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Request for Proposals and Approval Processes 
As noted earlier, a goal of the QIC NRF was to support sub-awards to selected grantee sites.  These sub-
awards would fund research projects to evaluate the impact increased NRF engagement would have on 
child well-being outcomes.  Therefore it became critical that the project conduct a transparent and 
inclusive process of request for proposals to targeted audiences as well as broadly, provide pre-
application TA, and identify third party reviewers for the submitted proposals.  The development of the 
RFA was completed in collaboration with the project partners, the American Bar Association Center on 
Children and the Law and the National Fatherhood Initiative.  In tandem the QIC NRF disseminated the 
RFA to approximately 30,000 individuals and organizations through direct email or through various 
internet links and list serves. The RFA was disseminated between October 1 and 3, 2007. A pre-
application conference call was held on October 12, 2007 in which approximately 50 individuals 
participated. A QIC mailbox was created for the potential applicants to submit questions. All questions 
were reviewed weekly and the responses to the questions were posted on the QIC NRF website. 
Individual TA was also provided, with all individual questions and answers posted on the QIC NRF 
website. The deadline for application submission was November 27, 2007. Eight external reviewers were 
identified based on recommendations from the three project partners. This provided a broad 
representation from fatherhood programs, legal systems, and the child welfare system across the 
country. Included in the categories were professionals that had expertise in research and other related 
areas. An application review protocol and other tools were created for the reviewers to use during the 
RFA evaluation process. Reviewers received TA through a group conference call and on an individual 
basis as needed. The eight reviewers were: Kate McGilly, Ph.D., John K. Holton, Ph.D., Richard A. Lewis, 
Diane Dodson, JD, Jeanne Ferguson, Sharon M. Dossett, Caitlen Daniels, and John Holmberg, Ph.D.  

There were two minor challenges in the application review process. The first challenge was narrowing 
the field of potential proposal reviewers from a national pool of individuals who were representative of 
the legal/court, child welfare, and fatherhood disciplines and who had not been involved in the project 
to date. The second challenge was the short turnaround time for the RFA process, (i.e. disseminate the 
RFA, receive proposals, review, scoring, and recommend sites for funding, and announce the approved 
grantees). In addition to the short turnaround, the process took place during the holiday season, which 
made communication difficult at times. While there was extensive interest in the project there was also 
concern voiced by numerous state child welfare agencies that the rigor of the research would be 
challenging and some believed they would not have the infrastructure to support the requirements of 
the project.  

A total of nine states submitted applications (Texas, Indiana, Washington, Colorado, Arkansas, Illinois, 
Oregon, Iowa, and Kentucky). An initial screening was conducted to ensure the applicants met minimal 
requirement as defined in the RFA. The eight reviewers read and scored each of the nine proposals; the 
proposal from Illinois was ultimately eliminated because it did not meet the minimal requirements. 
Technical assistance was provided to the reviewers throughout the process. It was critical that each 
reviewer receive consistent and thorough instructions to ensure that each review was scored based on 
the same criteria. An analysis of reviewer reliability was conducted to ensure consistency between the 
eight reviewers in their ratings of the proposals. This process revealed reliability and concurrence across 
reviewers with no major inconsistencies that would interfere with the objectivity of the scoring process 
and subsequent recommendations. While there were differences in scores, reviews from the eight 
individuals on nine proposals allowed for an overall statistical test of the total score ratings. The results 
showed that two proposals were clearly recommended for a rule out decision, one based on 
nonconformity and the other based upon reviewer ratings. Four proposals were recommended for 
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funding with a fifth proposal as a possible consideration. The following five states were identified as 
potential QIC sites: Texas, Indiana, Washington, Colorado, and one additional state.  

Information on the five sites was presented to the NAB, which prompted rich discussion. Numerous 
board members were familiar with the state structure, individual organizations applying, or both. This 
depth of knowledge significantly informed the decision making process. The NAB supported the 
recommendations for the five sites and concurred that a due diligence process needed to be conducted 
to determine the final sites. The due diligence process was conducted by AHA using individual phone 
conference calls with teams from each of the five states. The areas of focus for the conference calls 
were organizational capacity, participant capacity, intake design, and evaluation/research capacity. A 
final decision was made based on the combined reviewers scores and recommendations, NAB feedback, 
and the due diligence process. The four sites approved for funding were Tarrant County, Texas; Marion 
County, Indiana; King County, Washington; and El Paso County, Colorado.  

The greatest challenge in this process was the selection of the final four applications. Each of the 
applicants had strong proposals and could have potentially been approved for funding. The final 
decision required an extensive analysis and due diligence. After much discussion there were several 
proposals that appeared to have a greater ability to support the QIC NRF project. The decision for the 
final approval for funding was intense and laborious, but fair, objective, well documented, and 
supported.  As such, the final selection was extremely difficult in that all of the proposals (with 
exception of the one disqualified) were very strong and contained rich histories of father involvement, 
collaborative relationships, and infrastructure strength to support the project. 
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educational, relationship, and other services. Fathers who go through the QIC NRF program are always 
eligible for additional FFC services. FFC placed a staff member in the Marion County DCS office to serve 
as a bridge between the project and Marion County DCS, which helped DCS staff  better understand the 
project and alleviate any concerns about issues such as information sharing and confidentiality. The 
Indiana University School of Social Work conducted the project's evaluation. 

Every 2 to 3 weeks, State-level data staff sent the liaison a list of all removals in Marion County during 
the previous 45 days. The liaison checked the list for cases in which there was a nonresident father and 
then conducted a background check for other project criteria that might exclude a father from the 
program (e.g., being a perpetrator of child maltreatment or domestic violence). Fathers' contact 
information sometimes was available in the list, but the liaison often had to search for the contact 
information elsewhere, including the Indiana Child Welfare Information System, child support database, 
US Search, and even FFC service records. After locating a father's contact information, the liaison tried 
to contact him via phone calls, letters on FFC letterhead, or visits to his home. Once he made contact, 
the liaison told the father that he and the project wanted to assist him and explained the program.  

Gaining buy-in from child welfare supervisors and caseworkers was a challenge. One reason may be that 
caseloads were very high, which may make father engagement a lower priority.   In addition, it was 
sometimes difficult to obtain information about the father from the caseworker. Many caseworkers did 
not have the skills to obtain the contact information from the mothers or follow leads provided, and if a 
mother did not know the father's location, the caseworker tended not to look for information from 
other sources.  As a result training became an important element to program/service delivery.  The 
project developed an online father engagement training for case managers, which included topics such 
learning styles. The project also has conducted seven fatherhood panels for DCS audiences across 
Indiana. During these panels, father participants spoke with case managers and other DCS staff about 
their experiences. These panels have helped them view fathers as more than a name in the case file and 
have helped them better understand how they can engage fathers in case planning.   Additionally, the 
National Fatherhood Initiative, a QIC NRF partner, conducted two trainings about father-friendly 
practice for case managers.   

During the initial stages of implementation several DCS staff and project staff completed the Father-
Friendly Check UpTM.  An area they identified as needing attention was the lack of observable father 
friendliness in their agency lobby and the agency offices.  As a result they incorporated several changes 
including installing a baby changing table in the men's restroom, leaving out literature about 
fatherhood, and hanging pictures of fathers with their children.  They placed framed posters/pictures of 
fathers with their children in the main lobby area.  These pictures were culturally sensitive and were 
very visible to visitors.  Another father friendly strategy implemented in the agency hallways and other 
visible locations were father engagement reminders with an Indianapolis 500 theme in several places 
throughout the DCS offices, including: Paper racecars on the walls with speech balloons from the drivers 
saying:  "How many fathers in your caseload have you involved in case planning this month?", "Have you 
shown genuineness in completing your last Affidavit of Diligent Inquiry for dad?", "Do you express 
empathy for fathers with criminal records?", and  "Do fathers on your caseload have CFTMs [Child and 
Family Team Meetings] built around them?".  Along with the reminders, a bulletin board that compares 
father engagement rates for cases in Marion County with other regions and the State as a whole was 
posted. The bulletin board also uses racecars to show the progress and includes reminders, titled "Pit 
Crew Notes."  It was also noted that a good working relationship with the State agency responsible for 
child welfare is very beneficial. This can help the project obtain data, find the right people to contact 
about various issues, and be involved in State-level meetings. Additionally, State officials may be able to 
use their positions to remind others about father engagement or include it in State policy. For example, 
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Objective 3b. The participant can identify the benefits to children when involving NRFs. 

Objective 3c. The participant can describe the benefits to mothers when involving NRFs. 

COMPETENCY 4: The participant is aware of the importance of culture in understanding male 
socialization, perceptions and behaviors.  

Objective 4a. The participant can explain how personal experience or history may influence 
cultural viewpoints and the development of male stereotypes. 

Objective 4b. The participant can explain how personal assumptions made by social workers 
may impact the reactions of men and the engagement of fathers. 

Objective 4c. The participant can identify ways in which men may seek help.     

COMPETENCY 5: The participant knows common challenges to engaging NRFs and how to overcome 
these challenges with the use of specific and relevant strategies. 

Objective 5a. The participant can identify and use specific strategies to address challenges 
related to expressions of anger by NRFs. 

Objective 5b. The participant can identify and use specific strategies to address challenges 
related to parental conflict that obstruct efforts to engage NRFs. 

Objective 5c. The participant can identify and use specific strategies to address challenges 
related to working with culturally different NRFs and their families.  

COMPETENCY 6: The participant understands the use of effective engagement strategies to involve 
NRFs in the child protection case involving their child(ren).  

Objective 6a. Participants can explain the most appropriate strategy to use given the dynamics 
of the case and the unique experiences of the NRF. 

Objective 6b. Participants can craft questions or comments that demonstrate the ability to use 
engagement strategies, given the dynamics of each case and unique experiences of NRFs.  

Objective 6c. Participants can give relevant and useful feedback to other participants as they 
practice using the engagement strategies. 

The Social Worker training was designed so that at the end of the day, participants would think 
differently about the importance of engaging the NRF, reconsider prevailing  perceptions about fathers 
and men and use strategies that reflect the needs of men and fathers so that participants were more 
likely to engage fathers in the cases involving their children.  Another overarching objective was for 
participants to think of engaging the father as a collaborative effort in which internal and external 
system resources could be used rather than feeling as though it was solely the responsibility of the 
worker to reach out to fathers.  Once a welcoming door is open to fathers it will give him the 
opportunity to be an engaged and involved father and for the child to have his or her father present and 
available during the time child is involved in with child welfare.   

The Supervisors Training Curriculum - The Work of the Coach: Supervisors Helping to Engage the Non-
Resident Father, was designed to provide participants with knowledge to support a practice shift toward 
engaging NRFs in child welfare cases involving their children.  Supervisors participating in this training 
will recognize the importance of supervisory practice that is consistent with providing supportive 
guidance and holding staff accountable for engagement of the NRF.     

Noted below are the core competences and objectives of the Supervisors training: 
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COMPETENCY 1: The participant is able to explain the benefits to the supervisor when social workers 
actively engage NRFs. 

Objective 1a: The participant can describe the relationship between CSFR expectations and 
engaging NRFs. 

Objective 1b: The participant can identify key benefits to supervisors and social workers when 
fathers are engaged in the case involving their children. 

COMPETENCY 2: The participant recognizes the importance of supervisory practice that is consistent 
with supporting and holding staff accountable for engagement of the NRF. 

Objective 2a: The participant can explain how his or her values and perceptions about fathers 
may relate to and impact the engagement of fathers by his or her staff. 

Objective 2b: The participant can describe areas of strength and challenge for both personal and 
professional development to effectively support staff in the engagement of the NRF.  

COMPETENCY 3: The participant can define the concept of parallel process and can identify a shift in 
practice toward engaging the NRF.  

Objective 3a: The participant can explain the parallel process as it relates to the shift in practice 
to engage the NRF.  

Objective 3b: The participant can recognize current practice and the necessary shift in practice 
to support engaging NRFs.  

COMPETENCY 4: The participant can describe and is able to apply communication approaches that 
reflect knowledge of coaching techniques and father engagement strategies. 

Objective 4a: The participant can identify potential challenges and relevant strategies to coach 
staff to engage the NRF.  

Objective 4b: The participant can identify the types of questions that should be asked of staff to 
support effective coaching practices.  

Objective 4c: The participant can demonstrate the ability to infuse father engagement strategies 
with coaching techniques to foster effective engagement of fathers. 

COMPETENCY 5: The participant can demonstrate supervisory practice behavior that is inclusive and 
supportive of engaging NRFs.  

Objective 5a: The participant can articulate effective questions, suggestions, or comments that 
demonstrate a shift in practice that supports respect for the father and safety, permanency, and 
well-being of the child(ren). 

Objective 5b: The participant can provide relevant and useful feedback to other participants as 
they practice coaching skills to engage NRFs. 

In the Work of the Coach: Supervisors Helping to Engage the Non-Resident Father, supervisors will 
build a critical awareness of their role and a comprehensive set of skills to coach their staff in actively 
engaging NRFs. Supervisors will also explore how their values, beliefs, and attitudes related to men and 
fathers influence the practice behavior of their staff.   Several practice opportunities are included in the 
training to support coaching of staff using interactive exercises and dialogue. This curriculum builds from 
the social worker curriculum in which caseworkers learned about engagement strategies and practices 
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would add to this information.  History of domestic violence was obtained. Given the non-resident 
status of the fathers in the QIC program, this was not considered a pertinent measure. Child outcomes 
were taken solely from administrative data related to maltreatment reports and foster care utilization.  

Table 1: Domains for Outcomes 

(from Avellar et al., 2011, p 5} 
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Figure 3: QIC NRF Logic Model 
  

 

This change from an experimental to a quasi-experimental design responded to the process data results 
from the field sites. While there are losses of information as a result of the change, many points of 
analysis remain from the original objectives, and new areas of practice advancement are developing. 
The firm foundation of multi-site results will lead to increase knowledge about the reaching and 
engagement of NRFs in child welfare. 
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Table 33: Number and Percent of Fathers Withdrawn from pool of Applicable fathers due to Decease 
or Termination of Parental Rights (Percents were percents of total (Table 3)) 

 
Number of Fathers Percent of total Pool 

Site TPR Deceased Overall % TPR %Deceased 
Overall 

% 
CO 10 14 24 1.18% 1.65% 2.84% 
IN 8 38 46 0.74% 3.52% 4.26% 
TX 9 26 35 0.88% 2.55% 3.43% 
WA 22 30 52 2.18% 2.98% 5.16% 
Total 49 108 157 1.24% 2.73% 3.97% 

The Eligible-because- Applicable-and-Safe variable was constructed by assigning a value of 0 if fathers 
were shown to have a history of domestic violence, child abuse or other safety issues.  A total of 210 
fathers were eliminated due to such concerns (8% of applicable). Washington shows the largest number 
and percentage of eliminations, while Indiana shows the smallest.   
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Table 17: Number of Curriculum Sessions and Cohorts by Site 

Site 
Number of Curriculum 

Sessions 
Number of 

Cohorts 

Percent of 
Total 

Curriculum 
Sessions 

CO 105 6 22% 
IN 127 11 27% 
TX 130 11 27% 

WA 111 6 23% 
Totals 473 34 100% 

The 473 total curriculum sessions represented 11 cohorts of non-residents fathers in Texas and Indiana, 
and by six cohorts in both Colorado and Washington. Thus, for the purposes of this paper, the unit of 
observation is the session-occurrence.  Given that there was a total of 34 cohorts across sites, each 
session-module should have been conducted 34 times.  However, sessions were cancelled; most were 
made up, but some topics were not held.  Since fathers were allowed to choose the order of the module 
topics, frequency of modules provides some indication of the choices made by participants and 
facilitators.  
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Table 19: Frequency of Modules Chosen for Early Sessions 
Module/Topic Week 4 Week 5 

Dad as Part of the Juvenile Court Process 9 3 

Dad as Part of Childs Placement 6 6 

Dad as Healthy Parent 4 2 

Dad as Parent 4 1 

Dad as Provider 4 5 

Dad as Cultural Guide 2 3 

Dad as Worker 2 2 

Dad as Community Member 1 4 

Dad as Planner 1   

Dad as Team Player   2 

Other   1 

As each cohort neared its 12th session the cohort would discuss and determine the topics of the last 8 
sessions. They could either return to a module which they felt merited further discussion, they could 
further explore a topic previously covered, they could conduct modules from other curricula (Texas 
conducted several sessions of their Fathers Offering Children Unfailing Support (FOCUS) curriculum) or 
they could examine a topic not covered in the other curriculum modules.  Their choices for these last 
eight weeks indicated a perceived need for practical help around job search and job readiness, 
budgeting and personal finance, and non-abusive ways to discipline a child.  Table 20 shows the topics 
chosen for these last 8 weeks, along with the frequencies of these topics. Fathers chose job readiness 
and budgeting/finance most readily. The frequencies also show an interest in conflict and anger 
management, the leadership, planning and decision making that fatherhood entails, child safety, and 
discipline.   
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father was not present. Of these NRFs, many were incarcerated (14%), many had moved out of 
jurisdiction (22%), many had no reliable contact information (21%), some presented a safety risk to the 
child (13%), and some were completely unknown. Thus, of the NRFs noted in the logs, only one-quarter 
were eventually contacted.22 

Program Fathers: Baseline Data and Mediating Factors 
 We begin with a summary of the demographic and baseline characteristics of program fathers. The 
fathers who enrolled in the program numbered 22 in Colorado, 98 in Indiana, 67 in Texas, and 41 in 
Washington. Their median age was 28, and the median age at birth of first child was 24.  Table 25 shows 
demographic characteristics for these fathers. The most populous site (Indiana) drove the cross-site 
averages, but not all sites paralleled the central tendency. The range column shows considerable 
variation across sites with respect to age, full-time employment, educational attainment, and 
race/ethnicity.  

                                                             
22Site evaluators report extensively on the barriers to identification, locating and contacting fathers and the 
strategies used to overcome these barriers elsewhere in the forthcoming issue of Protecting Children. (Thoennes, 
Harper, et al 2011).  
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Table 30: Father Ages as of October 31, 2009 (In decimalized years) 
  CO IN TX WA 

N 

 

Valid 

21 98 67 39 

 
Missing 1     2 

Mean  33 28 31 36 

Median  31 26 27 36 

Minimum  20 18 17 19 

Maximum  50 58 60 57 

Half of all program fathers are in their twenties, while just under a quarter are in their 30s.   

Table 31: Distribution of Father Ages  

  

  

  

Number of Fathers in Age Category 

Site  

 

   

Overall CO IN TX WA 

In his teens   8 6 1 15 

In his twenties 9 64 31 10 114 

In his thirties 7 18 15 16 56 

In his forties 4 4 10 9 27 

In his fifties (including 
60) 1 4 5 3 13 

Missing 1     2 3 

Total 22 98 67 41 228 
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Table 32: Percent of Father Ages 
  Percent 

  Site   

  CO IN TX WA Overall 

In his teens   8% 9% 2% 6.58% 

In his twenties 41% 65% 46% 24% 50.00% 

In his thirties 32% 18% 22% 39% 24.56% 

In his forties 18% 4% 15% 22% 11.84% 

In his fifties (including 
60) 5% 4% 7% 7% 5.70% 

Missing 5%     5% 1.32% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Fathers with 12 years of education are considered to be high school graduates.  Educational patterns 
vary across sites.  In Colorado, 8 fathers had fewer than 12 years of education, 5 had twelve, while 4 
reported education beyond high school.  In Indiana, 72 fathers had less than 12 years of education, 10 
fathers had 12, and 16 fathers had beyond 12. In Texas, 28 fathers had less than 12 years of education, 
23 had 12, and 16 had more. In Washington, 12 fathers had fewer than 12 years of education, 14 had 12, 
and 14 had more.  Note that the percent of program fathers whose education falls short of 12 years 
varies substantially from site to site, from 28% to 73%. The percent of fathers receiving more than 12 
years ranges from 16% to 33%.  
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Table 33: Years of Education  

Years of 
education 

Number of Fathers 

Site 

CO IN TX WA 

5 1       

6 1     2 

7   3 1   

8   7 1 3 

9 1 16 6 1 

10 1 30 6 2 

11 4 16 14 4 

12 5 10 23 14 

13 2 7 5 4 

14 2 7 5 7 

15   1 3 2 

16 1   2 1 

18   1     

20     1   

Missing 4     1 

Total 22 98 67 41 
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Table 35: Employment  
  Number of Fathers 

  Site 

 

CO IN TX WA 

Employed full-
time 7 18 16 8 

Regular part-time 1 8 5 5 

Self-employed     5 1 

Temp/odd jobs   3 5   

Unempl, in 
training 1 1     

Unempl, looking 9 58 27 12 

Unempl, not 
looking 1 2   11 

Student 3 2 3 1 

Other   6 6 3 

Missing         

Total 22 98 67 41 
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Table 36: Percent Employed  
 

    Percent 

  Site 

  CO IN TX WA 

Employed full-
time 31.8% 18.4% 23.9% 19.5% 

Regular part-
time 4.5% 8.2% 7.5% 12.2% 

Self-employed     7.5% 2.4% 

Temp/odd jobs   3.1% 7.5%   

Unempl, in 
training 4.5% 1.0%     

Unempl, looking 40.9% 59.2% 40.3% 29.3% 

Unempl, not 
looking 4.5% 2.0%   26.8% 

Student 13.6% 2.0% 4.5% 2.4% 

Other   6.1% 9.0% 7.3% 

Missing         

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Overall, more fathers self-reported as African Americans than any other racial category, followed by 
White. There are 18 Hispanic fathers, 14 American Indian/Alaska Natives, one Asian, three 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders and one Persian.  Race/ethnicity will figure in the general profile are 
considered as a possible mediating factor in father and child outcomes.  
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Table 38: Father Health at 1st Interview 
  Frequency   

 
Site   

  CO IN TX WA Overall 

Poor       2 2 

Below 
average 1 6 3 4 14 

Average 1 21 14 10 46 

Good 6 27 20 13 66 

Excellent 13 44 30 11 98 

Missing 1     1 2 

Total 22 98 67 41 228 

 

Table 39: Father Health at 1st Interview 

 

Percent 

Site 

 
  

CO IN TX WA 
Overall 
% 

Poor       4.9% 0.9% 

Below 
average 4.5% 6.1% 4.5% 9.8% 6.1% 

Average 4.5% 21.4% 20.9% 24.4% 20.2% 

Good 27.3% 27.6% 29.9% 31.7% 28.9% 

Excellent 59.1% 44.9% 44.8% 26.8% 43.0% 

Missing 4.5%     2.4% 0.9% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 41: Percent of Children for whom Child Support is in Compliance 

  
CO IN TX WA 

Overall 
Percent 

does not pay 15.2% 63.1% 76.1% 33.3% 56.9% 

pay 
sometimes, 
pay some   13.5% 5.4% 9.3% 9.1% 

always pay 
full amount 12.1% 14.9% 17.4% 14.8% 15.3% 

Missing 72.7% 8.5% 1.1% 42.6% 22.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

*The interview specifies these questions to be answered if child support is court ordered.  (Sites are asked to verify 
that these assumptions are correct.)  

Table 42842 shows the number of children of fathers providing a given form of unofficial child support.  
Since these are not mutually exclusive they do not sum to a predetermined total (each is a wedge in its 
own pie).  More children received, according to their fathers, in-kind support than any other kind, 
followed by unofficial monetary donations. This preponderance held across sites with the exception of 
Colorado, 12 of whose program children received monetary support, more than any other. 

Table 428: Types of Support 

 

Numbers of children whose fathers report 
providing Support 

Type of Unofficial 
contribution  

Site 

 CO IN TX WA Overall 

In-Kind (food-
clothing) 10 124 61 34 229 

Money 12 84 39 30 165 

Overnight Care 5 70 8 12 95 

Rent 4 38 11 19 72 

Day Care 1 4 2 12 19 

Medical expenses 

 

4 4 11 19 
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Table 43 gives the within-site percentages of children receiving a given type of support, according to 
their fathers.  Almost three-quarters of children are reported to receive in-kind contributions from their 
fathers; over half receive (or their mothers receive) money. Medical expenses and day care are the least 
frequently provided.  

Table 43: Within-Site Percentages of Children receiving a Given Type of Support 

 

Numbers of children whose fathers report 
providing Support 

Type of Unofficial 
contribution  

Site 

 CO IN TX WA Overall 

In-Kind (food-
clothing) 30.3% 87.9% 66.3% 63.0% 74.1% 

Money 36.4% 59.6% 42.4% 55.6% 53.4% 

Overnight Care 15.2% 49.6% 8.7% 22.2% 30.7% 

Rent 12.1% 27.0% 12.0% 35.2% 23.3% 

Day Care 3.0% 2.8% 2.2% 22.2% 6.1% 

Medical expenses 

 

2.8% 4.3% 20.4% 6.1% 

Summaries by number of children of a given father 
These summaries were repeated across sites but broken out according to family size.  For example, 29% 
of only-children received overnight care, according to their fathers; 31% of children who were one of 
two received overnight care, and 32% of children who were one of three received overnight care. 
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Table 46: Percent of Children Receiving Support in Number of Types Specified 
  CO IN TX WA Overall 

None 54.5% 12.1% 27.2% 29.6% 23.8% 

One type 24.2% 7.1% 28.3% 13.0% 15.9% 

Two types 6.1% 37.6% 32.6% 13.0% 28.8% 

Three types   27.7% 6.5% 14.8% 16.6% 

Four types  15.2% 13.5% 4.3% 16.7% 11.6% 

Five types   2.1% 1.1% 9.3% 2.8% 

Six Types       3.7% 0.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Program Outputs and Outcomes 
Staff plans to use attendance in two ways: first, to measure effectiveness of the outreach and of the 
sessions themselves, and second, to measure outcomes as mediated by dosage.  The data base has 
binary variables for each of the sessions, by number.  
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Figure 5: General attendance   

 

Attendance figures are also compiled for each father and summarized. As Table 48 indicates, many 
fathers dropped out initially. Out of those 105 fathers who attended fewer than 3 sessions, 99 attended 
no sessions. Thus, the steepest attrition occurred during the interval between sign-up and first session.   

Table 48: Participant Attendance 
Attendance(Mean sessions attended = 6.59) 

 Number of sessions attended 
by a given father 

Number of Fathers 
attending 

Under three sessions 105 

3 through 8 sessions 32 

 4 through 12 sessions 33 

13 through 16 sessions 28 

17 through 20 sessions 30 

Total 228 

How do the challenges facing fathers affect their attendance?  During Phase I of the QIC NRF project, 
informants cited such barriers to engagement as lack of transportation and complexity of system 
involvement, and QIC NRF staff included these in the interview protocols as possible factors which may 
influence attendance. Fathers were asked if they drove their own car or motorcycle, and if not what 
form of transportation they used. Transportation and agency complexity as captured in the father 
interviews were cross-tabulated with attendance to determine if either of these factors bore a 
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Figure 7: Past Relationship with Mothers at Baseline 

 

Table 50: Past Relationship with Mother of First Child at Baseline 

 

Number of Fathers 

Site 

   CO IN TX WA Overall 

Were/are 
married 7 10 10 6 33 

Had 
committed 
relationship 11 47 39 14 111 

Was on-
again, off-
again 3 22 8 12 45 

Always 
casual   17 6 2 25 

I hardly knew 
her 1 2 4 4 11 

Missing       3 3 

Total 22 98 67 41 228 
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Figure 8: Present Relationship with Mothers at Baseline 

 
 

Table 52: Present Relationship with Mother of First Child at Baseline    

  

Number of Fathers   

Site   

CO IN TX WA Overall 

Committed 
one-on-one 
relationship 4 11 11 8 34 

Steady 
relationship, 
dates other 
people 1 1   6 8 

On-again, 
off-again 
relationship 1 3 6 7 17 

Really just 
friends 7 49 26 7 89 

Not friends 7 34 24 11 76 

Missing 2     2 4 

Total 22 98 67 41 228 
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Table 54: How Father Gets Along with Mother of First Child  
  Number of Fathers   

  Site   

  CO IN TX WA Overall 

Very well 7 6 18 9 40 

Moderately 
well 4 16 13 5 38 

Not well, not 
badly 3 27 14 8 52 

Not well 2 8 6 6 22 

Very badly 1 14 8 5 28 

No interaction 5 27 8 8 48 

Missing           

Total 22 98 67 41 228 
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Table 58: Treatment by CPS 
  Number of Fathers    

  Site   

  CO IN TX WA Overall 

No contact with 
Agency 

 

33 

  

33 

not at all fairly 4 11 9 13 37 

unfairly on the 
whole 

 

3 10 2 15 

Ok 4 19 16 9 48 

fairly on the 
whole 1 6 4 5 16 

very fairly 4 25 15 10 54 

comments 

 

1 

  

1 

Missing 9   13 2 24 

Total 22 98 67 41 228 

 


























































































