said 

they had received no benefits, such as food stamps, VA benefits, SSI, TANF, or unemployment 

payments, in the previous 12 months. 

When asked about their current or most recent employment, clients reported being at this job an 

average of 1.9 years, and 60 percent said they worked at this job for less than one year.  The 

longest period with the same employer was, on average, 4.6 years. 

Self-reported earnings during the previous 12 months were most commonly in the $10,000 to 

$20,000 range, although 17 percent reported earning less than this.  Approximately 15 percent 

reported earning more than $30,000.  Nearly half (46%) of the clients described this income as 

meeting their needs “fairly well” or “very well.”  

Table 13.  Employment and Economic Status at Intake 

Self-report of number of months employed full-time in the previous 12 months (n=126)  

No employment in the previous 12 months 19.0% 

Average number of months employed 4.7 months 

Percent reporting employment for six months or less 73.0% 

Percent reporting receiving no benefits in the 12 months prior to intake (n=199) 76.4% 

Length of time at current or most recent job (n=128)  

Less than one year 60.2% 

Average 1.9 years 

Five or more years 11.7% 

Longest time worked for one employer (n=175)  

Less than 12 months 19.2% 

Average 4.6 years 

More than three years 48.9% 

Percent reporting average annual earnings of…  (n=145)  

Less than $10,000 17.2% 

$10,001 - $20,000 45.6% 

$20,001 - $30,000 22.0% 

More than $30,000 15.2% 
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Percent reporting these earnings cover their needs…  (n=175)  

Very well 9.7% 

Fairly well 36.6% 

Not very well 39.4% 

Not at all 14.3% 

Most clients (74%) self-reported having one child support obligation when they completed the 

intake and assessment form.  Just over half (54%) said they had made no payments in the 

previous 12 months.  A check of the child support system by project staff found that 85 percent 

of the clients owed current child support and/or arrears at intake.  On average, clients owed 

arrears of $10,705 at intake, with a median arrears figure of just over $6,000. 

 

Table 14.  Self-Report of Child Support Status at Intake 

Number of child support cases at intake (n=189)  

None 7.4% 

One 74.1% 

Two 13.0% 

Three or more 4.7% 

Self-report of amount of support due that was paid in the past 12 months (n=176)  

None 54.5% 

1 - 25 percent 25.7% 

26 - 50 percent 9.1% 

51 - 75 percent 4.1% 

More than 75 percent 6.6% 

Total arrears according to system check at intake (n=101)  

None 25.0% 

Average $10,705 

Median $6,377 

Table 15 shows some of the barriers to employment that clients faced.  Nearly a third reported 

they did not have a driver’s license, and over three-quarters said they lacked reliable 
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transportation.  In addition, about half of the clients reported criminal histories and 18 percent 

were on probation or parole at the intake. Clearly, these problems translated into considerable 

obstacles to effective service delivery. 

Table 15.  Barriers to Employment Reported by Clients Participating in Intake 

Percent without…  

Social Security card 7.1% 

Driver’s license 31.9% 

Reliable transportation 77.4% 

Stable housing 12.7% 

 (n=181) 

Percent reporting…  

Learning disabilities 11.0% 

Convicted of a misdemeanor 54.5% 

Convicted of a felony 42.6% 

Have been incarcerated 57.1% 

Currently on probation or parole 17.9% 

 (n=169) 

4. Service Needs 

At intake and assessment, at least 40 percent of all participants mentioned the following as 

areas in which they need help: 

 Finding a job; 

 Receiving job training; 

 Solving child support problems; and 

 Receiving additional education. 

In addition, close to 20 percent said they would like help with access and visitation problems.  

Less than 10 percent mentioned other services, such as parenting skills, anger management, or 

help with substance abuse. 
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Table 16.  Service Interests of Those with an Intake/Assessment 

Percent reporting an interest in the following:  

Help finding a job 89.9% 

Job training 53.3% 

Help with child support payments or debts 43.2% 

Additional education 42.7% 

Help getting to see children 19.1% 

Help with parenting skills 7.5% 

Anger management 4.5% 

Help with substance abuse 2.5% 

Something else 3.5% 

(n=199) 

Another perspective on the clients’ service needs comes from the project staff.  About 80 

percent of those with an intake had a worker assessment indicating areas in which the client 

was believed to need assistance.  Table 17 shows the types of educational and employment 

services that program staff felt participants needed.  About a third of the participants were 

assessed as needing basic educational services, such as preparation for a GED.  With respect 

to employment services, job referrals were the primary service need listed by program staff.  

However, around a quarter of those with assessments were also believed to need job readiness 

and short-term job training.  The fact that relatively few assessments mentioned longer-term job 

training or apprenticeships may in part reflect the lack of such services in the community. 

About a quarter of those with an intake/assessment were described by program staff as needing 

help getting a child support order modified, managing a child support arrearage, and/or getting 

to see their children.  Very few intake and assessments noted the need for substance abuse 

treatment, mental health services, or legal services. 

Table 17.  Service Needs Listed by Program Staff at Intake/Assessment 

Educational service needs  

Pre-GED or GED services 32.7% 
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Table 17.  Service Needs Listed by Program Staff at Intake/Assessment 

English as a Second Language 8.0% 

Other educational services 12.3% 

Employment service needs  

Job referrals 69.1% 

Job readiness classes 27.8% 

Short-term job training 24.1% 

Longer-term vocation training 17.9% 

Apprenticeship 11.7% 

Vocational rehabilitation services 4.9% 

Other employment services 2.5% 

Child support service needs  

Help with order modification 24.1% 

Help with arrears 21.0% 

Explanation of the child support situation 13.0% 

Help correcting child support errors 13.0% 

Help with paternity establishment 6.2% 

Other child support services 4.9% 

Access and visitation service needs  

Help getting to see his children 22.2% 

Help establishing an access and visitation order 7.4% 

Help establishing custody 3.1% 

Other access and visitation services 1.9% 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Additional service needs  

Medical/dental/vision services 16.7% 
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Table 17.  Service Needs Listed by Program Staff at Intake/Assessment 

Housing assistance 16.0% 

Transportation assistance 14.8% 

Help buying work clothes or equipment 14.2% 

Child care assistance 4.9% 

Mentoring 3.1 

Anger management 1.9% 

Substance abuse treatment 1.2% 

Mental health services 0.6% 

Legal services 0.0% 

(n=162) 

5. Services Provided 

Case managers were asked to complete a monthly tracking form for each month that a 

participant was enrolled in the project.  The tracking form collected information about the types 

of activities the participant was engaged in during the month, the participant’s contact with his 

children during the month, and his employment status.  Of the 199 individuals who participated 

in an intake and assessment, 127 (63.8%) had at least one monthly tracking form. 

Table 18 shows the activities participants engaged in, based on completed monthly tracking 

forms.  Most of the cases with tracking forms showed some employment activity (87%), 

commonly consisting of a job referral (68%).  Less than 10 percent engaged in any educational, 

child support, access and visitation, or parenting skills services during the time they were 

enrolled in the project. 
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Table 18.  Activities Based on the Monthly Tracking Forms  

Percent showing the following activity on any monthly tracking form:  

Education activity 9.4% 

Any employment activity 87.4% 

Job referrals 68.5% 

Job readiness 2.4% 

Short-term job training 15.0% 

Longer-term job training 1.6% 

Vocation rehabilitation 0.8% 

Any child support activity 9.4% 

Any access and visitation activity 3.9% 

Any parenting skills activity 3.1% 

Other 16.5% 

 

The 127 cases with one or more monthly reporting form typically showed changes in 

employment over time.  A total of 78.7 percent of the participants self-reported changing jobs 

during the time they were enrolled in the program.  Nearly a quarter (23.6%) said they went from 

being unemployed to being employed.  Only 1.6 percent reported a change from employment to 

unemployment.  Retraining programs for even highly skilled workers, like airline mechanics, 

report employment rates of less than 40 percent among active enrollments (Uchitelle, 2006). 

Another source of information about the services provided to individuals who enrolled in the 

project, and the perceived value of these services, comes from the 53 follow-up interviews 

conducted approximately six months after the respondent was seen at the Workforce Center.  

Table 16 shows the services these individuals reported receiving and the degree to which the 

service was perceived to be helpful.  As with the monthly tracking forms, the most common type 

of assistance received seems to have been job referrals.  Nearly three-quarters of the program 

participants who were interviewed reported receiving job leads.  About 40 percent of those 

receiving leads said this service was “very helpful,” while nearly half described it as “somewhat 

helpful.”   
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Other commonly received services included information on interviewing and resume 

preparation, computerized job searches, and child support explanations.  Relatively few of the 

clients completing follow-up interviews reported receiving housing assistance, transportation 

assistance, mental health or drug/alcohol treatment, or clothes for work or school.  However, 

when these services were provided, clients described them as “very helpful.” 

Table 19.  Activities Engaged in and Perceived Usefulness, 
In Telephone Follow-Up Interview (n=53) 

 If received, how helpful was it? 

 

Percent reporting 
they received this 

service Very helpful 
Somewhat 

helpful 
Not really or not 

helpful 

Job leads and referrals 73.6% 39.5% 47.4% 13.2% 

Job training  13.2% 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 

Information on interviewing and resumes 58.5% 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 

Job search on computer 54.7% 62.1% 20.7% 17.2% 

Had child support explained 52.8% 66.7% 11.1% 22.2% 

Learned what he owes in child support 43.4% 56.5% 30.4% 13.0% 

Help setting up or modifying support 

order 
17.0% 55.6% 22.2% 22.2% 

Help with child support debt 7.5% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 

GED or ESL classes 3.8% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 

Fatherhood or parenting services 20.8% 54.5% 36.4% 9.1% 

Medical help 3.8% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 

Clothes for work or school 3.8% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Housing assistance 3.8% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Transportation assistance 7.5% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 

Work clothes or equipment 3.8% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Drug and/or alcohol treatment 1.9% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Anger management classes 9.4% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Mental health services 3.8% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 
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6. Case Closure 

Figure 1 shows the reason for case closure provided by the project staff for 104 cases with data 

available.  Just over a third of the cases closed when the client “dropped out” of the program.  

Almost another third closed for what the project staff person simply described as “other 

reasons.”  Approximately 12 percent of the clients were terminated for non-compliance.  Three 

percent of the clients moved away, and 6 percent were referred on to another agency for 

services.  Of the 104 individuals with data, 16.3 percent, or 17 individuals, had a case closed 

because they had “completed services.” 

Figure 1 

7. Program Outcomes:  Employment 

Although the program was intended to help participants with the full range of problems they 

reported experiencing, this evaluation focuses on the two primary areas in which participants 

received services: employment and child support.   

Other 

Terminated 

Referred elsewhere 
Moved away 

Dropped out 

Completed program 
15.5%

37.9%

2.9%
4.9%

9.7%

29.1%

Reasons for Case Closure (n=104) 
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The monthly tracking forms completed by project staff indicate that nearly a quarter of the 

clients moved from being unemployed to employed during their time in the project (based on the 

client’s self-report). These 30 individuals comprised only 7 percent of the experimental group 

and 15 percent of those who completed an intake and assessment. Only 1.6 percent reported 

moving from employment to unemployment.  Over three-quarters of the clients (78.7%) reported 

changing jobs during the time they were in the program. 

Wage records provided by the Texas Workforce Commission provide a more objective measure 

of employment and earnings.  Table 20 shows that in the 12 months prior to assignment to the 

project, about 40 percent of the experimental and control group did not appear at all in the 

Texas Workforce Commission database, suggesting a total lack of employer-reported earnings.  

If those who do not appear in the database are included in the analysis and assigned no 

earnings for the time period under consideration, annual earnings average approximately 

$4,000 to $6,000.  Median earnings are between $500 and $4,000.   

Considering only those individuals who appear in the database provides an annual earnings 

picture that is somewhat higher, but still exceedingly low.  Average earnings increase from 

$4,000 to $6,000 up to $7,000 to $11,000.  However, median annual earnings are in the $3,500 

to $6,000 range. 
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Table 20.  Earnings and Employment in the Four Quarters  
Prior to Group Assignment 

Four quarters prior to group assignment: 

Control 
Group 

Experimenta
l: Failed to 
Appear for 

Intake  

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 
 

Experimental:  
Intake and 

Monthly 
Tracking Forms 

Percent appearing in the TWC wage data     

0 quarters 41.6% 38.1% 41.4% 39.7% 

1 quarter 17.6% 13.1% 11.4% 11.1% 

2 quarters 16.0% 13.1% 17.1% 23.0% 

3 quarters 11.2% 12.3% 10.0% 11.9% 

4 quarters 13.6% 23.4% 20.0% 14.3% 

n= 126 252 70 126 

Treating non-appearing as having no earnings     

Average earnings $4,254 $5,815 $6,488 $3,955 

Median earnings $509 $1,052 $1,004 $3,955 

n= 125 252 70 126 

Of those appearing in the data     

Average earnings $7,284 $9,393 $11,077 $6,557 

Median earnings $4,232 $4,657 $6,417 $3,513 

n= 73 156 41 76 

 

In the four quarters following group assignment, the percentages appearing in the database do 

not increase significantly.  In both experimental and control groups, as well as for the subgroups 

within the experimental group (those who appeared for intake and assessment, those who failed 

to appear, and those who progressed to monthly services and tracking), about 40 percent do 

not appear at all in the wage database.  Assuming those who do not appear had no earnings, 

the analysis shows average post-assignment earnings of approximately $4,000 to $7,000.   

Earnings were significantly higher for those who appeared for the intake and assessment, but 

did not continue to receive monthly services and tracking.  However, the differences, while 

statistically significant, were of little significance on a practical level, given that annual earnings 

for this group were only a few thousand dollars greater.  
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Even excluding those who do not appear in the database does not produce differences in 

earnings of any practical significance.  Those who took part only in the assessment show 

earnings of $12,000 in the 12 months following group assignment, compared to about $6,000 to 

$7,000 among all other groups (see Table 21). 

Table 21.  Earnings and Employment in the Four Quarters  
Following Group Assignment 

Four quarters following group 
assignment: 

Control 
Group 

 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for 
Intake  

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 

Experimental:  
Intake and Monthly 

Tracking Forms 

Percent appearing in the TWC wage data     

0 quarters 44.0% 42.1% 38.6% 42.1% 

1 quarter 19.2% 21.4% 11.4% 19.0% 

2 quarters 12.0% 17.1% 18.6% 12.7% 

3 quarters 8.8% 13.5% 18.6% 9.5% 

4 quarters 16.0% 6.0% 12.9% 16.7% 

n= 125 252 70 126 

Treating non-appearing as having no 

earnings 
    

Average earnings $4,022 $3,987 $7,423  $3,617 

Median earnings $228 $358 $1,034 $395 

n= 125 252 70 126 

Of those appearing in the data     

Average earnings $7,182 $6,882 $12,084  $6,243 

Median earnings $4,264 $4,110 $7,934 $4,070 

n= 70 146 43 73 

  In the four quarters following group assignment, those who took part in the intake/assessment but did not 

progress to monthly tracking earned significantly more than those in the control group, experimental/no show, 

and experimental/case tracking groups. 

 

Finally, as Table 22 shows, the employment and earning patterns do not change significantly 

even if the analysis is restricted to those cases with at least three quarters elapsing between 
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project enrollment and the earnings check.  This suggests that the low earnings participants 

show after enrollment cannot be attributed to lags in the posting of earnings into the database. 

Table 22.  Earnings and Employment in the Four Quarters  
Following Group Assignment  

Excludes Cases with Less Than Three Quarters From Enrollment to Record Check 

Four quarters prior to group assignment: 

Control 
Group 

 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for  
Intake  

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 

Experimental:  
Intake and Monthly 

Tracking Forms 

Percent appearing in the TWC wage data     

0 quarters 44.1% 37.6% 39.1% 41.2% 

1 quarter 15.3% 16.9% 11.6% 12.4% 

2 quarters 12.6% 18.0% 17.4% 12.4% 

3 quarters 9.9% 19.1% 18.8% 12.4% 

4 quarters 18.0% 8.4% 13.0% 21.6% 

n= 111 178 69 97 

Treating non-appearing as having no 

earnings 
    

Average earnings $4,272 $4,956 $7,449 $4,275 

Median earnings $164 $622 $941 $631 

n= 111 178 69 97 

Of those appearing in the data     

Average earnings $7,649 $7,947 $12,237 $7,275 

Median earnings $4,352 $4,686 $7,948 $5,623 

n= 62 111 42 57 

8. Program Outcomes:  Child Support 

Child support records were reviewed for 573 of the 588 individuals assigned to either the control 

or experimental groups.  The reviews were conducted on the following: 

 125 individuals assigned to the control group; 
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 252 individuals assigned to the experimental group who failed to participate in an 

intake and assessment; 

 70 individuals assigned to the experimental group who took part in the intake and 

assessment, but lacked monthly tracking forms; and 

 126 individuals assigned to the experimental group who completed an intake and 

assessment and had monthly tracking forms. 

 
During the review of child support records, information was extracted on the status of the case 

at assignment to the project, six months following group assignment and 12 months following 

group assignment.  Table 23 shows that, at group assignment, most individuals had one open 

child support case.  Less than 10 percent in each group had more than three open cases, and 

less than 3 percent had pending, deferred, or closed cases.  Nearly 90 percent of those with 

open cases had an enforcement case.  

Almost half of the individuals in each group had at least one non-TANF case.  Across the 

groups, 13 to 23 percent had at least one case currently receiving TANF.  None of the 

individuals had foster care cases, and a quarter to a third had a case involving Medicaid.  The 

percentage with an arrears-only case ranged from 2 to 15 percent. 
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 Table 23.  Child Support Status at Group Assignment 

At group assignment: 

Control 
Group 
(n=125) 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for 
Intake  

(n=252) 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 
(n=70) 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake and Had 
Monthly 

Tracking Forms 
(n=126) 

Number of open child support cases at 

group assignment 
    

None 1.6% 2.8% 1.4% 3.2% 

One 77.6% 71.8% 75.7% 69.8% 

Two 16.8% 17.9% 20.0% 21.4% 

Three 4.0% 7.5% 2.9% 5.6% 

*Stage of cases at group assignment     

One or more establishment cases 11.2% 16.7% 11.4% 10.3% 

One or more enforcement cases 88.8% 84.9% 92.9% 89.7% 

Additional cases at group assignment     

One or more pending cases 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

One or more deferred cases 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 1.6% 

One or more closed cases 0.8% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

Types of cases at group assignment     

One or more cases never on TANF 47.2% 51.2% 51.4% 40.5% 

One or more former TANF cases 52.0% 43.3% 35.7% 54.0% 

One or more active TANF cases 12.8% 22.6% 17.1% 19.8% 

One or more Medicaid cases 33.6% 37.3% 24.3% 31.7% 

One or more foster care cases 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

One or more arrears only cases 15.2% 6.3% 10.0% 2.4% 

 Chi square is significant at .05 or less. 
* May exceed 100% if respondent has multiple cases at different stages. 

Table 24 shows the financial child support obligations of clients at group assignment.  There are 

no statistically significant differences across the groups in the amount of current monthly 
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support due ($251-$297), the percentage with arrears (93.1% to 96.0%), the amount of the 

arrears balance ($3,000 to $6,000), the average amount due towards arrears each month ($67 

to $105), or the average amount of time since the last payment (2.7 to 3.1 years). 

Table 24.  Child Support Status at Group Assignment 

At group assignment: 

Control Group 
 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for 
Intake  

 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 
 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake and Had 
Monthly Tracking 

Forms 

Current monthly support obligation     

Average $251 $279 $297 $271 

Median $210 $237 $241 $231 

Range $118 - $554 $50 - $1,079 $107 - $1,200 $124 - $805 

Percent below $150 14.7% 11.7% 8.5% 8.3% 

Percent above $400 16.8% 17.9% 20.3% 11.1% 

 (n=95) (n=196) (n=59) (n=108) 

Arrears obligations     

Percent with arrears  95.6% 94.8% 96.0% 93.1% 

Average arrears balance $3,399 $7,209 $4,160 $6,052 

Percent with monthly arrears 

payments due 
62.4% 58.7% 62.9% 68.3% 

Average  $105 $77 $67 $88 

Median $50 $50 $50 $50 

Range $10 - $600 $10 - $650 $10 - $250 $10 - 701 

Percent being charged interest 66.4% 63.5% 57.1% 59.5% 

Average interest rate 7.0% 6.9% 7.5% 7.3% 

 (n=78) (n=148) (n=70) (n=86) 

Length of time since last payment     

Average 3.1 years 2.7 years 2.6 years 2.4 years 

 If payments have never been made, this is the time since order establishment. 

Tables 25 and 26 show how payments in the 12 months prior to group assignment compare to 

payments in the six and 12 months following group assignment.  The percentage paid is 
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calculated by dividing the total amount paid towards the current support obligation in the six- or 

12-month period by the total due during this same time period.  For example, in Table 25, those 

in the control group paid 22.4 percent of what they owed in current support in the 12 months 

prior to group assignment and 25.3 percent in the six months after group assignment.  The 

average amounts paid were compared using paired t-tests, which compare each individual on 

payments pre and payments post. 

The results show better performance during both the six- and 12-month periods following group 

assignment compared to the 12 months prior to group assignment.  The exception is the control 

group, which does not show a statistically significant improvement.  However, the fact that all 

individuals assigned to the experimental group show significant improvements — rather than 

only those who participated in services — raises doubts that the program services are 

responsible for the improvements.  Those who failed to appear for intake and assessment, and 

those who completed the intake but have no monthly tracking forms, are not believed to have 

received services. 

Table 25.  Child Support Payment Prior to and  
Six Months Following Group Assignment 

 

Control Group 
 

Experimental: 
Failed to Appear 

for Intake  
 

Experimental:  
Took Part in Intake 

 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake and Had 
Monthly 

Tracking Forms 

12 mos 

pre 

6 months 

post 

12 

mos 

pre 

6 months 

post 

12 mos 

pre 

6 months 

post 

12 

mos 

pre 

6 months 

post 

22.4% 25.3% 25.7% 31.3% 24.3% 37.2% 23.8% 31.0% 

Percent of child support 

due that was actually paid 

in the 12 months pre-group 

assignment  and the first 6 

months post-assignment  

n=79 

n=157 

paired t-test 

significant at .00 

n=54 

paired t-test 

significant at .01 

n=88 

paired t-test 

significant at .06 
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Table 26.  Child Support Payment Prior to and  
12 Months Following Group Assignment 

 

Control Group 
 

Experimental: 
Failed to Appear 

for Intake  
 

Experimental:  
Took Part in Intake 

 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake and Had 
Monthly 

Tracking Forms 

12 mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 

12 mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 

12 mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 

12 

mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 

23.2% 30.7% 24.2% 32.9% 24.3% 42.1% 22.9% 32.0% 

Percent of child support 

due that was actually paid 

in the 12 months pre-group 

assignment  and the first 

12 months post-

assignment  
n=76 

n=131 

paired t-test 

significant at .02 

n=54 

paired t-test 

significant at .00 

n=85 

paired t-test 

significant at .03 

The explanation for the improvements in the experimental groups cannot be attributed to the 

source of the payments.  Table 27 shows that, with one exception, experimental group cases 

were no more likely to have IRS intercepts than were control group cases.  Nor were they more 

likely to have had unemployment benefits attached or wage withholding orders in place.  The 

single exception is the higher amount collected from IRS tax intercepts for experimental cases 

that participated in the intake, but had no monthly tracking forms.  However, this difference is 

only seen at the 12 month follow-up. 
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Table 27.  Source of Child Support Payments Post-Group Assignment 

 

Control 
Group 

 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for 
Intake  

 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 
 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake and Had 
Monthly 

Tracking Forms 

Percent showing payments through the 

following sources in the 6 months post 

group assignment 

    

IRS tax intercepts 6.5% 5.3% 13.0% 5.8% 

Unemployment benefits 3.3% 4.1% 1.4% 1.7% 

Wage withholding 30.1% 33.6% 36.2% 34.7% 

Regular payments 35.0% 37.7% 39.1% 33.9% 

(n=123) (n=224) (n=69) (n=121) 

Percent showing payments through the 

following sources in the 12 months post 

group assignment 

    

 IRS tax intercepts 13.6% 10.0% 23.2% 16.9% 

Unemployment benefits 3.4% 5.7% 1.4% 1.7% 

Wage withholding 39.8% 44.3% 46.4% 44.1% 

Regular payments 38.1% 42.4% 43.5% 41.5% 

(n=102) (n=210) (n=69) (n=118) 

 Chi square is significant at .04. 

Nor can the difference be attributed to reduced monthly support orders among the experimental, 

but not the control, group.  There were no statistically significant changes in monthly support 

order levels from pre-assignment to post-assignment.  As Table 28 shows, increases in the 

monthly support order from pre- to post-group assignment occurred for 3 to 9 percent of the 

cases in each group.  Decreases occurred for 5 to 13 percent across the groups. 
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Table 28.  Changes in Monthly Support Orders Post-Group Assignment 

Percent with changes in the amount of 
monthly support due pre- and post-group 
assignment 

Control 
Group 

 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for 
Intake  

 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 
 

Experimental:  
Intake and 

Monthly 
Tracking Forms 

Support obligation increased 32.0% 3.6% 8.6% 3.2% 

Support obligation decreased 4.8% 7.5% 12.9% 8.7% 

(n=125) (n=252) (n=70) (n=126) 

Another possibility is that experimental group cases were more visible to, and more actively 

worked by, child support workers.  The career counselor notified a project worker when a 

member of the experimental group failed to appear for an orientation or a scheduled meeting. 

Upon notification, this worker reviewed automated child support records to determine if the 

noncustodial parent was paying his child support. Those who were delinquent in child support 

and non-compliant with the project were referred to child support workers for appropriate 

enforcement activities.  The control group was not subject to comparable monitoring and 

reporting activities. 

Table 29 compares the control and experimental groups on enforcement actions in the 12 

months following group assignment.  The experimental group includes those who failed to 

appear for intake and assessment, those who took part in the intake process but did not have 

monthly tracking forms showing active participation in the project, and those with monthly 

tracking forms. 

Some enforcement actions happen routinely, but may be invisible to the noncustodial parent.  

For example, liens are routinely put into place in the event that the noncustodial parent has 

assets to attach.  If enforcement acting is responsible for the better performance of the 

experimental group, it should be most obvious by looking at enforcement actions that are visible 

to the noncustodial parent. Therefore, the analysis focused on contempt actions, probation, 

jailing, and driver’s license suspension. The results show that the experimental cases that 

progressed to an intake and assessment (and perhaps on to monthly tracking) involved more 

contempt actions and driver’s license suspension than did the control group. 
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Table 29.  Enforcement Actions in the 12 Months Post-Group Assignment 

 

Control 
Group 

 

Experimental: 
Failed to 

Appear for 
Intake  

 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake 
 

Experimental:  
Took Part in 

Intake and Had 
Monthly 

Tracking Forms 

 Contempt action 28% 21.8% 42.9% 45.2% 

Probation 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 2.4% 

 Driver’s license suspension 3.2% 1.2% 10.0% 4.8% 

Jail 3.2% 4.8% 4.3% 7.9% 

 Any of the above 28.8% 23.8% 45.7% 46.8% 

 (n=125) (n=252) (n=70) (n=126) 

 Chi square is significant at .00. 

As Table 30 shows, if we restrict the analysis to cases without contempt actions or driver’s 

license suspension, the increased payments in the experimental group categories are no longer 

statistically significant. 

Table 30.  Percent of Child Support Due That Was Paid in the 12 Months Prior to 
and 12 Months Following Group Assignment  

for Cases Without Visible Enforcement Activity   

Control Group 
(n=41) 

 

Experimental: Failed 
to Appear for Intake  

(n=77) 
 

Experimental:  
Did Intake 

(n=25) 
 

Experimental:  
Did Intake and Had 
Monthly Tracking 

Forms 
(n=32) 

12 mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 

12 mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 

12 mos 

pre 

12 mos 

post 
12 mos pre 

12 mos 

post 

Cases without 
Contempt Action 
or Driver’s 
License 
Suspension 

24.3% 28.8% 24.5% 28.5% 31.7% 43.0% 25.4% 24.3% 

 Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Despite somewhat better payment patterns in the experimental groups relative to the control 

group, Figure 2 shows that all groups that entered the project with monthly support obligations 
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experienced significant increases in their arrears balances between project entry and the six 

month follow-up.  At 12 months, the growth in the arrears balances in all the groups had slowed 

and in some cases actually declined slightly over the six-month figure. 
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V. Project Staff and Partner Agencies’ Reactions 
The general consensus of project personnel and partner agencies was that the Employment 

Partnership Project failed to meet many of the objectives posited for it.  Among the 

shortcomings noted by interviewed respondents were the project’s inability to enroll the 

expected number of unemployed noncustodial parents; the lack of meaningful participation 

among most of those ultimately enrolled; and the limited assistance provided to the faction that 

participated.  As a result, few interviewed personnel expected that the project would improve 

employment, earnings, and child support payments.  On the other hand, project personnel and 

partner agencies were pleased with the inter-agency collaboration that the project had inspired 

and were committed to continuing to work together and improving service delivery.  The 

following discussion summarizes the perception of interviewed personnel and their 

recommendations for future projects with unemployed, non-paying child support obligors. 

Referral to the Project 

There was consensus that efforts to recruit non-paying obligors to participate in a program 

offering assistance with employment using mass-mailing techniques were ineffective. Very few 

noncustodial parents who were delinquent in their child support payments responded to 

mailings requesting that they appear for an orientation at a workforce program or visit a 

WorkAdvantage site. 

There was less agreement about the pros and cons of in-person recruitment efforts at different 

stages of case processing. Each phase offered certain advantages and challenges.  For 

example, child support and workforce program staff felt it made sense to try to identify and 

address employment problems at agency-based negotiations to set child support orders. 

Individuals in order-establishment proceedings are perceived to have the greatest incentive to 

work because they do not have big child support arrears. The workforce referral promises to 

provide tangible help for those who are sincere and remove excuses for those who are insincere 

in their desire to work.  On the other hand, referrals at this stage of case processing are 

voluntary, and it is difficult to make them feel more compulsory.   
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Although court settings are generally seen as being “too rushed” for effective referral activity 

and individuals with older orders and arrears balances who are summoned to court for contempt 

proceedings and other enforcement activities are viewed as the most resistant to change and 

poor candidates for support services, court-based referrals are regarded as having more “teeth.” 

Indeed, a judge who hears child support matters said that he would favor having an employment 

counselor based right at the court. As he put it, “I would love to be able to tell people to turn 

around and talk to someone right now. [For] slackers, it would take away the excuse, and for 

those who want help, it would be more accommodative.” 

The job of identifying unemployed noncustodial parents, explaining that there was a special 

project to help with employment, and referring clients to the point person at their office for 

additional information, paperwork, and group assignment fell to child support workers. Although 

some workers felt that buy-in would be stronger if workforce referrals were seen as a 

“permanent resource” for staff and that the short-term nature of the project inhibited some 

workers from bothering with referrals, most workers who met with obligors to establish orders 

said that they were committed to the project and that they raised the issue of employment with 

obligors and mentioned the project — something not previously done on a regular basis.  Rather 

than seeing referral activity as an extra burden that was tangential to their jobs, child support 

workers viewed referrals to the project as core business.  As one worker explained: 

Employment should be part of child support because we’re telling them they 

need to pay.  We should be able to help people who want it.  Having a name or 

number for someone that they can call is great. 

 

Of course, it was often difficult for workers to determine whether a noncustodial parent was 

unemployed.  Many NCPs tell child support workers that they are looking for work on their own 

and “have things in the wings.”  As one worker put it, “They know the things to say; the things 

they know we like to hear.”  Others are job hoppers whose employment activity is hard to trace 

in computerized record-keeping systems where there are posting lags.  Still others say that they 

are paid in cash or work for a relative.  Undoubtedly, some are illegal immigrants who lack 

Social Security numbers. These difficulties clearly reduced the rate of referrals to the program. 
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Several measures could have been taken to boost worker support and generate more referral 

activity. Although they voiced support for the project, few child support workers had ever been to 

a Workforce Center and were unaware of the specific forms of assistance offered.  As a result, 

there is some question about whether they were capable of convincing noncustodial parents to 

participate.  As the project coordinator explained: 

You need to sell employment programs to NCPs…If you sell it to them, they may 

go.  And it is hard to sell something you haven’t seen.  

In a similar vein, judges complained that there was “not a lot of formal, up-front explanation about 

the project.” In general, the employment agency is faulted for doing little to market its services 

among child support workers and court personnel.  At one child support agency, workers lacked 

even a brochure describing the services available at WorkAdvantage sites and listing locations.  

Indeed, the only information on the location of WorkAdvantage sites was a sheet prepared by the 

coordinator of the Employment Partnership Project for members of the control group. 

Referrals might also have been higher had the project provided more feedback about the services 

that were actually provided to participants and their employment outcomes.  In the absence of 

feedback, workers had few “success” stories they could report to new prospective participants, 

and they themselves were skeptical about whether the career counselor was able to steer project 

participants to anything other than the low-paying jobs in fast food, warehouse, and construction 

that NCPs can find on their own. As one worker explained, “We weren’t getting any feedback on 

this program so we didn’t pump them up to go.” 

Services 

There was some confusion about the precise services that were actually available for 

participants. Many child support workers assumed that the men they referred would get help 

finding jobs.  According to some, they were later told that they project objective was to eliminate 

barriers to work for those with jobs and that the career coordinator was prepared to provide 

work boots and gas cards for those who had already found employment but do little for those 

without jobs.  There was some question whether even these services were provided.  As one 

court worker explained: 
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We would get these guys all jacked up about the resource available and there 

was nothing there. It was disappointing to them and embarrassing to us. We 

never saw gas money checks and other benefits they talked about.  

More to the point, child support workers feel that NCPs need “concrete job leads” rather than 

“self-directed job searches.”  Independent job search activity is seen as a bad fit for 

noncustodial parents who need a lot of “hand holding.” The grim situation that noncustodial 

parents face is exacerbated by the deteriorating job market in Tarrant County, where even 

highly educated individuals are seeking entry-level jobs at the OAG.  This change in the 

applicant pool suggests that the job market has tightened in Tarrant County and that NCPs, with 

their limited education and felony convictions, have few options. To counteract this trend, child 

support workers would like the workforce agency to cultivate some sympathetic employers. The 

career coordinator favors this approach, too, since many of the job opportunities in Forth Worth 

are 20 miles away and inaccessible to clients without transportation and/or to those with a 

criminal background.  

While workforce program administrators agree that the program treats noncustodial parents like 

other customers and “(participants) need to be motivated to get any result,” they defend the 

case management services offered to program participants. They believe that having a 

dedicated staff member to help noncustodial parents “navigate” the system was “extremely 

valuable,” and exceeded the services offered to the general public. At the same time, 

administrators concede that they were reluctant to allow the career counselor to co-enroll less-

motivated clients in transportation assistance and other training and benefit programs that were 

paid for with other money streams that had more stringent performance measures. As a result, 

relatively few noncustodial parents were co-enrolled in programs that involved more substantial 

expenditures and performance requirements. Asked what services noncustodial parents could 

get without the benefits of co-enrollment, administrators identified: “assessment, barrier 

management and job matching.”   

Some workforce program administrators questioned whether employment through conventional 

workforce services was even a reasonable goal for this population.  According to the career 

coordinator, many project participants had multiple, serious barriers to employment that could 
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not be easily addressed and for which there were no resources. In addition to limited education 

levels and criminal backgrounds, they lacked transportation; were homeless or disabled; and  

needed drug counseling, eyeglasses, and medical help. As a counselor put it: 

A lot of these guys were broken or fractured to where a job was five or six steps 

down the road.  They were homeless, needed substance abuse treatment, and 

housing. Some were physically unable to work and were on oxygen tanks and 

had liver problems. Others had lives that had spiraled out of control.   

In addition, some of the problem with services was clearly due to the individual who served as 

the career counselor and the way in which his job was structured. According to the workforce 

program administrator, this individual neglected to collaborate with job developers at the agency 

who might have had more concrete job leads. He also was a “mediocre sales person” and 

neglected to “sell the program” to a difficult target population whose behavior he was trying to 

change. With hindsight, it was a “mistake” to have one staff member perform intake, case 

management, and job development duties. Rather than have a “cradle-to-grave” staffing model, 

the agency now favors a “triage or team approach with multiple partners.”  Workforce 

administrators also see the need to retain more job developers, particularly those who “know 

employers in Texas and can help to match applicants with employers.” 

Client Reactions 

According to child support workers, NCP reactions to the project were mixed.  While some were 

interested in the overture to participate, others left the office before they could be enrolled.  Still 

others maintained that they did not have transportation to the project office in downtown Fort 

Worth. Follow-up interviews confirmed that a lack of reliable transportation was cited as a 

problem by 77 percent of respondents.  

The clients’ prior experiences with WorkAdvantage was also perceived to have affected levels 

of participation. According to interviewed workers, “every guy we’ve ever sent to the Workforce 

Center doesn’t want to go back.”  A caseworker who had visited one WorkAdvantage site with 

her own husband found it “user unfriendly,” offering little more than access to a computer and a 

website with job listings. In her view, clients were reluctant to go to WorkAdvantage (or showed 
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up only once) because of their prior experiences with the agency when they were offered a 

“self-directed job search” rather than concrete job leads. This view is confirmed by over 40 

percent of interviewed clients who reported that they did not participate more fully because “The 

Program did not give me a job when I went to see them.”  According to the career coordinator, 

participants were “frustrated because they didn’t get an immediate hire.”  

The performance of the individual hired to be the project’s career counselor may also account 

for the low rate of participation and disappointing outcomes.   Some clients and workers at the 

child support agency and the court reported that the career counselor was “hard to reach” and 

did not return phone calls or stay visible to the court, the child support agency, or the clients. 

Others complained that he neglected to monitor clients and report on their performance so that 

the child support agency and court could follow through. As one respondent put it, “The quality 

of the first live person these noncustodial parents meet is the key to success of these types of 

programs. It also comes down to caseworker quality.”  Indeed, worker quality may have 

undermined the court’s willingness to take the program seriously and enforce workforce 

referrals.  According to one judge, it made him “look bad” to require people to contact a career 

counselor who was “impossible to reach.”  

Finally, many noncustodial parents have so many child support cases and such high obligations 

that they see no point in working.  As one worker explained, “Multiple partner fertility is a huge 

problem.  It cuts the motivation to work.” And according to administrators of the workforce 

program, noncustodial parents who have significant arrears have “no incentive to work.”  These 

NCPs are able to avoid regular employment and child support payment by frequently moving 

between and among family members and girlfriends who support them, and picking up cash 

work when they can.  As the career coordinator explained: 

The population that was targeted was bad. Their minds were so jaded that they 

were not going to put out any effort. They came to see me just to appease the 

OAG. The best they could earn is $7 per hour. With three support cases, that 

would have left them with nothing. They’d rather take their chance with the OAG 

than work for nothing. 
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The Role of the Court 

Another major criticism of the recruitment process and project participation was its voluntary 

nature. Although targeted noncustodial parents were told that they would face severe 

consequences for failing to appear at a WorkAdvantage site if they did not pay their support, 

and the names of noncustodial parents in the experimental group who failed to appear for an 

orientation were reported to the child support agency for further action, there was little “muscle” 

to the referral process and few practical consequences ensued for nonparticipation.  As many 

respondents noted, “The judges are big on giving NCPs five and six chances in Tarrant County.”  

In their view, the lack of judicial enforcement in Tarrant County creates a climate of 

noncompliance that is difficult to overcome.  “If the enforcer will not do anything, the filings mean 

nothing.” According to the administrator of the workforce program, “We had a carrot, but a carrot 

is not enough for folks who are not motivated. We needed a stick.” 

A variety of explanations are given for the mild judicial climate in Tarrant County.  According to 

one respondent, it reflects unwillingness to invite appellate level activity that stems from a 

successful appeal of a family law case long ago on the basis of due process.  Others are more 

cynical and feel that judges are soft because they want to keep their dockets small.  They point 

to judges in other Texas jurisdictions who incarcerate non-payers.  

Judges, on the other hand, contend that jail is the “final answer” and that it is impossible to do a 

“simple scare” and use jail as a way to improve compliance with workforce referrals. Arresting a 

noncustodial parent for non-payment and non-compliance with a workforce referral makes him 

“eligible for court-appointed counsel,” and starts procedures that involve a lot of paperwork.  

Instead, judges say that they need individual reports on noncustodial parents that “record the 

efforts they have made to obtain employment and the opportunities that have been afforded to 

assist them, and a witness willing to testify,” although written reports would suffice. With this 

type of information, they could take various punitive measures including probation. 

Child Support Policies 

Some of those interviewed for this evaluation question whether any sanction would be effective 

with many noncustodial parents targeted in this project. Rather than being a deterrent, jailing 
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might be an “upgrade” for some homeless noncustodial parents; others are used to jail and not 

afraid of its imposition. As the career counselor explained: “They have bad credit, they don’t 

have a driver’s license, they’ve been to jail. There was nothing the OAG could do that they 

hadn’t experienced already.”  And as a child support worker put it, “We have no way of making 

their lives more miserable than they already are.” 

These respondents feel that there needs to be more “give and take” in the child support 

program.  In their view, noncustodial parents have to see some way of “getting out from under” 

or they will remain resigned to working in the underground economy and dodging child support.  

Of course, any suggestion of reducing orders for low-income noncustodial parents or 

compromising arrears generates strong controversy in the child support community. For some, it 

would be tantamount to “rewarding” irresponsible behavior and run the risk of undermining the 

motivation of those who struggle to meet their obligations. For others, it is viewed as a 

necessary step with a population that is alienated from the system and oblivious to its 

consequences and rewards. As one respondent put it, “You catch more flies with honey than 

vinegar. For people who have been to jail, threatening them with jail doesn’t work.  How about 

offering them something like, bring me a dollar to get $2 off?” 

VI. Conclusions  
Tarrant County’s experiences with the Employment Partnership Program underscore the 

difficulty of trying to identify and serve unemployed noncustodial parents with the objective of 

promoting labor force participation and child support payment.  The project evaluation also 

underscores the importance and effectiveness of routine enforcement activity by the child 

support agency in eliciting payments from low-income obligors. The following summarizes key 

project findings and discusses their implications for policy and practice. 
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Recruitment 

It is clearly difficult for child support agencies to identify unemployed noncustodial parents and 

succeed in getting them to participate in an employment program. Over a period of 18 months, 

child support workers at court and three child support offices with approximately 45,000 open 

child support cases (35,000 with orders) identified 538 noncustodial parents who lacked a 

verified employer and referred them to a project conducted by the local workforce agency.  A 

total of 126 were enrolled in a control group slated to receive normal forms of assistance 

accorded to the general public at seven different Tarrant County Career Centers. The remaining 

412 were selected to receive more personalized service by a designated career counselor at 

one WorkAdvantage site. Over half (57%) of these individuals failed to meet with the career 

counselor for an intake and assessment. Another 72 (17%) came for the intake and assessment 

but never returned for additional services. Ultimately, only 26 percent of those assigned to the 

experimental group appeared more than once and received some measure of assistance and 

case management from the specialized worker. 

An attempt to distinguish those who failed to show up for services from those who appeared at 

least once revealed that the no-show population had a longer history of unemployment, prior 

incarceration, and were just establishing a child support order.  Those who appeared at least 

once tended to be more recently unemployed, have older child support cases that were being 

enforced, and no prior criminal record. The noncustodial parents who took fullest advantage of 

the project and met with the career counselor on more than one occasion were older and had 

somewhat higher levels of education. 

Child support offices and courts were equally effective in generating project participants. On the 

other hand, mass mailings to delinquent obligors exhorting them to contact the agency and 

participate in a program sponsored by the Workforce Center were generally ineffective and 

ultimately produced only 8.7 percent of the experimental group and 3.4 percent of the control 

group. 
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Client Characteristics 

Whether they are flagged at order establishment stages at the child support office or 

enforcement stages of case processing at the court, noncustodial parents who lack a verified 

employer have serious barriers to employment that are not easily addressed in conventional 

workforce programs. About a quarter have no diplomas or degrees, and another fifth only have 

a GED.  Over a half report past histories of incarceration, and nearly a fifth report that they have 

been homeless.  About 15 percent say they have been injured or disabled and are unable to 

work. On average, unemployed noncustodial parents have been so for an average of 30 

months. Approximately three-quarters report that they lack reliable transportation, and a third 

report that they do not have a driver’s license.  Monthly child support obligations average about 

$229 to $245 per month and among the two-thirds who owe past-due support, average arrears 

balances stand at approximately $12,000. Forty-four percent of the control group and 36 

percent of the experimental group simply said that paying child support would not leave them 

enough money to get by. 

Services 

Nearly all (89.9%) the noncustodial parents who met with the project career counselor for an 

intake and assessment were interested in finding a job. A majority (53.3%) wanted job training, 

and many (42.7%) wanted additional education. Many participants also wanted help with child 

support payments or debts (43.2%). There was less interest in getting help with visitation 

(19.1%) or parenting skills (7.5%). 

According to the project’s career counselor, most participants who saw him more than once 

received some form of help with employment (87%), most typically a job referral (68%). Only 15  

and 9 percent received job training and/or education, respectively. There was little interest in 

pursuing non-mandatory referrals to FOCUS, a faith-based program offering 10-week parent 

education and mentorship opportunities, and only four individuals (3.4%) ultimately participated.  
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User Reactions 

Telephone interviews with 53 project participants conducted approximately six months after they 

were seen at the Workforce Center and met with the project’s career counselor showed that 

clients had received job leads and referrals (73.6%), information on interviewing (58.5%), help 

with computerized job searches (54.7%), and information on the child support system (52.8%) 

and their personal obligations (43.4%). Although relatively few reported receiving help with child 

support debt (7.5%), those who did receive such forms of help rated them as “very helpful” 

(75%).  About 40 percent of those who received help with referrals characterized it as “very 

helpful,”  as did 83 percent of those who received job training, 70 percent of those who received 

information on interviewing, and two-thirds of those who learned more about the child support 

system. Asked why they did not participate more fully in the services offered by the career 

counselor, most were frustrated by the fact that their visit to the Workforce Center did not yield 

an immediate job and did not believe that the program would be able to help. Others had had 

prior unsatisfactory experiences with Tarrant County workforce programs. 

Employment Outcomes 

According to records kept by the project’s career counselor, nearly a quarter of the 126 NCPs 

who met with the career counselor more than once reported becoming employed. These 30 

individuals comprised only 7 percent of the 412 enrolled in the experimental group. We got 

another reading on employment from employer-reported wage reports that showed that 

approximately 40 percent of noncustodial parents in the control and experimental groups did not 

appear in the database at all during the 12 months preceding and following their assignment to 

the project. This suggests that the rate of unemployment remained high and unchanged. If 

those with no wage report are assumed to have zero earnings, average earnings for project 

participants were only $4,000 to $6,000 per year. If we restrict the analysis to those who show 

some earnings, means were somewhat higher but still extremely low, ranging from $6,557 to 

$11,077 in the 12 months prior to project participation and $6,243 to $12,084 in the 12 months 

following. The group with the highest earnings was that whose clilents appeared for the intake 

and assessment but did not continue to receive additional services, although they only earned a 

few thousand dollars a year more than their counterparts in the other treatment groups. These 

patterns are consistent with national research on unemployment that finds that half of black men 
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in their 20s were jobless in 2004. Among black male high school dropouts, 72 percent were 

unable to find work, were not seeking it, or were incarcerated in 2004 (Mincy, 2006; Eckholm, 

2006). 

Changes in Child Support Payments 

Child support records show significant improvements for those in the experimental group but no 

comparable improvement for members of the control group. The information comes from a 

review of automated child support records for all project participants in the 12 months prior to 

and six and 12 months following group assignment. The fact that all members of the 

experimental group show significant improvements rather than only those who participated in 

services raises doubts that the program services are responsible for the improvements. Those 

who failed to appear for intake and assessment, and those who completed the intake but never 

appeared again, showed improvements equal to those in the active participation group with 

multiple months of project activity. The most plausible explanation for these improvement 

patterns is that experimental cases were more visible to and more actively worked by child 

support workers. Indeed, the career counselor was instructed to routinely notify a project worker 

when a member of the experimental group failed to appear for an intake session or a scheduled 

meeting. Upon notification, this worker reviewed automated child support records to determine if 

the noncustodial parent was paying his child support. Those who were delinquent in child 

support and non-compliant with the project were referred to child support workers for 

appropriate enforcement activities. The control group was not subject to comparable monitoring 

and reporting. Experimental cases involved more contempt actions and driver’s license 

suspension than did the control group. If we restrict the analysis to cases without these visible 

forms of enforcement, changes in payment for cases in the experimental group are no longer 

significant. 

Reactions of Project Staff and Partner Agencies   
While interviewed line staff and administrators thought that it made sense to attempt to assist 

NCPs when they first establish orders, before the build-up of arrears that may undermine the 

incentive to work, they acknowledge that referrals at this stage of case processing are weak 

because they are voluntary and that referrals made in a court setting during enforcement 

proceedings may be more effective. In either setting, the person making the referral needs to do 
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an effective “sales job” to try to motivate NCPs to participate in a wholehearted manner. 

Workforce programs need to do a better job publicizing their program and explaining the precise 

services that are actually available to participants. Respondents also emphasized the 

importance of having energetic staff and a quality “product” at the workforce program so that 

participants get results. Cultivating sympathetic employers who will employ NCPs with limited 

education and criminal backgrounds is critical to program success. Respondents agreed that 

program participants need transportation assistance, concrete job leads, and access to job 

training and not just “self-directed job search activities.”  

NCPs are viewed as very challenging clients for workforce programs both because of the many 

barriers to employment that they possess and their high child support obligations that are 

believed to cut the incentive to work. Respondents believe that in order for the program to be 

effective, the court must incarcerate NCPs who fail to participate and comply with requirements 

and that many of the program’s shortcomings were due to the “mild” judicial climate in Tarrant 

County. Others question the effectiveness of sanctions with a population that has had 

experience with jail and other child support penalties. They stress the importance of having both 

“carrots and sticks,” and urge child support to adopt more flexible policies so that NCPs who 

cooperate can see some way of “getting out from under” their steep child support obligations 

and debts. 

Although project personnel and staff at partner agencies felt that the Employment Partnership 

Project had failed to meet many of the objectives posited for it, they were pleased with the inter-

agency collaboration that the project had inspired and were committed to continuing to work 

together and improving service delivery. Indeed, child support and workforce administrators 

have taken some of the lessons learned from the Employment Partnership Project and 

incorporated them in a new program that calls for delinquent obligors to be ordered by the court 

to participate in a workforce program and placed on probation with compliance reviews at 60, 

90, and 120 days to ensure employment or compliance 

Discussion of Results 

Many delinquent noncustodial parents resist overtures to obtain help with employment at a 

conventional workforce program even if special staffing is provided for more personal 
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assistance. Half ignore a referral to the program, and another fifth attend once but fail to return. 

Only a quarter make a more whole hearted effort to participate and obtain help, and only one-

quarter of these individuals report that it led to employment.  With their criminal backgrounds 

and non-existent transportation resources, many are ineligible for the limited jobs that are 

available in a tightening job market. Others are deterred from legal work because they face low-

wage jobs and high child support obligations that would mean that a large share of any earnings 

would be seized. Lacking good credit and driver’s licenses and frequently experienced with jail, 

they are arguably immune to many of the sanctions of the child support agency and its attempts 

to get them to seek help with employment. On the other hand, routine enforcement activity has 

the potential to generate significant increases in child support payments. 

While the Employment Partnership Project failed to meet many of its objectives, it reveals some 

lessons about how programs should be structured to be more effective in the future.  

Strong Marketing: Effective programs must do an excellent “sales job” on the front end to 

motivate parents to participate. Child support workers who make referrals have to be familiar 

with the program and confident of its effectiveness. To make convincing referrals, they need to 

know what services are available and receive feedback and “success stories” about past 

participants. Minimally, they need brochures and other printed materials. Ideally, they should 

visit such programs and be able to describe them based on personal experience. 

Program and Staff Quality: Effective programs must offer an excellent “product” so that those 

who appear have some hope that they will be helped and find a job quickly. Staff has to be 

accessible and energetic. The outreach effort has to be backed up with tangible resources. 

Given the severe barriers to employment that delinquent child support obligors present, effective 

programs must cultivate sympathetic employers and not only rely on market forces to yield job 

placements. They need to have job training slots available for program participants and not be 

inhibited in their placements by extreme funding limitations.  Effective programs also have to 

use promising new strategies to link disadvantaged populations to the labor market, such as 

transitional jobs programs.  By providing participants with immediate, temporary employment 

and subsidized wages in a supportive environment, such programs have the potential to 

address the resistance to attending the Employment Partnership Program expressed by some 
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which was the realization that participation offered no concrete job and that it was still up to the 

individual participant to find steady work.  

Performance Expectations: Effective employment programs also need to have accountability 

and explicit performance expectations that track with the objectives of employment placement, 

retention, and wage growth. The Employment Partnership Program lacked objective 

performance measures and outcome requirements. Workforce agencies operate in a 

performance climate. The child support agency should consider structuring future contracts with 

workforce agencies to identify performance goals and reward achievement.  Minimally, the 

agency must address the service skew that results from requiring participants to co-enroll in 

programs with more stringent performance requirements in order to access more intensive and 

costly services. Many noncustodial parents are questionable candidates for training and jobs 

opportunities and will not be selected for programs that emphasize success.  

Responsive Child Support Policies: Effective employment programs require responsive child 

support policies. Given the tenuous financial situation of the population being served, their 

limited earning potential, and their heavy financial obligations, programs must back up their 

outreach efforts with meaningful child support accommodations and incentives for participation. 

Noncustodial parents who cooperate should experience some debt relief or payment adjustment 

so that they see a way of managing their child support obligations. While the career counselor 

for the Employment Partnership Project could provide valuable information about the child 

support system and help individuals understand their obligations and debts, there was no 

opportunity for debt compromise or substantial, downward modification under current Texas law 

and agency policy. According to some analysts, high rates of incarceration and the aggressive 

enforcement of child support among black men are the two key factors that have curbed black 

employment in recent decades and led to the increasing disconnection of black men from the 

mainstream society (Edelman, Holzer and Offer, 2006). 

Routine Enforcement Activity: Another key to program effectiveness is maintaining close 

communication between staff at the employment program and the child support agency in order 

to regularly report on program compliance. The evaluation of the Employment Partnership 

Project showed that payments increased significantly for all members of the experimental group 
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at all levels of participation simply because they were monitored more closely by child support 

workers and were the recipients of visible enforcement actions.  For payments to increase, 

employment programs have to monitor participation and report to child support, and child 

support workers need to act on the feedback they get and take appropriate enforcement actions 

such as suspending driver’s licenses and initiating contempt actions.  

Consequences for Non-Compliance: Finally, those who do not cooperative need to 

experience stiff and swift consequences from the court. This requires that the judiciary be 

engaged in the process of requiring parents to attend the program and to participate in 

proscribed employment activities. Minimally, judges must routinely issue orders to parents to 

compel attendance or face serious consequences. For greater impact, they should manipulate 

the threat of jail to improve compliance with program requirements. And when child support 

attorneys present them with evidence showing that meaningful opportunities were provided but 

noncustodial parents ignored the court’s wishes and failed to adhere to program requirements, 

judges should incarcerate the NCPs. This appears to be the format of the new employment 

program that replaced the Employment Partnership Project. As part of the new program, 

delinquent obligors will be ordered by the court to participate in a workforce program and placed 

on probation. Compliance reviews will be conducted at 60, 90, and 120 days to ensure 

employment or compliance with the court order. Those who fail to comply will have their 

probation revoked and an arrest order will be issued.  

Examples from Other Jurisdictions 

A few jurisdictions use special employment programs and judicial orders to compel unemployed, 

non-paying noncustodial parents to participate in efforts to obtain a job.  For example, the Third 

Judicial District in Shawnee County, Kansas, conducts contempt hearings for failure to pay 

support.  Nonpaying obligors are given the option of signing a consent order to participate in the 

county’s program or go to jail and participate in that facility’s work release program, which 

maintains an on-site presence at the court.  After a few well-publicized incarcerations, most 

noncustodial parents have opted to enroll in Heartland Works, Inc., the county’s Welfare-to-

Work Program.  Eligible noncustodial parents are identified through docket reviews conducted 

by child support personnel who also determine their eligibility to receive services funded by 

TANF.  Once enrolled, participants are assessed, develop an employment plan, and receive 
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case management.  The private contractor for child support enforcement services, DynTek 

Services, Inc., acts on the reported employment or non-compliance status of participants.  To 

date, 479 noncustodial parents have participated in the program, 85 percent of whom have 

made payments on their child support obligation that exceed $1,400,000.  The average training 

and support cost for each participant is $1,461.  The average hourly wage recorded for 

participants is $9.50.  Program administrators credit its success to strong judicial support 

(Gerard, et al., 2004). 

The Allegheny County (Pennsylvania) Family Court Division is also implementing a program to 

use court orders to compel non-paying obligors to participate in a work program.  Each 

noncustodial parent found in contempt by the court for non-payment of child support will have 

the option of purging himself by reporting to the Reemployment Transitions Center at a 

scheduled time and day indicated on a Referral Information form, which will be given to the NCP 

immediately following the hearing.  For the NCP to purge himself from the contempt of court 

action, he must successfully complete the program.  If the NCP is terminated from the program 

for lack of participation or cooperation, his case will be classified as a Negative Discharge and 

be sent back to court for a compliance review at the next available date.  The referral process is 

handled entirely by the workforce program vendor, Educational Data Systems, Inc. (E.D.S.I.).  

Participants are expected to complete four weeks of job readiness classes, two weeks of job 

search, and six months of job retention services.   

An additional feature of Allegheny’s program calls for E.D.S.I. to receive financial incentives 

from the Family Court Division for individuals who retain jobs for extended periods of time and 

for those who are promoted by employers.  The current  payment schedule calls for E.D.S.I. to 

receive $100 at placement, $100 at 90-day retention, and $100 at six-months retention. 

Employers may be reimbursed for the cost of in-house training or to pay tuition reimbursement 

for training that would occur off site.  Finally, participants will have access to an emergency set-

a-side account, valued at $300, which will be used to assist with issues that could result in the 

loss of employment (Allegheny County, 2004). 

A third approach to employment is a transitional jobs program that offers subsidized 

employment along with skill development and support services to help parents overcome 
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barriers.  Transitional jobs programs have helped people with disabilities and welfare recipients 

with little education and no work history connect to the labor market and move into unsubsidized 

employment.  The Center for Employment Opportunities (CEO) in New York City operates a 

transitional jobs program for paroled and released offenders, many of whom have child support 

obligations.  Participants work four days a week in CEO’s industries, which include cleaning, 

food services, and warehousing, where they earn wages and experience child support 

deductions.  One day a week is devoted to training and peer support.  The goal is to get 

participants to acquire work habits, confidence, and a track record in a sheltered environment 

and move into private sector jobs within six months.  The New York City Child Support 

Enforcement Agency reports that 80 percent of participating noncustodial parents pay child 

support and 45 percent pay on a regular basis.  Average hourly wages among those who obtain 

private sector employment is $9.25 per hour (Albury, 2004).  The Joyce Foundation recently 

launched a three-year, $5.1 million initiative to implement transitional jobs programs for ex-

offenders in Midwest communities with large concentrations of ex-prisoners (Joyce Foundation, 

2006). 

Funding Issues 

Funding effective employment programs remains a big challenge, especially with the call for 

major cuts for employment and training programs in the 2007 federal budget. Under the new 

budget proposal, funds for the WIA Adult Program, the WIA Dislocated Worker Program, WIA 

Youth Program, and the Employment Service Programs will be consolidated into a single block 

grant at a substantially reduced funding level. The consolidated grants would be used to fund a 

new Career Advancement Accounts initiative that would provide vouchers to individuals in need 

of employment assistance.  The proposed consolidation extends a steady decline in resources 

for job training, especially for low-income and disadvantaged adults. Between 1998 and 2003, 

there was a 27.6 percent decline in the share of adults receiving training who were low-income. 

The share of adults receiving training with barriers to employment has also declined sharply 

since 1998. Research on the effectiveness of using vouchers with disadvantaged adults has 

been negative, and evidence on effectiveness with dislocated workers has been mixed. The 

conversion of job training funding to a system of vouchers that individuals can use to finance 

approximately one year of study at a community college also precludes the development of 

comprehensive approaches and combine education, work exposure, peer support, mentoring, 
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case management, and community resources that have been shown to work best with 

disadvantaged populations. Nor does a voucher system provide the resources to support local 

infrastructure for information, referral, and placement services to help job seekers find a job and 

stay employed. (Frank and Ganzglass, 2006). 

Texas might want to consider using federal child support funds to offset some of the costs of 

employment programs (including transitional jobs programs) that are targeted towards 

noncustodial parents.  States may use incentive payments for activities that “contribute to 

improving the effectiveness or efficiency” of the child support program.  South Dakota, 

Minnesota, and Missouri are currently using incentive funding for employment-related services 

for noncustodial parents, having successfully petitioned the Commissioner of Child Support at 

the Department of Health and Human Services for permission to use incentive payments for 

activities not eligible for reimbursement under Title IV-D of the Social Security Act.  Although no 

state to date has used child support funds for transitional jobs programs, this is believed to be a 

legitimate use that warrants further investigation (Frank, 2004). Of course, in the face of federal 

spending reductions, states may be hard pressed to keep their child support programs intact, let 

alone pursue program expansions such as transitional jobs programs. The final budget bill (S. 

1932) eliminates the federal match for incentive payments reinvested by states in child support 

enforcement programs, which is estimated to result in a net reduction in federal funds of $4.9 

billion over five years. If states do not use their own funds to replace lost child support 

enforcement funds, they could lose $8.55 billion over 10 years, or a 20 percent cut (Turetsky, 

2006). 
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Appendix A 
                  
 
Referral Letters for Noncustodial Parents 



 
 
 
 
 

Date: _________________ 
                        

Office of the Attorney General – Employment Partnership Referral         
                  

You are being referred by the Office of the Attorney General to the Work Advantage Workforce 
Center to receive special assistance with employment, job search, skills training, or continued 
education in the Employment Partnership Project.  Employment Partnership services are designed 
specifically for non-custodial fathers and participation in this program may help you avoid further 
legal actions being initiated by the Office of the Attorney General.    
 
Failure to contact the Work Advantage Employment Partnership staff will be noted as non-
compliance in your case file and may result in legal actions to enforce child support being initiated 
by the Office of the Attorney General.    
  
Present this referral form to Robert Utsey, Employment Partnership Coordinator at: 
 
 

Downtown Workforce Center 
301 W. 13th Street 

Fort Worth, TX 76102 
817-336-8723 

 
Your Appointment is for: 
  
Monday  ___/____/___              9:00am                 1:00pm 
 
Wednesday___/___/___                        9:00am                  1:00pm 
 
    TO BE COMPLETED BY NON-CUSTODIAL PARENT (NCP) AND OAG PERSONNEL 
I hereby agree to release the information contained herein to the local workforce agency. 
           NCP Name: ______________________________________ 
           NCP Address: _________________________________     Phone: (___)___________ 
                                  Street             City                   Zip Code          
 
_________________________________              _____________________________  
    Signature of Non-Custodial Parent                         SSN of Non-Custodial Parent 
 
                      
_________________________________            ______________________________ 
          Signature of OAG Personnel                              Title of OAG Personnel 
 



 
 

Date: _________________ 
                        

Office of the Attorney General – Workforce Referral                      
    Pursuant to Section 231.117 of the Texas Family Code: 

 
You are being referred by the Office of the Attorney General to the Work Advantage Workforce 
Centers for assistance in job search and placement, skills training or continued education, or any other 
services that are available.  You must make contact with any of the following Work Advantage 
Workforce Centers by _______________  ____________. Failure to contact the Work Advantage 
Workforce Center will be noted as non-compliance in your case file and may result in legal actions 
to enforce child support being initiated by the Office of the Attorney General.    
  
Present this referral form to the following Work Advantage Workforce Centers: 
 
Alliance Opportunity Center 
13825 Galaxy Way 
Fort Worth, TX 76177 
Phone: 817-515-2100 
 
Arlington Workforce Center 
3701 South Cooper, #255 
Arlington, TX 76015 
Phone: 817-557-8520 
 
Eastside Workforce Center 
4701 E. Lancaster St. 
Fort Worth, TX 76103 
Phone: 817-531-7800  
 
Mid-Cities workforce Center 
1809 Forest Ridge Dr. 
Bedford, TX 76022 
Phone: 817-545-1809 

 
Northside Workforce Center 
2100 N. Main Street #100 
Fort Worth, TX 76106 
Phone: 817-626-5262 
 
Resource Connection Workforce Center 
1400 Circle Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76119 
Phone: 817-531-5670 
 
Westside Workforce Center 
6000 Western Place, Suite 700 
Forth, Worth, TX 76107 
Phone: 817-737-0311 
 
General Information: 817-413-4000 
 

 
    TO BE COMPLETED BY NON-CUSTODIAL PARENT (NCP) AND OAG PERSONNEL 
I hereby agree to release the information contained herein to the local workforce agency. 
           NCP Name: ______________________________________ 
           NCP Address: _________________________________     Phone: (___)___________ 
                                  Street             City                   Zip Code          
 
_________________________________              _____________________________  
    Signature of Non-Custodial Parent                         SSN of Non-Custodial Parent 
 
                      
_________________________________            ______________________________ 
          Signature of OAG Personnel                              Title of OAG Personnel 
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January 6, 2004

Child Support Survey
Today’s date: ______________________________ 402

Your Name: _______________________________
Your Social Security Number: _________________
Your date of birth: __________________________
Did you receive this form at  G Court   G Child Support Agency 

These are some reasons why parents have trouble paying child support.  
Have these been a problem or happened to you?  Check all items that have been a problem
You’ve been incarcerated G

You’ve been disabled and unable to work G

You have been unemployed G

You have been homeless G

The children have been living with you so you haven’t paid G

You have a new family to support and can’t afford to pay G

 You can’t afford to pay support and still have enough left to live on G

You have been living with the other parent G

The other parent does not let you see your children G

You aren’t sure you are the father of the children G

The other parent earns more than you do or lives with someone who can support the children G

You contribute things like food and diapers and don’t feel you should have to pay formal child support too G

You give money directly to the other parent G

You don’t have transportation you can count on G

You don’t understand or know what you owe G

The other parent doesn’t spend the money on the children G

Other________________________________________________ G

Do you consider yourself (check all that apply)
 G White, Not Hispanic G African American or African
 G Hispanic G Other ____________________________________

What is the highest degree you have earned?
 G None G Technical school or AA degree
 G GED G College degree or higher
 G High school diploma

How many children do you have under the age of 18 who do not live with you? _____
How many different mothers do these children have? _____

Are you currently?
 G Unemployed About how many weeks have you been unemployed? ______ 
 G Employed . . . About how many hours do you usually work per week? _______   
 What is your hourly wage? $_______

Office use only

AG Case Number: _____________________________ List Additional AG Case Numbers:
_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________

Case Type: 
G Enforcement   G Establishment

PP1: $____________________ PP2: $ ____________________

Arrears/Retro Balance: $ CSO Attorney:
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Intake Date:_____/_____/_____

Client name: _________________________________________________________________________
                                 Last First                                       Middle Initial

Address: ____________________________________________________________________________
                               Street

City:______________________________________ State:______________ Zip:___________________

Home Phone: __________   __________________
                                 Area code                Number

Please provide the name, address and phone number of someone (who does not live with you) who will always
know how to get in touch with you if you move.

Contact name:________________________________________________________________________
                                 Last First                                       Middle Initial

Address: ____________________________________________________________________________
                               Street

City:______________________________________ State:______________ Zip:___________________

Home Phone: __________   __________________ Relationship to you: _________________________
                                 Area code                Number

Where did you hear about the program?
G Child Support Agency
G Court
G Other_________________________________

Are you required to attend this program?
G Yes
G No

What is your date of birth? _____/_____/_____

Which of these best describes your relationship
status?
G Married and living with wife
G Married, living apart from wife
G Divorced
G Not married, but in a marriage-like relationship
G Widowed
G Single 

Do you consider yourself to be:
G White (Non-Hispanic)
G African American or African (Non-Hispanic)
G Hispanic/Latino
G Native American
G Asian American
G Other ________________________________

What is the highest degree you have earned?
G None
G GED
G High School Diploma
G Technical School or AA degree
G College Degree or higher

Are you citizen of the United States?
G Yes
G No

Are you registered with the Selective Service?
G Yes
G No
G Does not apply (not a citizen)

Do you think you might want help with the following?
(Check all that apply)
G Finding a job
G Additional education
G Job training
G Child support payments or debts
G Parenting skills, being a better parent
G Getting to see the children you don’t live with

more often
G Substance abuse
G Anger management
G Other ___________________________________
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Name:_____________________________________SSN:______________________________________

During the past 12 months, did you receive:
G TANF
G Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
G Disability Insurance
G Food Stamps
G Unemployment Insurance
G Worker’s Compensation
G VA Benefits
G Other___________________________________

What is the longest time you have ever worked for
one employer full-time?   
_______years or ______ months

During the past 12 months, about how many months
did you work:
full-time? ______months
part-time? ______months

Are you currently employed?
G Yes
G No

Answer if currently
employed

Answer if currently
unemployed

Is this full or part time?
G Full-time
G Part-time

What month and year did
you leave your last job?

Is this job expected to
end in the next 6 months?
G Yes
G No

Month:_______________
Year: _______________

Do you have more than
one job?
G Yes
G No
Are you currently looking
for another job?
G Yes
G No

These questions are about your current or MOST
RECENT job.

When did you start working at your most recent
(current) job?  Month:__________ Year:___________

Were you self-employed?  G Yes  G No

What kind of work did you do?__________________

On average, how many hours per week did you work
at this job? ________ hours

What was your usual wage before taxes/deductions?

$ ____________   was this per:
G Hour  G Two-Weeks  G Monthly 
G Day G Semi-Monthly G Yearly
G Week

How well did this salary cover your financial needs?
G Very well G Not very well
G Fairly well G Not at all

Did this job provide you with the following?  (Check all
that apply) 
G Paid vacation
G Paid sick leave
G Medical insurance/medical coverage
G None of the above

Do you have the following?
Yes No

Social Security card . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G G
Driver’s license . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G G
Reliable transportation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G G
Stable housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G G

Have you ever been...
Convicted of a misdemeanor . . . . . . . . . G G
Convicted of a felony . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G G

Have you ever been incarcerated in prison or jail? 
(do not include child support related offenses)
G Yes . . . . . . . Most recent release

date:___/___/___
G No

Are you currently on either probation or parole?
G Yes
G No

Do you have a physical or mental disability such as
dyslexia or a learning disability that you would like
help with?
G Yes
G No

How many children do you have? ______
How many of these children do not usually live with
you? ______

With how many different women have you had these
children? ______  

I’m going to ask a few questions about the
children who do not usually live with you. 
Let’s start with the children you had with

the first woman. 
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Name:_____________________________________ SSN:______________________________________

Children with mother number 1:

How many children did you have with this woman?__

What are their ages? ___   ___   ___   ___   ___

Do you have a legal custody & access arrangement?  (i.e.,
something from the court saying where the children will
live and when you will see them?)
G Yes G No G Not sure

If yes, has the court limited when you can see the
children, for example, no overnight visits or only
supervised visits?
G No restrictions G Only supervised
G No overnights G Other______________

In the past 12 months, about how often did you see these
children?
G Never G Once or twice a month
G About once or twice a year G Once a week or more
G About every other month G Other _____________

Do you have an order from the court or child support
agency that says you are supposed to pay support for
these children?  GYes G No G Not sure

If you are supposed to pay support...
How much are you supposed to pay each month?
$_____________

In the last 6 months, about what percentage of what
you owed, did you actually pay?
About _____%  [Prompt: about 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%?] 

How much do you think you owe in back due child
support?  Around $___________     G No idea

In the past 6 months, how often did you do things like give
money directly to the children or their mother, pay bills for
them, or buy clothes and food?
G Often G Few times      G Not at all

Were you ever married to the mother of these children?
G Yes G No

Overall, how would you describe your relationship with the
mother of these children, would you say you are:
G Very friendly G Somewhat hostile
G Somewhat friendly G Very hostile

Does this mother have a temporary or permanent 
restraining order against you?  G Yes    G No

Has this mother accused you of being violent with her?
G Yes    G No

Children with mother number 2:

How many children did you have with this woman?__

What are their ages? ___   ___   ___   ___   ___

Do you have a legal custody & access arrangement?  (i.e.,
something from the court saying where the children will
live and when you will see them?)
G Yes G No G Not sure

If yes, has the court limited when you can see the
children, for example, no overnight visits or only
supervised visits?
G No restrictions G Only supervised
G No overnights G Other______________

In the past 12 months, about how often did you see these
children?
G Never G Once or twice a month
G About once or twice a year G Once a week or more
G About every other month G Other _____________

Do you have an order from the court or child support
agency that says you are supposed to pay support for
these children?  GYes G No G Not sure

If you are supposed to pay support...
How much are you supposed to pay each month?
$_____________

In the last 6 months, about what percentage of what
you owed, did you actually pay?
About _____%  [Prompt: about 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%?] 

How much do you think you owe in back due child
support?  Around $___________     G No idea

In the past 6 months, how often did you do things like give
money directly to the children or their mother, pay bills for
them, or buy clothes and food?
G Often G Few times      G Not at all

Were you ever married to the mother of these children?
G Yes G No

Overall, how would you describe your relationship with the
mother of these children, would you say you are:
G Very friendly G Somewhat hostile
G Somewhat friendly G Very hostile

Does this mother have a temporary or permanent 
restraining order against you?  G Yes    G No

Has this mother accused you of being violent with her?
G Yes    G No
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Name:_____________________________________ SSN:______________________________________

Children with mother number 3:

How many children did you have with this woman?__

What are their ages? ___   ___   ___   ___   ___

Do you have a legal custody & access arrangement?  (i.e.,
something from the court saying where the children will
live and when you will see them?)
G Yes G No G Not sure

If yes, has the court limited when you can see the
children, for example, no overnight visits or only
supervised visits?
G No restrictions G Only supervised
G No overnights G Other______________

In the past 12 months, about how often did you see these
children?
G Never G Once or twice a month
G About once or twice a year G Once a week or more
G About every other month G Other _____________

Do you have an order from the court or child support
agency that says you are supposed to pay support for
these children?  GYes G No G Not sure

If you are supposed to pay support...
How much are you supposed to pay each month?
$_____________

In the last 6 months, about what percentage of what
you owed, did you actually pay?
About _____%  [Prompt: about 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%?] 

How much do you think you owe in back due child
support?  Around $___________     G No idea

In the past 6 months, how often did you do things like give
money directly to the children or their mother, pay bills for
them, or buy clothes and food?
G Often G Few times      G Not at all

Were you ever married to the mother of these children?
G Yes G No

Overall, how would you describe your relationship with the
mother of these children, would you say you are:
G Very friendly G Somewhat hostile
G Somewhat friendly G Very hostile

Does this mother have a temporary or permanent 
restraining order against you?  G Yes    G No

Has this mother accused you of being violent with her?
G Yes    G No

Children with mother number 4:

How many children did you have with this woman?__

What are their ages? ___   ___   ___   ___   ___

Do you have a legal custody & access arrangement?  (i.e.,
something from the court saying where the children will live
and when you will see them?)
G Yes G No G Not sure

If yes, has the court limited when you can see the
children, for example, no overnight visits or only
supervised visits?
G No restrictions G Only supervised
G No overnights G Other______________

In the past 12 months, about how often did you see these
children?
G Never G Once or twice a month
G About once or twice a year G Once a week or more
G About every other month G Other _____________

Do you have an order from the court or child support
agency that says you are supposed to pay support for these
children?  GYes G No G Not sure

If you are supposed to pay support...
How much are you supposed to pay each month?
$_____________

In the last 6 months, about what percentage of what
you owed, did you actually pay?
About _____%  [Prompt: about 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%?] 

How much do you think you owe in back due child
support?  Around $___________     G No idea

In the past 6 months, how often did you do things like give
money directly to the children or their mother, pay bills for
them, or buy clothes and food?
G Often G Few times      G Not at all

Were you ever married to the mother of these children?
G Yes G No

Overall, how would you describe your relationship with the
mother of these children, would you say you are:
G Very friendly G Somewhat hostile
G Somewhat friendly G Very hostile
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Does this mother have a temporary or permanent 
restraining order against you?  G Yes    G No

Has this mother accused you of being violent with her?
G Yes    G No

Name:_____________________________________ SSN:______________________________________

Based on participant assessment, check the
box of each service needed by the participant.

Education
G Basic skills/pre-GED or GED preparation
G English as a Second Language (ESL)
G Other __________________________________

Employment
G Job readiness 
G Job referrals
G Short term job training
G Longer term vocational training 
G Vocational rehabilitation
G Apprenticeship
G Other __________________________________

Child Support
G Explanation of his child support situation
G Help with paternity establishment
G Help with a modification of child support order
G Help with a child support arrearage
G Help correcting child support errors
G Other___________________________________

Access/Visitation
G Help establishing a visitation order
G Help establishing custody
G Help getting to see children
G Other __________________________________

FOCUS referral
Was the client referred to FOCUS?
G Yes
G No . . . Not referred because of:

G Work schedule
G Child care issues
G Training/education schedule
G Other _____________________________

Other Services
G Mentoring
G Transportation assistance
G Child care assistance
G Medical/Dental/Vision services
G Substance abuse treatment
G Mental health services
G Anger management
G Housing assistance
G Clothing/Work equipment

G Legal services
G Other __________________________________

Classification
G WIA eligible
G Other eligibility
G Other case notes or comments:
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Name:_____________________________________ SSN:______________________________________

Month covered by this report:_____/_____/_____

Approximate number of hours client participated in program
activities this month ________ (if none, enter 0)

Did you have any contact with the client this month?
G Yes G No

Check all program activities participated this month.

Education
G Basic skills/pre-GED or GED preparation
G English as a Second Language (ESL)
G Other __________________________________

Employment
G Job readiness G Vocation rehabilitation
G Job referrals G Apprenticeship
G Short term job training G Other ____________
G Longer term voc training 

Child Support
G Worked with child support on paternity establishment
G Worked with child support on modification of an order 
G Discussed child support arrearage with child support 
G Other_______________________________________

Access/Visitation
G Worked on establishing a custody or visitation order
G Worked on getting to see children
G Other ______________________________________

Other Parenting   G FOCUS G Other _________

Other Services Received
G Met/spoke with his mentor G Mental health services
G Transportation assistance G Housing assistance
G Child care assistance G Clothing/Work equip
G Medical/Dental/Vision G Legal services
G Substance abuse treatment G Other______________

Contact with children this month.

Did client have contact with any of his children this month?
Happened Attempted Don’t

Know
In-person visit . . . . . . . . . G . . . . . . . . G . . . . . . G
Telephone contact . . . . . G . . . . . . . . G . . . . . . G

Employment Status This Month.

Did the following happen during this month?
Yes No

Client went from unemployed to employed: . . . G G
Client changed jobs: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G G
Client went from employed to unemployed: . . . G G

If client went from employed to unemployed, 
What was the reason for this change:
G Terminated/fired G Don’t know
G Laid off due to cutbacks G Other_______________
G Quit/Resigned

If the client worked at all this month:
On average how many hours did the client report
working per week?________   G No information

What did the client report was his hourly wage (before
taxes or deductions? $__________  G No information

What was the client’s employment status at the end of this
month?
G Employed full-time G Unemployed
G Employed part-time G Don’t know
G Doing temporary work G Other_______________

If employed full or part-time at any point during the month:
Did you speak to the client’s employer?
G Yes G No

If you spoke to the employer, complete the following:

Did employer verified client’s employment?
G Yes
G No
G Other ______________________________________

Average number of hours client is employed, as reported
by employer: _______ hours

Hourly wage (before taxes or deductions) as reported by
employer: $_____ per hour

Overall, how did the employer rate the client’s
performance?
G Excellent G Fair
G Good G Poor

Did the case close this month?  
G Yes
G No

If closed, was this due to:
G Completed program services
G Dropped out/lost track of participant
G Moved to another locality
G Referred to another program
G Terminated for non-compliance
G Other_______________________________________
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Employment 
Partnership Short Term Follow-Up Survey

Project

Introduction: A few months ago, you went to the Workforce Center to talk with a worker about employment. 
I’m calling to see what you thought about that program.  

A.  Let’s start by talking about the kind of help you got at the Employment Partnership Project.

Did you do
this?

If you did this, 
was it helpful? If you didn’t do this, why not?

When you were at the Employment Partnership Project, 
did you...

Yes No Very Some-
what

Not
very 

Not
interested

Didn’t
know

about it

Not
there
long

enough

Other

Get help with employment, like...

Talk with a worker who gave me job leads G G G G G G G G G

Get job training or attend a trade school G G G G G G G G G

Get information about doing job interviews or resumes G G G G G G G G G

Look on a computer to find a job G G G G G G G G G

Get help with child support, like...
Explanation of your child support situation G G G G G G G G G

Find out if you have a child support case or how much
you owe G G G G G G G G G

Help setting up or changing your child support order G G G G G G G G G

Help with your child support debt G G G G G G G G G

Other help with child support G G G G G G G G G

Other kinds of help, like... G G G G G G G G G

Do a GED or ESL class G G G G G G G G G

Attend classes on fatherhood and parenting (FOCUS) G G G G G G G G G

Help with medical problems/disabilities G G G G G G G G G

Help getting clothes or food G G G G G G G G G

Help with housing G G G G G G G G G

Get money for gas, bus tokens or transportation help G G G G G G G G G

Get help with work clothes or tools G G G G G G G G G

Help with drugs or alcohol problems G G G G G G G G G

Anger management classes G G G G G G G G G

Mental health or counseling services (TRC) G G G G G G G G G

Something else G G G G G G G G G
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B.  The next questions are about your children.

B1.  Since going to the Employment Partnership Program, do you see the children who don’t live with you 
MORE often, LESS often, or ABOUT THE SAME?
1 - See one or more/all more often
2 - See one/all less often
3 - See one/all about the same
4 - Don’t know

How often do you see the children who don’t live with you? How often did you see them before you went to the
Employment Partnership Program?

B2.     NOW B3. BEFORE PROGRAM.
          1 -Not at all 1 - Not at all
          2. Once or twice a year                2 - Once or twice a year 
          3 - About every other month 3 - About every other month
          4 - Once or twice a month 4 - Once or twice a month
          5 - About once a week 5 - About once a week
          6 - Several times a week             6 -  Several times a week

B4.  About how many miles do you live from your child/children? ________________

B5. A parent sometimes has trouble seeing his child because of transportation or other problems.  Do any of these make it
difficult for you to see any of your children? (Can select more than one)

a. Lack of transportation  Yes          No

b. Distance or travel time involved Yes          No

c. Other parent or guardian not wanting you to see them Yes          No

d. Your work schedule Yes          No

e. Not wanting to see your children until you feel more  “together” Yes          No

f.  Children in CPS system, restrictions on visits Yes          No

g. Other parent has left the state with child and can’t be located Yes          No

h. Mother says you are not the father Yes          No

i.  Child support problems Yes          No

j.  Child unwilling/unreceptive Yes          No

k. Other _______________________________________ Yes          No
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C.  The next questions are about your current employment

C1. Which best describes your current employment situation?
1 - Employed full-time
2 - Employed part-time
3 - Work at pick-up, occasional, or temporary jobs
4 - Self-employed
5 - Not working

C2.  Employed full-time, part-time or self-employed C2.  Work at pick-up jobs or not working

Did you have this job before you went to the Employment
Partnership Program?

Approximately how many weeks have you been without
regular employment? ________ weeks

1 - Yes Since you started at the Employment Partnership Project,
have you been looking for work?     1 - Yes     2 - No

2 - No If no, do you think you would have found this job
without the help of the Program?
1 - Definitely not  3 - Not sure
2 - Probably not       4 - Probably would have

5 - Definitely would have

If you have looked for work, why do you think you haven’t
found work?  (Check all that apply)
1 - Lack of GED or high school diploma
2 - Lack training, experience, skills
3 - No work available in your line
4 - Illness, disability, handicap
5 - Too difficult for an ex-offender to find a job
6 - Discrimination (age, race)
7 - Don’t have transportation to get to places
8 - No good job leads or referrals
9 - Don’t know 
10 - Other_____________________________________

What kind of work is it?

About how long have you had this job? ______months

On average, how many hours do you work at this job per
week? ________ hours

Does this job provide (circle all that apply)
1 - Paid vacation
2 - Paid sick leave
3 - Medical coverage for yourself
4 - Medical coverage for your children
5 - None of the above

What is your usual wage before taxes and deductions?
$__________ per  G hour   G day      G week    G monthly    
    

How well does this salary cover your financial needs?
1 - Very well     
2 - Fairly well
3 - Not very well
4 - Not at all

Have you tried to find a better paying job since going to the
Employment Partnership Program?

1 - Yes, and you found one
2 - Yes, but you haven’t found one
3 - No,  haven’t tried
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D.  The next questions are about your child support situation

D1. Since coming to the Employment Partnership Program, have you or someone with the Program talked to the Child Support
Agency about your child support situation?
1 - No
2 - Don’t know
3 - Yes - If yes, how helpful was this?

1 - Very helpful     4- Not very helpful
2 - Somewhat helpful     5 - Not at all helpful
3 - Don’t know     
    

D2. Do you have an order from the court or the child support agency that says you are supposed to pay child support for
some or all of your children?
1 - Yes
2 - No 
3 - Yes, other parent is also supposed to pay
4 - Don’t know, or not sure

D3. If yes, How much are you supposed to pay each month in child support (total)? $___________G Don’t know

D4. Since coming to the Employment Partnership Program, how much of what you were SUPPOSED to pay in child support,
did you ACTUALLY pay (by percentage)? ____________
(Use prompts if needed: nothing, less than 25%, less than 50%, more than 50%, all).

D5. If they are paying less than 100%, ask: 
There are lots of reasons why someone may not pay child support.  I’m going to mention a few.  Tell me if this was a
reason why you did not pay all your child support since being released.                                                                                
                                 

You don’t have the money Yes          No

Your child support order is too high Yes          No

You have another family to support Yes          No

You have some disagreements about visitation Yes          No

You have some disagreements about how the child support is spent Yes          No

The child support money you pay goes to the welfare department or the state, not
directly to your children Yes          No

The other parent doesn’t need the money Yes          No

The other parent has a new partner who can help support the children Yes          No

 You don’t think the child is yours Yes          No

 You didn’t want the child Yes          No

Other______________________________________ Yes          No

D6. How much do you estimate you owe in past due child support? $________________G Don’t know

D7. In the past few months, have you given the following to any children not living with you, or their other parent? 
  1 - Gave money directly to the child or the other parent
  2 - Made car payments, purchasing a car, or loaning your car
  3 - Paid medical bills for them
  4 - Made mortgage or rent payments for them
  5 - Bought clothes, furniture, bikes, or other major items for them
  6 - Bought diapers
  7 - Paid day care costs
  8 - Spent money on the children when you’re with them
  9 - Anything else? ________________________________________
10 - None of the above
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E.  Finally, we’d like your opinion of the Employment Partnership Program

E1. How would you rate the program on the following?  Would you say it is Excellent, Good, Fair, or Poor?

Excellent Good Fair Poor N/A

Helped you get specific job opportunities and job interviews 1 2 3 4 5

Helped you get job training and new job skills 1 2 3 4 5

Helped make you want to work and keep a job 1 2 3 4 5

Helped you understand your legal rights and responsibilities 
with respect to your children 1 2 3 4 5

Help you understand your child support situation 2 3 4 5

Helped with your child support problem 1 2 3 4 5

Helped you learn about community services 1 2 3 4 5

Helped you to be a better parent 1 2 3 4 5

Improved your chances of being involved with your children in the future 1 2 3 4 5

Helped you to get to see your children more 1 2 3 4 5

Gave you hope about your future 1 2 3 4 5

Improved how well you get along with the child’s other parent 1 2 3 4 5

Helped you get your life together 1 2 3 4 5

E2.  Are any of the following reasons why you did not use the Employment Partnership Program more?

Yes No Don’t
Know

They didn’t give me a job when I went to see them 1 2 3

I can find a job on my own, I don’t need their help 1 2 3

I don’t need help with my child support situation 1 2 3

I didn’t have transportation to get there 1 2 3

I didn’t think they could help me with my problems 1 2 3

I’ve worked with other programs like this one and they haven’t been able to
help me and I didn’t think this one would be any different 1 2 3

Other: (list) 1 2 3

E2.  Overall, how would you rate the Employment Partnership Program?
1 - Excellent
2 - Good
3 - Fair
4 - Poor
5 - Can’t rate, not in long enough
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E3. Did you want some type of help from the Program that you didn’t get?
1 - No
2 - Yes . . Was this help related to (circle all that apply)

1 - Education
2 - Employment
3 - Child support
4 - Time with your children
5 - Parenting
6 - Other _____________________________________________________________________________

E4.  What else would you like us to know about your experiences with the Program?

To thank you for your help with this survey, I’d like to mail you a ____________
Where should I mail this?

Name: Street 
address:

Apt 
number:

City: State: Zip



Appendix E 
                  
 
Child Support Records Data Collection Form



CENTER FOR POLICY RESEARCHi1570 EMERSON STREETiDENVER, COi 80218i303.837.1555

Employment Partnership Project
Child Support Case Information 

NCP Name:

Group: 1- Exp/Active Participant           2- Exp/No-Show               3-Control

Social Security Number:

NCP Date of Birth:

Project Intake Date:

Date Form Completed:

NCP Member ID Number:

Number of Cases with AG: ________________

Child Support Case At Intake to EPP

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 

OAG Number ____________ ____________ ____________

Case Type

G Never TANF 
G Former TANF     
G Active TANF 
G Medicaid         
G Foster care
G Arrears only

G Never TANF 
G Former TANF     
G Active TANF 
G Medicaid         
G Foster care
G Arrears only

G Never TANF 
G Former TANF     
G Active TANF 
G Medicaid         
G Foster care
G Arrears only

Status
G Open   
G Deferred    
G Closed

G Open   
G Deferred    
G Closed

G Open   
G Deferred    
G Closed

Case Class G Establishment  
G Enforcement

G Establishment  
G Enforcement

G Establishment  
G Enforcement

CS PP1

CS PP2

MS PP1

MS PP2

Interest Rate

Arrears Balance

Amount Paid 
since last order $_______________ $_______________ $_______________

Last payment
amount $_______________ $_______________ $_______________

Date last payment
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Child Support case information 12 months prior to intake, 6 and 12 months after intake

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 

OAG Number:

12 months
prior to
intake

6 months
post intake

12 months
post intake

12 months
prior to
intake

6 months
post intake

12 months
post intake

12 months
prior to
intake

6 months
post intake

12 months
post intake

Order date

CS PP1 
(monthly support due) $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

CS PP2
(monthly arrears due) $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

MS PP1
(monthly medical due) $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

MS PP2
(monthly medical arrears due) $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Interest Rate % % % % % % % % %

Total due $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Total paid $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Total monthly support 
due since last order $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Total interest due 
since last order $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Arrears Balance
since last order

Total $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

CP $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

State $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

Any evidence of  payment 
through:

FO (IRS intercept) G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

RGUI (UCB benefits) G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

REG (Regular) G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

RG-EMT (wage  w/hold) G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

12 mos
pre

6 mos
post 12 mos post 12 mos

pre
6 mos
post

12 mos
post

12 mos
pre

6 mos
post

12 mos
post

Any evidence of enforcement
 actions during this time period:

Contempt G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

Jail G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

Probation G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

Driver’s license suspension G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

Other enforcement activity
___________________

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no

G yes
G no
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