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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1995 the Texas Legislature authorized the Office of the Attorney Géexa) to
improve child support services statewide through the creation of an Integrated Child Support
System (ICSS) wherein the OAG may provid dkild support enforcement services under contract
with counties that elect to participate in the systerfihe OAGought and was granted a waiver
from the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OGBBE requirement for a written
application for IVD services in participating ICSS countiBse waiver was renewed several times,
but with the last apprealthe OAG was required to have the program independently evaluatduk
OAG contracted with the Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources (RMC) to design
and conduct an evaluation to measure the impacts of |@®&Sesuls of whichareincluded in this

final report

The Ray Marshall Centeonductedthe ICSS waiver evaluation using a combination of
random assignmerdnd compositere-post evaluation designs to measure the impacts of the
waiverat the countylevel. The evaluatiorelied primarilyon OAG administrative records data
Unemployment Insurance (Ul) wage records, public assistance administrative records data, U.S.
Bureau of the Census data, and other sources. TWeseused for estimating net impacts and for
identifying relevanfactors that may influence or be associated with the observed impakts.
process studyrovideda sufficient understanding of the structure and functioning of I&SS

implementedin order to accurately estimate the impacts of the waiver.

Thekey researclyuestionfor the impact analysiwas What effect did the ICSS waiver
have on the collection and enforcement of child support in areas in which it was implemented?

This was asweled by focusing on more specifjaestions:

1. Whatwas the impacofintroducilgR S SYS R DNA @& 8§ & ¥ IorIV-D- LILIKE A OF (A ;
services on child support monitoring, collections, and enforcement in Texas?

2. Howdid the child support experience vafgr those whoa 2 édi2 dzif &nforcement
services in ICSS ar@as

3. How dd the chid support experienceva 2 NJ 1 K2 3 S-A ¢y K2 (182 NISORABS Sy 7T
services prior to implementation ¢€SS?

4. Didthe ICSS programwifferentially impact sulpopulations includingHispanics, omembers

of the military?

Vi



5. To what extendid ICSS changbe composition and case characteristics of thédlV

caseload in participating counties?
Random Assignment: El Paso County

EIPasoCountywasthe only forward-lookingexperimentalsite in the TexadCS®valuation
Caseaandomizatiorwas done based on tle last digit of the cause number with aptimal design
assiging half of casesto the ICS$reatment groupand half to the control group. Newcasesn the
ICS&®xperimentalor treatment groupwere automaticallyregisteredto receivelV-D child support
services,with anopportunity to opt-out. New asesassigned to theontrol groupdid not receive
IV-D serviceshy default, but had the opportunity to applyon their own asthey did prior to ICSS
implementation. Random assignment of new cases to the 1€&8ment and control groups began
in El Pasin March of 2013and was concluded on May'72014

At the conclusion of random assignment,7blcases had been identified for potential
inclusion in the ICSS experiment in El Paso. @ktiwho could béracked within OAG
administrative records datéd5%) additional screens were applied for current receippablic
assistance, including TANF or Medicaittjwhether a child support case was already opéitotal
of 743 cases, or just over 66% of casespddoth screens and were included in the experimexit.
these cases376 were randomly assigned to the ICSS treatment group, and 367 to the control group.
T-tests comparing théreatment and control groupsshowed only one significant difference among
36tests. Thus it was concluded that IG&8lomassignmentn El Pasproduced essentially

equivalenttreatment and controroups.
QuastRandom Assignment: Harris County

In the Harris County family court system, there was for many years an ora@inga
experiment in which, depending on the court to which they were assigned, some individuals were
automatically enrolled in ICSS, while othexse requiredto actively apply if they wanted i child
support assistance. During thall-out period for Haris Countythoseuutilizing the family law courts
were assigned to one of nine courts, where the judges had chosen to implement the ICSS program in
their courtrooms at different points in time (Sep 2004 to May 2012). Assignment of cases to courts
in Harrs County satisfies the definition of random assignment because all cases in a given time

frame haveessentiallyequal odds of being assigned to an IC&8t.
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In trying to determine whether ICSS had an impact on the composition of the caseload, an
examinaton of characteristics of the treatment and comparison groups foaipattern of Harris
County cases assigned under ICSS being slightly more afflunéome mixed evidence as well
ICSEPs and NCPs were more likely to be empl@yetshowed greateriktorical employment and

earningsput were also morelikely to rely orsomebenefits such as SNAP
Comparison Group Time Series Design: Other ICSS Counties

ICSS was alsmplemented in seventeen other counties over 22 years, starir97with
a demastration in Bexar Countigan Antonia) We include preand postICSS cases from most of
these counties in the evaluation as part of a comparison group-tiems design, which also
includes cases from similar né@8SS countiesThe advantage of thijal design is that impact
estimates are longeterm and more representative of the state. Whereas El Paso and Harris County
have higher internal validity, results fromel®ther ICSSountiestime seriesdesign are more

generalizable.

Again, to determinavhether ICSS impacted the composition of the caseload, we examined
characteristics of ICSS treatment and comparison groups selected from 13 ICSS counties that
converted within the time frame covered by the OAG data files. Once again the general pattern
emerged: members of new cases opened in ICSS counties tend to be slightly more affluent, on
average, than those on new cases opened in these counties prior to ICSS, but again with some mixed

evidence.

Finally, noAICSS comparison counties were selectedgiai quasexperimental similarity
estimation procedure. Inclusion of these comparison counties allowed better control of one
important factor: the passage of time. This differesiealifferences design answers the question
how much more things changea the ICSS counties after ICSS implementation than they changed in

the nonICSS comparison counties.
Results and Discussion

The overall pattern of impacts among the El Paso, Harris, and Other ICSS counties sites is
remarkably similar Child support colletions were increased in all sitesometimes dramatically.
Combining registry only and fitdervice data to measure collections improved but did not

completely eliminate the problem that some payments made outside the stishrirsementunit
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(contrary topolicy) may be missed. We can confidently conclude, at a minimum, that ICSS

dramatically increased the documented payment of child support.

Observed impacts of ICSS on public assistance and other benefit iwasigso remarkably
consistent and posite.  Across sites, ICSS case members were less likely to receive SNAP, received
less SNAP benefits, or both. Receipt of TANF was similarly reduced in all sites in which it was
measured, and receipt of Medicaid was consistently reduced across sites. \Mortdese
reductions cannot be solely attributed to shifts in the composition of the caseload, and they bolster

confidence in the findings of consistent improvements in child support collections.

Estimated impacts of ICSS on employment andiags measugs were strong and pdg/e
in Harris and Other ICS8utities while EI Passhowed more mixed employment and earnings
findings. Most of the improvements in employment are likely due to the slight shift in the caseload

toward those with more attachment tthe labor market.

The impact of ICSS on child support arrears was difficult to ascertain in any direct way. With
a biased measure that only detects arrears in the control group if theygpindings on arrears
balances are difficult to trust. A mongydgment measure was meatu capture this concept
longerterm in a more unbiased way, but such judgments were simply too infrequent for any trend
to be detected. Finally, the alternative analysis of arrears made a convincing case that
implementation oflCSS leads more cases to be opened nearer in time to the establishment of their
child support orders, and in the long run on a statewide basis such cases have historically led to far
lower arrears balances. This strongly suggests that ICSS would beddead directly to reduced

arrears, should the cases be followed long enough.

The optin and optout analyses actually tell a similar story from opposite sides of the coin.
The optin analysis looked at those who voluntarily sought full service enforoewfeheir child
support cases prior to ICSS, whereas theaptanalysis looked at those who voluntarily chose not
to receive such services after ICSS. Cases daptarg more likely to have female NCPs, more likely
to be older, more likely to be empyed but at lower average wages. In direct contrast, cases
opting-out are more likely to have male NCPs, more likely to be younger, and less likely to be
employed but at higher earnings. This analysis paints a clear picture of those who think fordhal chil

support enforcement is good and useful versus those who do not.

ICSS was found to have differential impacts for Hispanics and members of the military, but

for the most part the program worked better for such groups. In areas whose child support



caseloals contain more members of the military, ICSS led to better collection of child support, lesser
arrears and money judgments, lesser reliance on public assistance, and better employment and
earnings outcomes. Areas with higher concentrations of Hispamwses! similar patterns on all of
these, with the exception of child support, which was less likely to be collected but in higher
amounts on average. Apparent arrears accumulation was far less likely in higher Hispanic areas, so
on the whole it is clear @t ICSS implementation is not hurting these subgroups, and in many ways it

appears to be helping.

Considering all these results togethitris clear that nembers of the IND caseload under a
system of deemed applications and default enrollmarg slightly but not dramatically more
affluent, but that the positive effects of ICSS also extend well beyond the impact of this shift
Making enrollment in \D services the default tends to bring in more cases, and in some ways these
cases are slightly more afat. Some of these new cases subsequentlyayt taking their
chances that they will receive the support they need without the OAG. What remains among the
ySete NBONHZA GSR OFasSa Aa a2YS FTNIOGA2YyDoK2 & SNB)
enfoNOSYSyd 2NJ 6SNBYyQl gl NB 2F Ada SEA&GSYOS 2NJ ¢
Y2ad FNRY | aKAFG Ay LRtAOE G26F NR WRSSYSR | LILX »
assistance they receive enforcing child support obligations from #@r¢ sbuld be the very thing

that keeps them from becoming poor when the next economic shock hits.

The effects of ICSS on theD\¢hild support caseload are clear. Better child support
outcomes, strong evidence of reduced arrears, and reduced publicaasssall testify to the
AYLRNIOFYOS 2F SyF2NDAy3a OKAf R 3dodydemihati@6iSa St NI
represents appears to help these families in multiple ways, while the chomgtiafyout preserves

their freedom of choice.



INTRODUTION

Integrated Child Support System (ICSS)

In 1995 the Texas Legislature authorized the Office of the Attorney General (OAG) to
improve child support services statewide through the creation of an Integrated Child Support
System (ICSS) wherein the OAG prayide I\VD child support enforcement services under contract
with counties that elect to participate in the system. In support of the ICSS, the OAG regqhested
the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) at the Department of Healthhaard Hu
Services (HHS) grant Texas a waiver of the requirement for a written applicatiorCf@eivices in
participating ICSS counties. The rationale for the request was based on the earlier finding of the
OAG Child Support Division that the applicatiof tzZA NBYSy & 61 & &l o6F NNRASNJ (2
adzLJLI2 NI Ay LI NI QCSE ghnied Txas sOch daivér in $ardh£996 for a period of
five years. Due to the voluntary courgvel choice to participate through the adoption of a local
judicial rule, the counties participating in the ICSS systensameetimesalso referred to as 'Local

Rule' counties.

The waivewassubsequently grantedy OCSEor three consecutive fivgear periods, the
latest of which spanedthe period from April 11, 201 through April 11, 2016. As a condition of the
most recent waiver, the OA@as required to contraatith an independent evaluator to conduct a
rigorous impact analysis of the waiveFrheOAG and its Child Support Division (CSD) contracted
with the RayMarshall Center for the Study of Human Resources (RMC), a policy research and
evaluation unit at the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs of The University of Texas at Austin,

to design and conduct an evaluation to measure the impacts of the IC&8dteder the waiver

policy.

Impact Evaluation Design

The Ray Marshall Centeonductedthe ICSS waiver evaluation using a combination of
random assignmerdnd compositere-post evaluation designs to measure the impacts of the
waiver at countylevel operational scales in Texas. The evaluat@iedon multiple data sets, but
primarily OAG administrative records data for determining child support case characteristics, child

support obligations, collections, and enforcement actions. OAG administdateevere

LIntegrated Child Support SystedmnualProgress Report: September 2089gust 2010(nd), p.1.



supplemented with Unemployment Insurance (Ul) quarterly waige claimrecords, public
assistance administrative records data, U.S. Bureau of the Census data, survegrdatame
customerdg K 2 @ #8AiJé -DReFvicésand other data sour@sappropriate and available.
Thesewere used for estimating net impacts and for identifying relevant factors that may influence
or be associated with the observed impacts in ways that strengthen the explanatory power of the

evaluation.

The evaluatiorwas supported by a process study designed to gain a sufficient
understanding of the structure and functioning of the I@S8nplementedn order to accurately
estimate the impacts of the waiver. Impact estimatesre derived by observing four categories of
cases:
1. a8 FNIAYyIe OFrasSa Ay L/ {{ O2dzyiasSa ol yR (KS
2. cases in ICSS counties (and in the El Paso treatment group) in which customenst™ ot
services;
3. applicationbased nompublic assistance (NPA) cases in408S courgs (and the El Paso
control group); and

4. Registryonly (RO) cases in nd@SS counties (and the El Paso control group).

The impact evaluatiomtilized multiple quantitative methods to arrive at estimates of the
waiver's impact. While any given method ntaysome degree be susceptible to alternative

explanations, results distilled across several metherésnore robust.

Key Questions

The RMC, in consultationitiv the staff of OAGCSD and OCSiteveloped key research
guestions for the impact analysis andderstanding its results. The impact analygis primarily
concerned with answering one ovarching research questiolWhat effectdid the ICSS waiver

have on the collection and enforcement of child support in areas in whietaisimplemented?

We answered this primary research questioby focusing on more specifiiestions:

2The OAG refers to its clients as "customers" in order to emphasize a seriéceed approach. We follow
that convention here.



1. Whatweret KS AYLI OGa 2F GKS Ay HNERROIDIAGRYWI 2F N LIRESK
IV-D services under the OCSE waiver on child support monitoring, collections, and
enforeement in Texas?
2. Howdidthe child support experience vary between those individuals whose application for
IV-D servicehado SSy &1 ABSR Ay LI NIAOA LI G AekAdziDL dA/'Yi A S &
those same counties?
3. Howdid the child support experienceary between those individuals whose application for
IV-D servicethiad been waived in participating counties and natipients of public
assistance whbad applied for services in counties and courts not participating in the ICSS
program or whahad beenassigned to a control group for evaluation purposes?
4. Didthe OCSE waiver differentially impact quiipulations within the IN\D caseload in terms
of collections, payment stability, and other outcomeBi@l the impacts vary, particularly for
cases involvinglispanics, or former and current military personnel, or other subgroups of
interest?
5. To what extendid the composition and case characteristics of thédl\¢aseload change
with the introduction of the waiver in participating countie§¥ere the charactestics of
0KS 1la@BX@ GAy3é OFasSa yz2i0F o0f & -huded RoBoNlioy & FNRBY
assistance ND caseload in the participating counties? As a population univeesghe
waiver population notably different from the statewide appliat-based, norpublic

assistance ND caseload?

Thefive research questionaboveare listed verbatim as they were developed at the start of
this project Althoughthe frame for these questionsas evolved since then, the spirit of each
guestionis addresed in thidinal impact report albeitin a different order. For examplguestion 5
is addressed first, in recognition of the finding thia¢ first impact of ICSS implementatiorais
change in the cmposition of the OAG caseloa@Question 1, which islosely related tahe over
arching question, ianswered for multiple sitethroughoutthe ProgramimpactEstimatessection
Question 2, regarding the experiences of those whoayttof ICSSyas first answered in the
interim impactreport that wascompleted in July 2015, and is updated below in@y@-out Andysis
section with additional outcome measures and folopvdata Similarly, those who opteah, or
voluntarily applied for services prior t€8S implementation in their arease the subjects of

guestion 3, andre addressed in th®pt-in analysisection. Finallyguestion 4 regardingvarying



impactsamongsub-populations,is addressed for Hispanics and members of the military in the

Impact Variation by Subgrougsgction

Implementation of ICSS
OAG IVD and County Child Support Enforcement in Texas

In 1985, the OAG became the operational entity for child support enforcement under Title
IV-D of the Social Security tAno Texas, assuming the responsibility for the federally regulated and
funded child support programDistrict and county attorneys anithe former Texas Department of
Public Welfare had previously borne that responsibgityce 1975 when federal legisian
authorizing Title IND became effective. Texas is one of only three states in which the attorney
general is currently responsible for the child support program and one of a few states with a
statewide consolidated program. In most states, by comparishild support programs are

administered at the county governance level.

The Child Support Division of the Office of the Attorney General is responsibledor IV

services, including:

Parent locator services
Establishment of paternity

Establishment of dld support orders

1

1

1

i Establishment of medical support orders

1 Review and adjustment of child support orders

9 Enforcement of child support and medical support orders
1

Collection and disbursement of child support payments

Figurel illustrates the flow ohew child support cases in counties that have not
implemented ICSS, aritidalso accurately describes the flow as it existedurrent ICSS counties
prior to the implementation of ICSEChild support cases are automatigaleferred to the OAG if
the custodial parent (CP) applies for or has received public assistance, including TANF or Medicaid.
Approximately 45 percent of the current-I¥ caseload are public assistance cases (knownAs IV
cases), with only a small frémh of these being current public assistance, and the vast majority
being former public assistance cases. Individuals who require child support assistance may also

apply for lowfee IVD services. These types of cases are also known as appHoatiedor non



public assistance (NPA) cases.si@vnbelow, the ICSS waiver in relevant counties is primarily

concerned with the treatment of these NPA cases.

Figurel. OAGCase Flow in noihCSS and préCSS Counties

Suits Affecting Parent Child Relationships (SAPCR) with
Orders

Non Public Assistance cases )P

Opt-in

~

OAG Registry Only ' .
(RO) T OAG Full Service

(FS)
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There is a may differencein the treatment ofpublic assistance and negublic assistance
child support cases. A person who has never received public assistance can voluntarily terminate 1V
D services at any time. Current public assistance recipients cannot teensi@atices and must
cooperate with the OAG or risk losing their benefits. Previous recipients of public assistance cannot

terminate services until after any arrears assigned to the state have been recouped.
Case Flow under ICSS

The ICSS waiver in relevaountiesallows all new child supportordersd @ G RSSYAy 3¢
application to have been made automaticall{o be enforced by the OAG with status equal to other
IV-D casesFigure2illustrates the flow of cases with child supporders in ICSS counties. A close

examination of this figure in comparison fagurel reveals that the only major difference is in the

0



default action for norpublic assistance cases. Prior to ICSS, sucha&sestiated agegistry-only?
(RO)cases by default, with the option of becoming kgérvice (FS) cases should they choose to
apply. Under ICSS, npnblic assistance cases become full service by default, with the option of

becomingregistry-only cases at any timein aprocessknown as ‘optingput'.

The terms of the federal ICSS waiver require the OAG to inform culspadents of their
rightto decline I¥s &4 SNIDA O0Sa o 9OBSNE OdzalG2RALFE LI-NByd Ay |
& 0 | NJIi-B ¢gaskéaundér the ICSAiver is provided a letter that informs the custodial parent of his
or her right and opportunity to declined¥ a SNIIA OS&asx Ay 6KI G A& -02YY2yf ¢
2dzi f SUGGSNWE ¢ K 2 aptdut bekade fRlBervic@ (BS) I &agedbit ey iiesain

the right to optout at a later date.

Figure2. OAGCase Flow in ICSS Counties

Suits Affecting Parent Child Relationships (SAPCR) v
CS Orders

Non Public Assistance cases (NP
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N
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OAG Registry Only : OAG Full Service
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3 Registry Only (RO) is for payment processing only in privately entered child support orderdo€3AG
provide locate, enbrcement, or collection serviceaor do they track arrears (unpaid child support) for RO
cases An RO case can become @IYull service case éither partyapplies for OAG services.



OCSE Waiver and Implementation of ICSS in Texas

The OCSE waiver permits the OAG to automatically estabi3lséwices and an ICS8oaf

at the county level for those jurisdictions that choose to voluntarily participate in the ICSS program.

TexasmplementedlICS®n an incremental basigxpanding county by county as judges adopted a
local ruledeeming that new and in some areas exisgt child support orders rendered in their

courts included an application for-I¥V child support services. Participating counties may also be
1y26y Fa af 20l & (INOXISA yOR do/F(15ASS3E 6F TN SEFFY RE SR A Y
consist, h some areas, of county Domestic Relations Offices (DROs) providing services under
contract with OAG, while inane area(Bexar Countythey consist of OAG field officeBablel

presents ICSS or local rule adoptionegatcase administration type, the respective Field Office

numbers, and an indicator of whether new only or new and existing cases are subjie&3o

Tablel. ICSS Implementation by Site

Name. (CsS Date Type “Numter | Desnpton
Bexar Mar 1997 OAG Field Office 214 New
Cameron Aug 2005 OAG Field Office 313 New

Dallas Oct 2005 Contract/DRO 418 New

Ector May 2006 OAG Field Office 813 New

Gregg Sep 2005 OAG Field Office 523 New

Harris Sep 20[(\)/2(rjlel\j]ay 2012 Contract/DRO 614/622 New and Existing
Harrison May 2005 OAG Field Office 523 New
Hidalgo Feb 2006 OAG Field Office 314 New
Lubbock May 2009 OAG Field Office 107 New
Midland Mar 2002 OAG Field Office 814 New
Panola Sep 2005 OAG Field Office 523 New

Smith Sep 2005 OAG Field Office 516 New
Tarrant Oct 2000 Contract/DRO 909 New

Taylor Nov 2005 Contract/DRO 106 New

Travis Jul 2009 Contract/DRO 708 New
Upshur Sep 2005 OAG Field Office 523 New

Webb Oct 2006 OAG Field Office 312 New
Wichita Dec 2003 OAG Field Office 109 New and Existing

Source: Texas OAG, Child Support Division

af
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Subsequent to Bexar County's early experimentation with ICSS, mentioned briefly above and
detailed below, Tarrant County followed as an early implementation siterarffiaCounty, consisting
of the greater Fort Worth area, adopted a local rule and established an ICSS office in October 2000.
Over time, sixteen additional counties established ICSS programs, culminating in the entry of Travis
County (including the greatedustin area) in July 2009. El Paso County, consisting of the greater El
Paso areaywas the most recengntrant into the ICSSystem As part of this waiver evaluation,
random assignmendf new casedo either the ICS$reatment or control groupsbeganin El Paso in
March2013and ended in May 2014

The establishment of ICSS programs in participating counties has not been uniform across
currently participating counties, although each must adopt a local rule or administrative order to
allow voluntary paticipation in the system. OAG and Bexar County, the first county to adopt a local
rule in support of ICSS, initially executed a contract that allowed the Bexar County Child Support
Enforcement Office to provide I services on a pilot basis in its exigtand new child support
cases. As originally structured, new cases were divided between the Bexar County Child Support
Enforcement Office and an existing OAG Office in San Antonio. After three years of pilot operation,
in August 2000 the county office diits caseload were merged with the OAG Field Office, creating a
unified Bexar County ICSS Office.

Wichita County, the main city of which is Wichita Falls, entered into ICSS in December 2003.
It is one of only two counties to introduce an ICSS offie¢ iticorporated previously existing cases,
as well as all new cases. Child support enforcement for néhdases had been handled by the
O2dzyiéd CNASYR 2F GKS /2dz2NIi 6Ch/ 0 LINRIAINI YS LI NI
County discontinuethe Friend of the Court program due to budgetary constraints and all new and

existing child support cases are administered under the waiver terms.

Harris County, which encompasses the City of Houston, chose a unique, hybridized path of
participation in ICS. Harris County approved a local rule that grants discretion to each of its nine
FrYAE @ 1 g-AQZdzNIRa GKS a2 P{ @ ¢KS O2daNlia AyONBYS
with three courts in September 2004, and concluding with the final canverting in May 2012

(seeTable2). This phased adoption, couliy-court, combined with an essentially random method

4 Although Bexar County no longer contracts with OAG to providerfiftrcement services in {0 cases, the
local rule enables the ICSS office to continue providing monitoring and enforcement services for all new child
support orders in Bexar County.



of assigning cases to courts, deeHarris County midealsite for studying the impact of ICSS when

implementedas anaturalexperiment.

The contract between OAG and Harris County authorized the creation of a Gpergted
ICSS office, jointly operated by the Harris County District Clerk and the Harris County Domestic
Relations Office (DRO). The DRO had beeratipg a Friend of the Court program for rtwtD
child support cases for many years. As in Wichita County, the local rule deemed all existing Friend of
the Court cases in participating courts add¢ases; all new Harris County child support orders in

participating courts are monitored and enforced adl\¢ases from the rendition of the order.

Table2. Harris County ICSS Entry Date by Court

Court Entry Date
308th Sep04
309th Sep04
311th Sep04
246th Julos
312th Aug05
257th Feb06
310th Mar-11
245th Sepll
247th May-12

5 Two separate office identifiers are used to differentiate the exiskirignd of the Court caseload from the
new D cases in those participating courts.



EXPERIMENTAESIGN

RandomAssignmentEl PascCounty

EIPasoCountywasthe only forward-lookingexperimentalsite in the TexadCS®valuation,
andthe only site in whichassignmenbf casego conditionswasintentionallyandunambiguously
randon®. It wasveryimportant for researcher¢o monitor the randomassignmenprocessand
outcomesto ensurethat it resulted in two groupsof casesand casememberswho were essentially
equivalentat the point of randomassignment.These criteria having beesatisfied anydifferences
betweenthe groupsthat emerged later could be safely attributed as ampactof the Integrated

ChildSupportSystem.
RandomAssignmentMechanism

Randomassignmentn EIPasoCountyproceededasdesigned.Newcasedn the ICSS
experimentalor treatment groupwere automaticallyregisteredto receivel V-D child support
serviceswith anopportunity to opt-out. New casesassignedo the control groupdid not receive
IV-D services by default, but had the opportunity to applyon their own asthey did prior to ICSS

implementation.

Theintendedcaseflow for experimentaland control group casesn EIPasoCountyduring
enrollimentisillustratedin Figure3.” Casesandomlyassignedo the control group(nonICSSyvere
meantto follow the left pathin this chart, while thoseassignedo the experimentalgroup (ICSS)
followedthe right path. Controlcasedollowingthe left path began in regstry-only (RO)statusby
default, unlessthey choseto opt-in and applyfor IV-D services.Experimentalpr ICS$ases,
followed the right path and became full service(FS)aseauntil andunlessthey choseto opt-out.
Casesvhosememberswere currentlyreceivingpublicassistanc€PA)at entry were ineligiblefor
inclusionin the impactstudy,andarerepresentedin Figure3 by ared arrow bypassingandom

assignmentandleadingdirectlyto FScasestatus.

Caseandomizationin EIPasoCounty,asillustrated by the randomwheelin the figure,was

doneusinga fixed but arbitrary characteristicthe lastdigit of the causenumber,to minimizethe

8 Implementationof ICS$h HarrisCountywasdonein suchawaythat enrolimentin ICS$or new casesvas
essatially random during the cousby-court rollout period

" Thisfigure wasadaptedfrom Figure3 in IntegratedChildSupportSystemEvaluationAnalysisPlan
Schroederh Q{ KR$kpia,2012.
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possibilityof the systembeinggamed. Thisoptimal designassigmed half of the casesto the ICSS
treatment groupandhalfto the control group,basedon whetherthe lastdigit of the causenumber

was odd or even.

Figure3. OAGCaserlowin EIPasoCounty,RandomAssignmentoy Cause Number

Suits Affecting Parent Child Relationships (SAP(
with CS Orders

Non Public Assistance cases (NF

Cause number assigned by random wheel

EvenNortICSS Odd': ICSS
(Control) (Experimenta)

Optin

Opt-out :l
o | N
e e

OAG Registry Only OAG Full Service
(RO) Q )

.. @

Random Assignmentmplementation

Implementation of ICSS in El Paso, including random assignment of new cases to the ICSS
treatment and control groups, began March of 2013and was concluded on May'72014 All
new cases opened in El Paso subsequetitab datehavebeenenrolled in ICSS, and are not

included in the impact evaluationAtotal of 1,175caseswere assignedy the EPDRChowever,
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substantial shares of these identified cases were found to have characteristics that precluded their
inclusionin the experiment. Reasons for the exclusion of cases are detailed below. Outcomes for

the remaining cases are included in thgpact analysis below
RandomAssignmentExclusions

At the conclusion of the random assignment period, a cumulative totl136 cases had
been identified for potential inclusion in the ICSS experiment in El Paso County. Of these,
researchers were able to locatel19 cases (or 5%) within OAG administrative records data. These
1,119identified cases were subjected to addital screens using administrative records data to
determine, as of the date of random assignment, 1) whether any members of the custodial parent
(CP) family were receiving public assistance, including TANF or Medicaid, or 2) whether a child

support case waalready open.

Table3. El Paso Cadgligibility for Random Assigment

Public Assistance (PA) status at random assignment
Child support case statug
at random assignment No PA Children Only CP Only Both
743 26 9 113
Case not yet open
66.4% 2.3% 0.8% 10.1%
168 6 3 51
Case already Open
15.0% 0.5% 0.3% 4.6%

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAGand HHS@dministrativerecordsand El Paso County Didé&ta.

As shown ifmable3, a total of 743 cases, or jusver 66% of cases passed both screens and
were included in the experiment. Of the remainder, 168 cases, or 15% were excluded for already
having a child support case open; 148 cases, or 13.2% were excluded for ongoing receipt of public

assistance; and ather 60 cases, or 5.3% were excluded for both reasons.

True experiments, whicimvolverandom assignment of cases to treatment and control
groups, represent the gold standard for determincaysality or whether the treatment can be said
to havecausedany differences that emerge later. When properly done, true experiments are said
to be high ininternal validityto the extent that the only differences between the groups as of
random assignment are due to chance alone. If one were to remove casesrisar the other

group based on events occurring subsequent to random assignment, this would threaten the

12



internal validity and make it difficult to safely conclude that the experiment caused the effects

observed.

On the other hand, removing cases bas&dobjective criteria, uniformly applied, prior to
random assignment, has no effect on internal validity. Instead, this practice affecsttéraal
validity of the findings, or in other words, it constrains the populations to which the effects can be
expected to generalize. Among cases identified for potential inclusion in the El Paso ICSS
experiment, those who are receiving public assistance cannot be randomly assigned because
according to policy they should be referred to the OAG asséullice casesSince they cannot
receive the control group experience, they must be excluded from both groups in the expetonent
preserve the preprogram comparability of the two groupsSimilarly, cases identified for potential
inclusion that are discovered to altdy have a child support case open also cannot receive the true
control group experience, and thus must be excludatrely from the study as well. The net effect
of these exclusions is that external validity is narrowed somewhat, and the estimatedténgbac
ICSS can only be generalized to the population of new child support cases that are not receiving
public assistance. On the other hand, with high internal validity preserved, one can draw strong

conclusions thathe ICS$®rogramcaused the observednpacts.
Results of Random Assignment

Of the 743 cases determined to be eligible for inclusion in the experiment, 376 were
randomly assigned to the ICSS treatment group, and 367 to the control group. Random assignment
was based on a prdetermined but essetially random characteristic: whether the last digit of the
cause number was odd or evérAs a final check on the fairness of the random assignment
mechanism,tiis usefulto compae characteristics ahembersof the final ICS$reatment and
controlgroups(seeTabled). Note, however, that it was not possiktie determinewhetherthe two
groupshadequalproportionsof currert military membersdue to inadequacyof this measurefor

membersof the control group.

8 Cause numbers are assigned sequentially upon their creation. Thus the last digit is a random wheel, and thus
whether it s odd or even is essentialirandom process.

13



Table4. El Paso Final Treatment vs Control Group, Member Characteristics

ICSS
Treatment Control
group group
All cases, demographics N=376 N=367
NCP age (years) 37.0 36.9
NCP is female 6.2% 6.5%
NCP is Hispanic 19.9% 23.7%
NCP is black 3.2% 2.5%
NCP race/ethnicity unknown 69.9% 62.1%
NCP is current or former military 28.2%
CP age (years) 35.1 35.1
CP is Hispanic 21.8% 25.9%
CP is black 1.6% 1.6%
CP race/ethnicity unknown 68.6% 63.2%
CP is current or former military 2.4%
Number of children 1.6 1.6
Age of youngest child, years 7.2 7.2
Age of oldest child, years 9.1 9.0
Non-custodial Parent, employment and benefit history
NCP employed at case opening 40.4% 40.6%
Percent of time NCP employed over prior 8 quaster 41.4% 38.4%
NCP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $6,170 $5,603
NCP experienced earnings dip of at least 20% within prior 8 quarters 16.0% 12.0%
Time since first observed NCP earnings (quarters) 22.2 20.5
NCP earnings history sufiént to qualify for Ul 41.2% 39.0%
NCP filed for unemployment within prior year 4.3% 2.7%
NCP receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) benefits at case opening 2.4% 2.7%
Percent of time NCP received SNAP benefits in prior year 3.2% 3.0%
NCP receiving TANF ledits at case opening 0.3% 0.3%
Percent of time NCP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.1% 0.3%
Percent of time NCP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 1.2% 0.9%
Custodial Parent, employment and benefit history
CP employed at case opening 53.2% 52.3%
Percent of time CP employed over prior 8 quarters 48.1% 48.3%
CP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $4,952 $5,381
CP experienced earnings dip of at least 20% within prior 8 quarters 14.6% 12.5%
Time since first observed CP eiaigs (quarters) 22.1 22.1
CP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 48.4% 48.2%
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ICSS

Treatment Control

group group

CP filed for unemployment within prior year 2.9% 2.5%
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) benefits at case opening 11.2% 10.1%
Percent of time CP received SNAP baséf prior year 8.7% 10.3%
CP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.0% 0.0%
Percent of time CP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.0% 0.0%
Percent of time CP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 0.9% 1.5%

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAG TWC and HHSGdministrativerecordsand EIPasoCountyDROdata.

T-tests revealed only one significant difference (p<.05) between El Paso ICSS treatment and

control groups among the characteristics listed in Table 2: NCP race/ethnicity unknown. When

conducting statistical tests at this level of sensitivity (alpha=.05), one can expect to find

approximately one significant difference due to chance alone for every twenty tests conducted.
Thus, with only one significant difference observed among 36 testuobed, it is safe to conclude

basedon this evidencethat ICS$andomassignmentn El Paso reproduad essentiallyequivalent

treatment and controggroups.
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QuastRandomAssignment: HarrisCounty

In the Harris County family court system, there wasniany years an ongoiriatural
experiment in which, depending on the court to which they were assigned, some individuals were
automatically enrolled in the ICSS program under the local rule, while others needed to actively
apply if they wanted AD childsupport assistance. During the implementation period for Harris
County (Sep 2004 to May 2012, sesble2 aboveand Figure4 below), customers utilizing the Harris
County family law courts were randondgsigned to one of nine courts, where the judges had

chosen to implement the ICSS program in their courtrooms at different points in time.

Figured4 illustrates theapproximateshare of the caseload that was assigned to ICSS over
time due to the phased entry of the nine Harris County courts into the ICSS system. Beginning in
September 2004, three out of every nine casesenassigned to ICSS. By February 2006, six out of
every nine cases wemssigned tdCSS, and by May 2012 evhthe 247 District Court converted,

all cases were assigned to ICSS.

Figure4. Harris County Random Assignment to ICSS over Time
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As an exampldsigure5 illustrates the case flow in Harris CountyodsSeptember 2004, a
period of time in which one third of all cases were assigned to ICSS. The flow is similar to that
shown inFigure3 for El Paso County, except that the randomization for Harris County cases is done
throughtK S O2 dzNIi ydzYo SNJ 12 gKAOK 2ySQa OFasS Aa laaaisd
other points in time except that the share of casssigned to ICSS would vary with the number of

courts converted by that date.

Figure5. OAGCae Flow in Harris County, Rdom Assignment by Court Number,
Example from Sep 2004
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Non Public Assistance cases (NPA)
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Assignment of cases to courts in Harris County is based on a random wheel. That is, cases
are queued, and the first is assigned to the first court, the second to ttendeand so on until nine

cases have been assigned, at which point the process repeats from the first court until the cases are
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all assigned. As with odd and even case numbers in El Paso, this process satisfies the definition of
random assignment becausdl cases in a given time frame haagsentiallyequal odds of being

assigned to an ICS88urt.

Noting that implementation of ICSS should have produaeshiftin the composition of the
caseloal we examine characteristics of the Harris County treatmemtd comparison groups, and
the resultsare shownin Table5. Note thatin this tablethe screento eliminatecasegeceiving
PublicAssistanceat caseopeninghave already been appliednd we have restricted the cases in the
study to new cases opening during a one year period before and after implementation oflidSS

strategy is discussed in greater detail in the next section as wielllggpendix A.

The numbersin Table5 showa clear pattern oHarris County cases assigned under ICSS
being slightly more affluent, relative to th@e-ICSSomparison group Of course the presenceof
statisticallysignificantdifferenceshereisin largepart dueto the muchlargersamplesizesn Harris
County 2 A 1 K &dzOK KA IK ft S cndafyafth@smallardifferdntes dithoGgh f WLJ2 6 S NI
judged to bestatisticallysignificant,may be of littlepracticalsignificance.However, he pattern of
differences among employment and benefit indicators, for bidtbPs and CPs, does suggest a trend
of practical significanceBoth CPs and NCPs in the ICSS group were more likely to be employed at
caseopening for example, and showed greater historical employment and earnimgi® less likely
to havefiled for unenployment compensation recenthand were less likely to rely on benefits such

asMedicaid

Importantly, the differences observed here not only suggest that ICSS had an impact on the
composition of the caseload, but that this needs to be taken into accatien conducting the
analysis of program impacts. Wherégis commono includeindicatorssuch as those ifable5 as
covariates irstatisticalmodels,for the purpose ofmproving the estimation of program impacts by
controlling for personal characteristics, doingiedhis case woul@dause the underestimatioaf the
effects of the ICSS prograr@oing forwardall estimates of ICSS impactre donewith no

covariatesncludedin the statistical models

9 Prior to recognition that ICSS could lead to compositional changes in the caseloadefortwas expended
in earlier reports attempting talemonstrae i K S 3 NB dzLJa & thé& ppidt/oi@dndo® ysSighent.
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Table5. HarrisCountyTreatmentvs ComparisonGroup,all Identified Non-PACaseMembers

ICSS
Treatment Comparison
group group
All cases, demographics N=9,814 N=9,532
NCP age (years) 34.6 34.5
NCP is female 11.6% 11.2%
NCP is Hispanic 26.1% 24.8%| *
NCP is black 29.0% 30.5%| *
NCP race/ethnicity unknown 23.0% 22.9%
NCP is current or former military 3.1%
CP age (years) 33.3 33.0
CP is Hispanic 26.0% 24.3%| **
CP is black 25.2% 26.3%
CP race/ethnicity unknown 27.4% 28.0%
CP igurrent or former military 0.5%
Number of children 1.43 1.39 | **
Age of youngest child, years 6.1 6.3 | **
Age of oldest child, years 7.3 7.6 **
Non-custodial Parent, employment and benefit history
NCP employed at case opening 61.2% 58.49%| **
Percent of time NCP employed over prior 8 quarters 59.3% 57.9%| *
NCP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $7,687 $6,857 | **
NCP experienced earnings dip of at least 20% within prior
quarters 23.7% 27.2%| **
Time since first observed NCP eags (quarters) 28.7 28.6
NCP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 58.9% 56.5%| **
NCP filed for unemployment within prior year 6.7% 0.1%| **
NCP receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) benefits at case oper 4.3% 3.9%
Percent of time NCP received NBenefits in prior year 5.0% 4.20 | **
NCP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.2% 0.1%
Percent of time NCP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.2% 0.2%
Percent of time NCP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 3.0% 3.6%| *
Custodial Parent, emplyment and benefit history
CP employed at case opening 64.9% 60.7%| **
Percent of time CP employed over prior 8 quarters 61.1% 58.19%| **
CP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $5,695 $5,233| **
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ICSS

Treatment Comparison

group group
CP experienced earnings dip of at leaske2@ithin prior 8
quarters 20.4% 21.4%
Time since first observed CP earnings (quarters) 275 26.7 | **
CP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 61.3% 57.5%]| **
CP filed for unemployment within prior year 5.6% 6.7%| **
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stajrigenefits at case opening 14.2% 12.8%] **
Percent of time CP received SNAP benefits in prior year 14.3% 12.1%]| **
CP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.0% 0.0%
Percent of time CP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.8% 1.7%]| **
Percent of tine CP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 8.7% 10.5%| **

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAG TWC and HHS@dministrativerecordsand EIPasoCountyDROdata.

*=p<.05;**=p<.01.
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Time SeriePesign Other ICSE ounies

Aside from Harris and El Paso CoeftiCSS was alsmplemented inseverieen other
counties oveR2 years(seeTablel, earliel, starting with a demonstration in Bexar Countshich
includes the city of San Antoniio, 19972001 Casesare includedrom most ofthese counties in
the evaluation subject to data availabilitys part of acomparison groupime-series design from
time periods before and after they becamm@SSounties this design also includes cases from
similar norlCSS countiesThe advantage dhis final designs that by including residents of as
many areas of the state as possible, the resulting impact estisngtl be mae representative of
the state as a whole. This sesas a nice counterweight to the experimengald quasi
experimentaldesignaused for El Paso anddftis Countyrespectively While those designs have
higher internal validity but relatively loer generalizability, tistime series desigahould produce

resultsthat aremore representative of the statghus making theasults more generalizahle

Table6 shows characteristics of ICSS treatment and comparison groups selected from those
other ICSS counties that converted within the window of time covered by our OAG administrative
data files As nted in Appendipd, some counties that converted earlier had to be excluded. Similar
to the patterns seen irHarris Countyagainmany statistically significant differences between the
ICSSreatment and Comparison grougee noted. This does not presena problem forthe
estimation of program impactsince ICSS implementation is expected to change the composition of
the caseload. Agaimith high statistical powemany of thea G I G A & G A O differénce¥ & A Iy A T A C
noted are smalin practical terms.Once again thesamegeneral pattern emerges: members of new
cases opened in ICSS counties tend to be slightly more affluent, on average, thamémkers of

new cases opened in these counties prior to ICSS.
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Table6. Other ICS€ounties Treatment vs Comparison Group, all Identified N&#A Case

Members
ICSS
Treatment Comparison
group group
All cases, demographics N=16,964 | N=19,020
NCP age (years) 34.3 33.4 | **
NCP is female 13.2% 12.4%| *
NCP is Hispanic 35.1% 34.3%
NCHs black 22.1% 24.0%)| **
NCP race/ethnicity unknown 15.9% 19.5%| **
NCP is current or former military 3.7%
CP age (years) 33.4 32.2| **
CP is Hispanic 34.2% 33.8%
CP is black 18.7% 20.7%| **
CP race/ethnicity unknown 20.0% 23.204| **
CP is currendr former military 0.7%
Number of children 1.45 1.39 | **
Age of youngest child, years 6.4 6.2 | **
Age of oldest child, years 7.7 7.5 **
Non-custodial Parent, employment and benefit history
NCP employed at case opening 59.4% 55.905| **
Percent d time NCP employed over prior 8 quarters 57.9% 55.4%]| **
NCP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $6,301 $5,491 | **
NCP experienced earnings dip of at least 20% within prior
quarters 26.2% 27.4%| *
Time since first observed NCP earnings (gus) 28.9 28.4 | **
NCP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 57.1% 53.9%| **
NCP filed for unemployment within prior year 6.2% 6.7%
NCP receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) benefits at case oper 5.3% 7.30%| **
Percent of time NCP received SNAP biséf prior year 7.0% 7.4%
NCP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.1% 0.1%
Percent of time NCP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.2% 0.3%| **
Percent of time NCP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 4.9% 4.1%| **
Custodial Parent, employmerdand benefit history
CP employed at case opening 62.9% 60.0%| **
Percent of time CP employed over prior 8 quarters 59.7% 57 6%/ **
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ICSS
Treatment Comparison
group group
CP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $4,947 $4,327| **
CP experienced earnings dip of at least 20%iwviphior 8
quarters 19.9% 21.8%| **
Time since first observed CP earnings (quarters) 27.2 26.6 | **
CP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 59.9% 57.0%| **
CP filed for unemployment within prior year 4.9% 5.8%| **
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stampagfits at case opening 13.1% 19.8%| **
Percent of time CP received SNAP benefits in prior year 15.0% 18.3%| **
CP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.0% 0.1%
Percent of time CP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.9% 1.4%| **
Percent of time CEnrolled in Medicaid in prior year 12.6% 8.9%| **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, TWC, and HHSC administrative reper@s; *=p<.01.

Finally multiple non-ICS®omparison countiesvere selectedor each of these Other ICSS
counties using a quaskperimentalsimilarityestimation procedure, which is described more fully in
AppendixA. The purpose of selecting these comparison counties was to béter control of the
one factor that thé OtherICSSountie€dlesign does noadequatelycontrol for: the passage of
time, over which progress in the quality case enforcement is often.séenong the Other ICSS
counties using a pre/post design to accumulate study cases, each county serves as its own
comparison group, sthis research desigdoes a god job of controlling for potential differences
F3a20AFG0SR ¢6A0K 3IS23IANILIKE |yR 20t f102NJ YI NJ S
OrasSa G2 GKS L/ {{ O2YLI NRaz2y 3INRdzLZ FyR | &SI NIR:
but startingtwo years later than the first new cases in the comparison group. This time differential
could potentially lead us to attribute differences to ICSS that might in fact be due simply to the
improvements associated withassage of time in these countiesowtver, with the inclusion of
additional comparison counties that did not operate ICSS programs at the time, we can eliminate
the possibility that time alone caused the differences observed by checking for such differences in
these other counties In effect, with thisdifferencein-differenceslesign, theestimaion of ICSS
impacts in the Other ICSS counties becomes a question of how much more things changsed in the
ICSS counties after ICSS implementation than they changed in tHE8&comparison coligs

that saw time progress but did not get a chance to benefit from an ICSS program
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Subgroup Analysis Strategy

One goal of the ICSS evaluativas to determine whether ICSS differentially impacted
subgroups of interest, includirgpecificalljthose of Hspanic ethnicity or members of the military.
This should have been a straightforward analysis, however, problems with the data quality of the
military and Hispanic indicatorecessitatedleveloping alternative methabf answering these

guestions.

The military indicator measurevasbasednot on a direct reporting of military status,but on
whetherthe employerrecordsof NCPsn the OAGdata systemindicatedthey were employedby a
branchof the military. Sncethe OAGdatasystemisfar morelikelyto containemployerrecordsfor
membersof full service(FStasesasopposedto registryonly (RO)ases and encethe bulk of
controlgroupcasesare RO at leastinitially, this measurewas judged to bénadequatefor
unambiguouslydentifyingcurrent military memberswithin the control group. Similarly, there are
unacceptably high levels of race/ethnicity unknown within both groups, as well as some indication
that the completion percentage varies with RO status, and thisdastbt on the adequacy ohe

Hispanic ethnicity indicator as well.

Asolution to this problenwasto conduct the subgroup analysis at the county level, rather
GKFIy G G0KS AYRAQGARdAzZ t fS@St d 2 AGKAY GKS 3INERdzLI
ICSS sites except Harand El Paso, thexgere thirteen countiesn the pre-post time series
comparison group desighat wasused to estimate impacts of ICSS. These thirteen counties
showed substantial natural variation in theharesof their FS child support caseloadto were
Hispani¢cand decent but not great variation the shares of their caseloads who warglitary
members Table7 showsthe scheme for dividing these counties into groups of those with low and

high percentages of HispanicsCéhd NCPs.

By dividing the other ICSS counties into groupsa#t possible to test whether the impacts
of ICSS viad according to the concentration of Hispanic CPs and NCPswashista very
sensitive testthusthe differential impact of ICSS du Hispanic ethnicity would likely need to be
sizablefor this test to detect it. Thidoesseem to be the best method of detecting such differential

impacts, given the constraints of the available data.
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Table7. Other ICSS Countigllispanic Categorization Scheme

County Percent Hispanic | Category | Overall Percent
Name CS caseload Hispanic
Panola 4.0%

Upshur 4.5%
Harrison 5.6%

Gregg 8.8% Low 24.8%
Smith 12.4%
Dallas 28.4%
Taylor 28.7%
Travis 45.4%
Lubbak 49.0%
Ector 55.3% i
High 70.2%

Cameron 94.1%
Hidalgo 95.0%
Webb 96.8%

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAGadministrativerecords.

Table8 shows a similar scheme for categorizing the other ICSS counties into low and high
sharesof active military members in their FS caseloads. Note that, in contrast to theniitispa
scheme discussed above, thidlitary categorization scheme includ&l Paso County among the
other ICSS counties. Since El Pasiblgdar the largest concentratioof active military members
amonglCS&hild support caseloaithe decision was made to include it in this analysi#\s noted
before, the differential effects of ICSS on these subgroups would have to be large in order to be
detected by this testinthis case it may be even more difficult to detect a military influence, given
that even in the high military counties, military members make up less than 8% of the child support
caseload.In the absence of a better method, thiss judged to béhe best gproach for answering

the questionof whether ICSS impacts ved for these groups.

10 Although El Paso ICSS impacts are regarded as experimental and the other ICSS counties as non
experimental, combining results in this way should not affect the validity of this subgroup analysis.

25



Table8. Other ICSS Counties plus El Paso, Military Categorization Scheme

County Percent Active| Category| Overall Percent
Name Military Active Military
Ector 1.9%
Dallas 2.3%
Smith 2.4%
Hidalgo 2.4%
Low 2.33%

Webb 2.4%
Gregg 2.6%
Upshur 2.7%
Panola 2.9%
Lubbock 3.7%
Travis 3.8%
Cameron 3.8% )

- High 7.62%
Harrison 4.7%
Taylor 7.7%
El Past 12.3%

Source:RMCanalyss of TexasOAGadministrativerecords.
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PROGRANMPACTESTIMATES

Throughout this paper reference has been made toagproach tompact analysis that
follows allcases that ar@art of the study regardless of what happens with their catsgus. In
ediAYFGAY3 GKS AYLI OG0 27F i KS -DYPsogaIfataCSs eprdseid®, LI NIi A
one must allow thatmpactsmayincludeinitial registry-only (RO) cases optiag to full service (FS),
andinitial FS casegpting-out and becoming RO casebnpacts could also include case members
changing their minds about it later and reversingskdecisions.While acknowledging these
impacts allows one to describe this program as it is implemented in the real world, one can also
examine the extent tavhich such opin or optout decisions are made over timé&stimatingvhat
fraction of the groups are receiving different treatmsmiver the course of their case histories

provides a frame for interpreting the impacts estimated for the different sites

Figure6 shows the share of cases in full service status by months since their cases opened,
in effect showing theveragecase histay, for the treatment (or experimental) and comparison (or
control) groups at each siteEl Pasowhose trends are illustrated by the shateenhuedlines at
the top and bottom of the chart, shows the expected pattern for a policy implemented as a tightly
controlled experiment.Almost a quarter (24.2%) of control group cases open &éullice cas
within the first month, and this number drifts up by a couple more percentage points two years
later, to 26.3% full service. Of those randomly assigned to ICSS, a healthy 93.1% had opened full
service cases in the first monttvhile 89.4% of cases wefd! service two years later. Put
differently, this means random assignment in El Paso led2®3&6 increase in FS case status, which

persisted as a 247% increase two years into their case histories.

By comparison, the natural implementation of ICS®iénHarris and Other County sites led
to a much milder shift toward fullervice statusmong norpublic assistance caseBar more
comparison group (pHCSS) cases made it into F$ustan these sites, and fewer cases wigréS
statusafter the conver®on to ICSS, as compared to teonger shiftin El Paso. The net effect was
a 32% increase in FS status in Harris County, which persisted as a 26% increase two years later.
Similarly, the Other IC88untiesin aggregate saw a 27% increase in FS sthtago ICSS
implementation, which persisted as a 25% increase two years latezse can be viewed as better
estimates what an ICSS rollout looks like in the real world. Thegudgest the possibility that

larger impacts of ICSS, due to a larger iohjpen FS case status, might be expected in El Paso.
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Figure6. Experimental Drift: FulService Case Share over Time
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Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative records and El Paso County DRO data.

ElPaso Experimentallmpacts

The useof arandomassignmenbr experimentadesign,with assignment to groups
proceeding as plannedneans thaimpactestimatesfor the EIPasacsite are consideredo be causal
in nature. Thuswe canconcludethat anyimpactsobservedwere causedby the ICS$rogram

implementation in El Paso

Below we estimatehe impacts of ICSS implementation overaNe alsoconducted
additional analysis to address the possibility that a learning curve among El Paso ICSS child support
enforcement workersn using the many enforcement tools newly available to them médfetct
their performance early anlin order to test fothis, we split the El Paso sample in half by
assignment date. Should we find greater impacts among those randomly assigned towardith

of the assignment window, thisouldbe taken as evidence that workers improved over time in their
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use of the new collection tools. Such impacts would thus be regarded as representative of the

impacts one could expect from a more mature, fidipctioning ICSS program.
Collectionof ChildSupport

Themostimportantimpactthat ICS$night haveisthe timely collectionof child support.
Although we have had questions about théequacyof administrativedatafor measuringchild
supportcollectionequdly well formembersof casedn the control group, we have acquired
registryonly (RO) paymestata and incorporated it into our dependent measures, so our ability to
measure child suppoxtollectedis vastly improved Still, some payments may be misselile cases
are in RO statusAlthoughROcasesare requiredto makepaymentsthroughthe state disbursement
unit (SDU)there is no enforcementof thesecasesy the Title IVD agencyslongasthey remainin
ROstatus. Whilethey are not beingenforced, someshareof thesecasesnayinvolvepayments
madedirectlyto the CR andthesepaymentswill not be recordedin the SDW. In anycase though
we may not haveompletelysolvel the problemof equalmeasuremenof child supportpaid while
in RO stats, we have improved it to the point that we caomputeoutcomeswith the caveat that

this measure is still imperfect

Severameasuregresented hereaddresschild supportcollection, with one approach
gauginghe frequencyof any child supportcollectionsand anotherexaminingthe averagedollar
amountof collections. Thefrequency of any collections being made is reported separately for full
service (FS) and registonly (RO) collectiorso their independent contributiont® program
impacts can be sae All child support collectiomseasuresare computedon a monthly basis
aggregatingpaymentsmadewithin a calendamonth. Asshownin the third row ofTable9, child
supportwascollectedin 64%of casemonthsamongICS$®asesan impressive rate, as compared to
a51% collection rate in the control grou he bulk of these paymentsasmade through the
expected channels, FS for ICSS cases, aifjdrR@llections through the SDidr the control group.
Note howeer that payments made through the other, n@xpected route can occur due to cases
changing status, from FS to RO, and vice versa, over timetrue experimental design these
changes are part of the impact; people can opt freely from one group toftther,dout we continue

to track their outcomes in terms of their original group assignment to assess true ICSS impacts.

I There is no known direct quantitative evidendet payments are made outside the SDU by RO cases, but
there is anecdotal support for this idea.
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Table9. EIPasoChildSupportCollections

ICSS Control

adjusted adjusted
Outcome mean mean ICSS Impact
Any FStald support collections made 62.7% 11.9% 50.8% **
Any RO child support collections made 1.2% 39.6% -38.4% **
Any child support collections made, either type 63.8% 51.4% 12.4% **
Total monthly child support collections, either type,
among those paying $927 $949 $22

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAGadministrativerecordsand EIPasoCountyDRGdata. *=p<.05;**=p<.01.

The total dollar amount of child support collections per case in El Paso, when looking only at
cases that made a payment in a givaonth, averaged $27, and was not statistically different from
the control group*? Similar results were foundn thesemeasuresvhen we looked at ICSS impacts
among those assigned in the second half of the stgdgdetailed statistical testéor late
assignmentsn AppendixB, Table B5). Theimpact on any child support collectiorest 17.9%was
indeed strongein the second half of the stugdguggesting limited confirmation of the learning
curve theory put this bigger impact was paired with$81 lesser monthly payment, on average

among those making payments these late cases

A severe missindata problem plagues the analysis of child support arrears, presented in
Tale 10. Since we can only detect arrears balancesmctated for fultservice cases, there is a
built-in bias in this measure against ICSS cases, who are overrepresented among &&edases
successful implementation of ICSS shown earliein Figure6. Thus it is not surprisinthat there
appear to be large impacts on the share of cases with arrearddue 2 KAt S ¢S Ol yQi
real impact on arrears due i8,S Ol dza S ¢S Ol y Qi 1y26 6KSGKSItNI wh
is useful to report this statistic in case threie ICSS effect ever grows large enough to overcome this
built-in bias. It is worth noting thahe average followup duration of the arrears measures

reported for El Pasis a mere 11 months after case opening, so these are short duration infpacts.

12 More detailed statistics supporting impact estimates listed here are included in Appendix B.

B 1n contrast, the average followp duration for child supporimpacts in the full El Paso sample was 28
months.
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Talde 10. El Paso Child Suppaodtidgments and Arrear

ICSS Control
adjusted adjusted
Outcome mean mean ICSS Impact
Money judgment made in child support case 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%
Any arrears owed 43.6% 9.8% 33.8% **
Total arrears, amonthose who owe any $3533 $5025 -$1492

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative records and El Paso County DR{xd¥ia***p<.01.

In onefinal indicatorrelatedto child supportcollections we measuredcumulativemoney
judgments caseactionstypicallyfiled in court in instancesf extendednon-payment. A cumulative
moneyjudgmentis an estimateof what is currently owed by the NCP consideringhe mostrecent
prior cumulativemoneyjudgment(if any),plusnew current supportandinteres accrued minus
amountspaid by the NCP.Because they are filed through the coymge canmeasuremoney
judgmentsabout equallywell for both ICS@nd control groupcase$’, soit is possibleto estimate
programimpactson this measure. Results for thisneasure indicate no impact of ICSS, however, as

noted above, the average followp duration in El Paso is short
Receiptof PublicAssistanceby CustodialParents

Thenextset ofanalygs addresseshe questionwhetherICS3$edto changes ifPublic
Assisancepatrticipationfor the associatedustodialparents(CPsandtheir children. Public
assistanceeceiptissummarizedn Tablell. Weintended toaskwhetherlCS$edto changes in
utilization of TemporaryAssistancéo Needy Familiesbenefits or the TANFprogram.

Unfortunately,we observedtoo few instanceof TANFeceiptin El Pasto modelit statistically.

We askedwhether ICS$ed to reducedparticipationin SNAPor SupplementaNutritional
Assistancé’rogram formerly knownasFoodStamps. Thismeasurecountsthe percentof post-
entry monthsin whichthe custodialparentreceivedSNARenefits,with receiptof benefitsfor any

part of the month consideredasreceiptfor the entire month. ICS$ El Pasavasfoundto leadto

14 Cumulative money judgments filed on full service (FS) cases are more likely to include interest calculations
than those filed on registry only (RO) cases. However, by comparing the number of instamoeepf
judgments, rather than the amounts of money involved, we avoid artificial bias in this measure.
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reducedparticipationin SNAP.ICSS participants haeks thana percentage pointiecreasein SNAP

participation representing about a 10%eaease comparedto casesn the control group.

Tablell. EIPasoPublicAssisanceReceipt

ICSS Control
adjusted adjusted
Outcome mean mean ICSS Impact
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 7.6% 8.4% -0.8% *
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP $257 $300 -$43  **
CP enrolled in Medicaid 3.4% 4.8% -1.4% **

Source: RMCanalysiof TexasOAGand HHSGdministrativerecordsand EIPasoCountyDROdata. *=p<.05;
**=p<.01.

Arelated SNARNneasurelooksat the averagemonthly dollaramountof benefitsreceived
under SNAPand consideringonly casemonthsin whichthe benefit wasreceived(that is, no zeroes
were included in the averageheaveragemonthly SNARenefitwas$257 for thosein the ICSSr
$43lower than control group members who received SNARally we measuredhe percentageof
time that the CPwasenrolled in Medicaid. Again,aswith SNAReceipt,we found a significanteffect
of ICSSyith receiptamonglCS®asemembersbeingl.4 percentagepointslower than membersof

the control group.

Takentogether,the findingsin this sectionsuggesthat familieswho were automatically
enrolled in child support enforcement via theé S®rogramexperiencedlightlylesser economic
distressin comparison tacontrol group membersFurthermore, all the benefit receipt effects seen
in El Pasavere strongemwhen welooked only at those assigned in the second half of the study (see
Appendix BTable B5).

Employmentand Earningsof CPsand NCPs

Thenext setof analysesexamineghe questionwhether ICS®hild supportenforcement
leadsto increasecemploymentratesand earningdevelsamongcustodialand noncustodialparents.
Unlikewith the publicassistancgrograns discussedbove,it would be difficult to makea strong
argumentthat better andtimelier child supportenforcementshouldleadto better employmentand
earningsoutcomes. In anycase Jookingfor programimpactson thesemeasuresallowsusto place
the other observedmpactsin the overallcontextof the ¥ I Y Aecon@rdcstuations. Two

measuresreincludedhere, one that gaugeghe percentof time CPsand NCPsvere employed,and
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anotherthat measureghe quarterly earningdevelsof thosewho were employedin anygiven

calendarquarter.

As shown immablel2, the ICSS program effects on earnings and employment of NCPs and
CPs was a mixed baw@/e observedignificanty lesser earnings among CPs in J6&Ssignificantly
greater employment rates among NCRBs well as greater earnings of those who are employed,
among NCPim ICSSWhile this pattern is difficult to explajiif we look again at impacts among
those assigned late in the period (AppendiX Bble B5), we see thahone of the ICSS employment

or earnings findinghold, as all are statistically nesignificant

Table12. EIPasoEmploymentand Earningsof CPsand NCPs

ICSS Control

adjusted adjusted
Outcome mean mean ICSS Impact
CP employed 51.9% 49.8% 2.1%
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $9393 $10874 -$1481 **
NCP employed 41.6% 39.1% 25% *
NCP average quarterly eargisy among employed $16606 $13654 $2052 **

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAG and TWCadministrativerecordsand EIPasoCountyDROdata. *=p<.05;

**=p<.01.
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HarrisCounty QuastExperimental Impacts

Asnoted earlier in the discussion of experimentisignswe no longer attempt to control
for any of the mostly small differences between the ICSS and comparison groups in Harris County.
We neither attempt to matcltasego produe acomparisongroup, nor do we include covariates in
the impact analysithat would control for these initial differencednstead we treat these
differences a®ccurringdue to the implementation of ICSS and report them along with any other

outcome differencesbserved.

We have, however, substantially improved the Harrist@pdata modebver the course of
this evaluation For examplehecause Harris County is one of the sites that converts existing cases
when ICSS is rolled out (most sites only create new cases under IESS); n@strict our use of
follow-up datato oneyear after case openingp that outcome®nly reflect the period prior to when
comparison cases became eligible to convert to |@&8ausef these improvementswe canbe
more confidentthat the effeds reportedfor Harris Countyvere dueto ICS$mplementation. On

the other hand, any findings from the Harris County site are now essentiallyteharimpacts.

Collectionof ChildSupport

For members of thd CSYroupin HarrisCounty,as shownin Tablel3, child supportwas
collectedover 14 percentage pointsnore often, relativeto comparison grougases.Furthermore,
the total dollar amount of child support collections in Harris Couaygraging acrossnly those
cases thateceiveda payment in a given montlwas$661, repesenting an increase of $62 per

month more than that received by comparison group cases.

Table13. Harris CountyShort TermChild Support Collections

ICSS Comparison| Difference
adjusted adjusted associated

Outcome mean mean with ICS
Any FS child support collections made 45.9% 29.1% 16.8% **
Any RO child support collections made 4.7% 7.0% 2,305 **
Any child support collections made, either type 50.4% 35.9% 14.5% **

Total monthly child support collections, either type,
among thosepaying $661 $599 $62 **
Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recenos.05; **=p<.01.

Finally, we examine several measures designed to indicate the extent to which cases may be

delinquent in making child support paymentas discussedarlier, weshould be able taneasure
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money judgments equally well for both ICSS and control group casesestingly,as shown in

Tablel4, ICSSvas found to have no impact on money judgments, perhaps reflecting the short

duration of the followup for Harris County cases. Arrears balances, as discussed with respect to the
El Paso findings above, cannot be measured equally well for comparison group cases, who are more
likely to be in RO status than treatment or ICSS cased)yemuk their arrears balances would be
unknown. Thus it is not surprising that ICSS cases were more likely to have arrears balances when
using this flawed measurdnterestingly, among cases who have known arrears balances, NCPs on
ICSS cases owed $996d¢han their comparison group counterparSor context, it should be

noted that these arrears balances were measured on average 7 months after cases opened, so again

they should be considered shet¢rm impacts!®

Table14. HarrisCountyShort Term Judgments and Arrears

ICSS Comparison| Difference

adjusted adjusted associated

Outcome mean mean with ICSS
Money judgment made in child support case 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%

Any arrears owed 42.0% 38.8% 3.2% *

Total arrears, among those whave any $4339 $5335 -$996 *

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative receps.05; **=p<.01.

Receiptof PublicAssistancéby CustodialParents

Thenextsetof outcomesaddresseshe questionwhether ICS$ Harris Countjed to
decreasedPublic Assistancearticipationfor the associatectustodialparents(CPspandtheir
children. ICSS impacts oruplicassistanceeceiptin HarrisCountyis summarizedn Tablel5. ICSS
caseswvere no less likely to receive SNARriwere comparison group cases. However, among
caseghat received SNAPenefitlevek averagel $18 lessper monthamong ICSS casbsn their
comparison group counterpartsMembers of ICSS casesre alsoslightlylesslikely to be enrolled
in Medicaid andslightly less likely to receive TANFan comparison group case$hepublic
assistanceffects listed here consist of mostynallimpacts, but significant in relation to generally
low rates of participation in these programand importantly, the pattern of effects points to

generally reduced reliance on public assistance among ICSS cases

15 By way of comparisqrthe average followp duration for child support impacts in théarrisCountysample
was9 months.

35



Tablel15. HarrisCountyShort TermPublicAssistanceReceipt

ICSS Comparison| Difference

adjusted adjusted associated

Outcome mean mean with ICSS
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 15.2% 15.5% -0.3%

Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP $352 $370 -$18  **

CP receiving TANF benefits 1.0% 1.5% -0.5% **

CP enrolled in Medicaid 8.9% 9.7% -8% **

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAGand HHSGdministrativerecords. *=p<.05;**=p<.01.

Employmentand Earningsof CPsand NCPs

Nextwe addresghe questionwhether ICS$hild supportenforcementis associatedvith
increasecemploymentratesand earningdevelsamongcustodialand noncustodialparents. As
discussegreviously it would be difficult to makea strongargumentthat better andtimelier child
supportenforcementshouldleadto better employmentand earningsoutcomes. In fact, however,
asshownin Tablel6, we observeconsistentlypositive impacts of ICSS employmentratesand
earnings of both CPs and NCE®s in ICSS cases wkiepercentage points more likely to be
employed, and they earned on average33per quarter morethan those on comparison group
cases. Similarly, NCPs on cases participating in ICSS.8geecentage points morékely to be
employed, ancemployedNCPsarned on average 828 more per quarteras compared tahose in
the comparison group. Sincedabe differences are similar in magnitude to the historical differences
in earnings noted previously for Harris County ICSS and comparison grouplecdes)( they likely

partly reflect a continuation of that trend, rather thaexclusivelyan impact of ICSS.

Tablel6. HarrisCountyShort TermEmploymentand Earningsof CPsand NCPs

ICSS Comparison| Difference
adjusted adjusted associated

Outcome mean mean with ICSS
CP employed 65.3% 60.6% 4.7% **
CP averge quarterly earnings, among employed $9348 $8815 $533 **
NCP employed 60.3% 56.5% 3.8% **

NCP average quarterly earnings, among employed $12649 $11321 $1328 **

Source:RMCanalysiof TexasOAG and TWCadministrativerecords. *=p<.05;**=p<.01.
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Other ICSS CountiesQuasiExperimental Impacts

As noted ICSS was alsmplemented in seventeen other countieside from El Paso and
Harris (seélablel, earlier) and for thirteen of these counties the implementation oo®d during a
period that allowedus to form pre and postimplementation groups of cases using administrative
records data We include cases from these counties in the evaluation as part of a comparison group
time-series design, which also includes cases fsomlatly situatednon-ICSS counties, thmatching

andselection of which is described more fully in Appendix A.

Resultgeported herefor Other ICSS Countiesuld be analyzedsing a treatmentcontrol
difference model, in essentially the same mannedase for the El Paso and Harris County results.
However, since the nelCSS county selection process has been imprsiggdficantly andthe more
powerful differencein-differences desigallows better control for the passage of time, this
approach wilbe relied upon here. Using this differenicedifference modelICSS impacts @ther
ICSS Countigse estimated bycalculatinghow much more things changed in the ICSS counties after
ICSS implementation than they changed in the-lH@8S comparison caigs over the same period
Since many more numbers are involved in this estimation, and it is more complicated, most details
are relegated to tables in the Appendix, while only the ICSS impact estimates and the statistical

significance thereof are shown the tables in this section.
Collection of Child Support

As shown inTablel?, ICSS cas@sOther ICSS Countiegre 3 percentage points more
likely to receive child support through either FS or RO chanpaelsompared to compon group
cases Furthermore, thedtal dollar amount of child support collections@ther ICSS Counties
when looking only at cases that made a payment in a given mevak $5 per month higher than
the same figure for comparisorases. That is theincreaseddollar amount ofchild support
collectiors associated with ICSS was significantly greater than the inaeaseunt ofchild support

collectiors observed in noHCSS countida the samdime period
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Tablel7. Other ICS Countie€hild Support Collections

ICSS Impact
(diff. in

Outcome diff.)

Any FS child support collections made 7.30% **
Any RO child support collections made 4.4% **
Any child support collections made, either type 3.0% **
Total monthly child supportdlections, either type,

among those paying $75 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative receips.05; **=p<.01.

Finally when looking at measures intended to capture delinquency of child support
payments, the differencén-difference malel reveals no impact d€S®n the rate ofmoney
judgments nor on any of the arrears measureEhis is interesting because the arrears measures are
biased against ICSS due to inability to know arrbal@ncesamong RO caselat are more
common in thecomparison grouphroughout their case histories=urthermore, the average follow
up duration for arrears measurdtkere forOther ICSS Countiesabout 55 months, or almost five
years, so these are longrm outcomes closer to the time scale on whaears impacts might be
expected:® Thus it is possible that the true arrears balances in comparison group cases have gotten
to the point where many of them are converting to FS cases in order to help with collections, and
their arrears become documented the process. If this happens enoudttouldovercome the
short-term positivearrears impacts seen in other sitemd yield a zerimpact estimate as seen

here. Itis an interesting possibility, but impossible to prove without additional data.

Tabk 18. Other ICSS Countigeidgments and Arrears

ICSS Impact
(diff. in
Outcome diff.)
Money judgment made in child support case -0.1%
Any arrears owed -0.5%
Total arrears, among those who owe any -$410

Source: RMC analgsif Texas OAG administrative recordsp<05; **=p<.01.

18 1n comparison the averagedllow-up duration for child support impacts in ti@ther ICSS Countisample
was87 months.
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Receipt of Public Assistance by Custodial Parents

The next set of outcomes addresses the question whether ICSS led to decreased Public
Assistance participation for the associated custodial paré@Bs) and their children. Public
Assistance receipt i@ther ICSS Countisssummarized iTable19. Very mucHike the patterrs
seen in El Paso and Hai@eunties the estimated ICSS impantOther ICSS Countie&s in the
direction of lesser receipt of SNAP, TANF, or Medicaid among ICSS cases. Average SNAP benefit

receipt levels were unaffected by ICSS.

Tablel19. Other ICSS Counti¢2ublic Assistance Receipt

ICSS Impact
(diff. in
Outcome diff.)
CP eceiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits -5.20p **
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP -$3
CP receiving TANF benefits -0.5% **
CP enrolled in Medicaid -3.9% **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG and HHSC administrative resprd35; **=p<01.

Employment and Earnings of CPs and NCPs

Finallywe examinethe questionwhether ICSS child support enforcement is associated with
increased employment rates and earnings levels among custodial and noncustodial [fseents
Table20). Similar to Harris County, we foubdth increased employment rates and earnings levels
among the employed for CPAnd similar to both Harris and El Paso Counties, we fboiid

increased employment and earnings among NCPs attributable to ICSS.

Table20. Other ICSS Countigamployment and Earnings of CPs and NCPs

ICSS Impact
Outcome (diff. in diff.)
CP employed 1.9% **
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $1,189 **
NCP employed 2.3% **
NCP average quarterbarnings, among employed $2,884 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, and TWC administrative reegrd65;**=p<.01.
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Impact Variation by Subgroups

One of the goals of the ICSS evaluation was to determine to what dkient
implementation oflCS differentially impacted subgroups of interest, includimgseof Hispanic
ethnicity or who are members of the military. As described earlier, problems with the data quality
of the military and Hispanic indicators necessitated the development of amattee method of
addressing these questions. The solution was to conduct the subgroup analysis at the county level,
by dividing theOther ICSS Countiggo groups of those with lowW25%)and high(70%)percentages
of Hispanic CPs and NCRssimilar gouping was done for the military measure, including El Paso
along with theOther ICSS Countiggelding group®f counties withlow (2.3%) and moderate (7.6%)
percentages of military members among CPs andsNTie next two sections include testing for

ICSS impact variation due to members of these two subgroups.
Hispanis

In this section a differenem-difference estimator is used eterminethe extent to which
impacts of ICSS varied according to the concentration of Hispanic CPs and NG&sthk by
answeingthe questionhow much biggethe impact of ICSS among high Hispanimountiesthan it
is inlow Hispanicounties As with the differencén-difference estimates cited earlier, in tt@ther
ICSS Countiémpacts section, we include onlie differencein-difference estimate here, and leave

the detailed table for the AppendiX éble B9).

Table21. Differential ICSS Impacts among Hispani€hjld Support Collections

Hispanic
Differential

Impact

(diff. in
Outcome diff.)
Any FS child support collections made -5.30p **
Any RO child support collections made 1.7% **
Any child support collections made, either type 3.7% **
Total monthly child support collections, either type,
among those paying $54 **

Source: RMC analis of Texas OAG administrative recordsp<t05; **=p<.01.

According tolable21, the Hispanidlifferential impact of ICSS on any collection of child
support was negativé3.7%) meaning that ICS8nded to increase¢he frequency ofcollections

more in low-Hispanic counties than did in highHispaniacounties This is somewhat smaller than
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the impact of ICSS measured for these other counties (4,986)the total impact of ICSS on
collectionsin high Hispanicountieswas stll positive, just less positive than in low Hispanic
counties Table21 also indicates that, among those making payments in any given month, the
Hispanic differential impact of ICSStha amount of child support paid was pos#. This means
that ICSS increased the dollar amount of child support paid more in high Hispanttesthan in

low Hispanicounties

Table22. Differential ICSS Impacts among Hispanibglgments and Arrears

Hispanic
Differential
Impact
(diff. in
Outcome diff.)
Money judgment made in child support case 0.0%
Any arrears owed 720 **
Total arrears, among those who owe any $492 *

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recenps.05; **=p<.01.

Next, Table22 shows the Hispanic differential impact of ICSS on money judgments and child
support arrears. The findings here indicate that ICSS was seven percentage points less likely to lead
to arrearsin high Hispanicounties as compared tits impact in low Hispanioounties But among
cases with arrears, ICSS lead to higher arrears balances ($492 higher) among highdeisptesc

than among low Hispanmounties

Table23. Differential ICSS Impacts among Hispas)Public Assistance Receipt

Hispanic

Differential

Impact (diff.
Outcome in diff.)
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits -0.8% **
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP -$59 **
CP receiving TANF benefits -0.4% **
CP enrolled in Medicaid 6.0 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG and HHSC administrative reeprd35; **=p<.01.

" This 4.9% value is from the comparable simple outcomes model for Other ICSS (saatigspendix B,
Table B7), which was not reported due to reliance on difacein-difference for the Other Counties analysis
models instead.
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Recall that the impact of ICSS on public assistance recéjther ICSS Countiessfound
to be uniformly negative. The Hispanic differential impafdiCS®n public assistance receipt, as
shown inTable23, was also found to be uniformly negative. This means that, whereas ICSS led to

less public assistance receipt overall, the effect was even greater among high Hispenties

Table24. Differential ICSS Impacts among HispaniEs)ployment and Earnings of CPs and NCPs

Hispanic

Differential

Impact (diff.
Outcome in diff.)
CP employed 5% **
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $1,015 **
NCP em|pyed 0.1%
NCP average quarterly earnings, among employed | $1,244 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, and TWC administrative reegrd85;***=p<.01.

Similarly recall from theOther ICSS Countigapact section that the impact of ICSS on
employment and earningsf CPs and NCR&s found to be uniformly positive. The Hispanic
differential impact of ICSS @mployment and earnings, shownTable24, was also positive for
every indicator except NCP employment. This nsehat, for the most part, the impact of ICSS on
employment and earnings was even more positive among high Hispamntiesthan among low

Hispaniacounties
Military Members

Aswith the Hispanic analysisa differencein-difference estimator islsousedto determine
the extent to which impacts of ICSS varied according to the concentration of members of the
military among CPs and NAR®ach county This estimator answers the question how much bigger
the impact of ICSSiiscountiesservingmoderateshares ofmilitary membersthan it is incounties
servinglow shares of members of thenilitary. Henceforth these will be referred to as moderate
military and low military countiesAs with the previous treatment of differende-difference
analysis, we iclude only the differencén-difference estimate in tables here, whietable with

detailedresultsis in the AppendixTiable B10).

Recall that the effects of ICSS on child support collectio@shar ICSS Countiead El Paso
were positive indicatinggreater likelihood of collections being made, and higher dollar amounts of

collections due to ICS&ccording tolable25, ICSS impacts on frequency and amount of child
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support collectionsvas even greater among moderate militasgunties, as compared to low
military counties.Thus, ICSS leads to even more frequent child support collections, of greater

amounts, in areas with more members of the military on the caseload.

Table25. Differential ICSS Impactsamong Military Members Child Support Collections

Military
Differential

Impact

(diff. in
Outcome diff.)
Any FS child support collections made 1.0% **
Any RO child support collections made -0.4% **
Any child support collections made, either type 0.7% **
Total monthly child support collections, either type,
among those paying $61 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recengs.05; **=p<.01.

Similarly, recall thathere was no significant impact of ICSS on money judgments and
arrearsin Other ICSS Countieg\s shown ifTable26, the military differential impact of ICSS was
negative on both judgments@.1%) and whether any arrears are owefdl%%). Thus even with an
arrears measure that isnown to bebiasal against ICS$#e program leads to clearly reduced
arrears and money judgments in areas with moderate concentrations of military members among

child support caseloads.

Table26. Differential ICSS Impacts among Military Membedsrdgments and Arrears

Military
Differential
Impact (diff.
Outcome in diff.)
Money judgment made in child support case -0.1% **
Any arrears owed -7.5% **
Total arrears, among those who owe any -$218

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrativedec*=p<.05; **=p<.01.

Likewise, recall that for all measures ICSS was found to negatively impact public assistance
receipt onOther ICSS Countie§ he military differential impact of ICSS on public assistance, as

shown inTale 27, was also uniformly negative. That is, while ICSS was found to lead to less public
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assistance receipt overall, the effect was magnified in areas serving greater shares of military

members, and the reduction in public assistance was even greater.

Tale 27. Differential ICSS Impacts among Military MembePRjblic Assistance Receipt

Military
Differential
Impact (diff.

Outcome in diff.)
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 12,204 **
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benedies, $71 *
CP receiving TANF benefits -0.4% **
CP enrolled in Medicaid T7%

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG and HHSC administrative reeprd3b; **=p<.01.

Finally, recall that the impacts of ICSS on employment and earnings of CPs amad NCPs
Other ICSS Countiess uniformly positive. Once agairgble28 shows that the military
differential impact of ICSS was also uniformly positive across all four indicators. Thus ICSS can be
said tolead to even greater levelof employment and earnings of the employed CPs and NCPs in

areas with higher shares of military members.

Table28. Differential ICSS Impacts among Military MembeEmployment and Earnings of CPs and

NCPs

Military
Differential
Impact (diff.

Outcome in diff.)
CP employed 2.6% **
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $1,073 **
NCP employed 4.0% **
NCP average quarterly earnings, among employed | $1,.472 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, and TWC administrative réemd5; **=p<.01.

Alternative Arrears Analysis

One of the more important expected outcomes from ICSS wasethfatdng child support

cases early would help to prevent the buildup of arrears. Unfortunately, the arrears measure, with
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its inherent bas against the ICSS treatment group, was never up to the task of measuring the impact
of ICSS on arrears in anpartialway. Instead of revealing the expected impact on arrears, this
measure that can only detect arrears balances ondell’ice cases slwed essentially the opposite.

In the two sites reporting shoterm (1-2 year) findings, El Paso and Harris, impacts on arrears were
reported to be positive, meaning ICSS appears to have lettteasedarrears. But arrears

avoidance was always a lomgerm prospect, and in fact the findings @ther ICSS Counties
confirmed that at around five years the impacts on arrears were essentiallydespite the bias in

the measure It is tempting to conclude that thmeasuredmpact of ICSS on arrears growere

positive with longetterm follow-up, on the assumption that it takes a while for arrears to grow to

the point where custodial parents are convinced to open adetlice case to collect thenBut the
flawed arrears measure may not be capable offiraring this interpretationwithin the time frames

available

Another approach to discerning the impact of ICSS on arrearatiemspted based on a
commenti{f 2 NBEyaSyQa ownnt0 RSTAYAGADS LI LISNI 2y GKS
observation wa (i &bligirs wiho had their ND cases opened around the same time as their
order was established tended to owe considerably less arrears than other obl{go. Opening
cases early is in fact the primary tool of ICSS. So if it can be shovil) daaes in ICSS sites do tend
to be opened closer to their order establishment dates, and 2) cases in Texas that were opened
within a year of the ordeestablishmentate have lower arrears balancemny years later, then it
may be possible to show the gcted arrears effect without waitinfpr five more years of follow

up datato accumulate

Figure7. Prompt Case Opening in Har@ounty

Harris (combined)

Pre-1CSS A0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M 1 = Case opened first, order entered never or after a year W 2 = Case & Order entered entered same day or within a year

m 3 = Order entered first, Case opened never or after a year

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative records.
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Figure7 illustrates an analysis of cases in Harris County before and after the courts through
which they were processed converted to ICSS (this figure colltpsesalysisacross courts). The
important componentis the green band in the middle, which inalies what share of cases were
opened within a year of their orders being established. In a confirmation of the expected pattern,
prior to ICSS implementation, 40% of cases were opened within a year of their orders being

established, but after ICS&s intoduced, 5360f cases were opened within a year

Similar analysis was done for ti¢her ICSS Countiesnd the results are shown Figure8.
Once again confirming the expected pattern, in 12 out of 13 counties the percernsed opened
within a year of their orders being established increased after implementation of ICSS (in Upshur
County the percent was unchanged). The average increase was over eleven percentagespoints.
this confirnsthe first point:cases undelCS%re more likely to be opened within a year of the

order establishment.

To address the second point, wasted a wide net andnalyzed arrears balances for all
activechild support cases statewide, regardless of whether they had a connection toT&I8&29
shows the results of this analysis. First, to roughly control for how long cases have been open, we
divided them into three broad date ranges to include cases opening between 2001 and 2005, 2006
to 2010, and 2011 to 2015. Wih each date range, we divided cases into the same three groups
based on when their cases opshrelative to when theiorders were established. We then
calculated the median arrears balances among these cases as of the latest aaitzdnisdata

(Felruary 2016).

As expected, in all three date ranges the lowest median arrears balance was found among
group 2, those whosehild support cases were opened on the same day or within a year after their
order being established. The largest arrears balandesjtahree times largenvere consistently
seen among those whose cases were opened much tlager the order establishment dater
never. And the next largest arrears balances, about twice as large as group 2, were seen among
those whose case was opengibt without an order established yetThis conclusively
demonstrates the second pointhat cases in Texas that were opened within a year of the order

establishment date have lower arrears balances many years later.
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Figure8. Prompt Case Opening in Other ICSS Counties

Other ICSS Counties

Webb County Post-1CSS
Webb County Pre-ICSS

Upshur County Post-1CSS
Upshur County Pre-ICSS

Travis County Post-1CSS
Travis County Pre-1CSS

Taylor County Post-1CSS
Taylor County Pre-ICSS A47%

Smith County Post-ICSS 53%
Smith County Pre-1CSS A43%

Panola County Post-1CSS 39%
Panola County Pre-ICSS 33%

Lubbock County Post-ICSS 51%
Lubbock County Pre-1CSS 48%

Hidalgo County Post-ICSS
Hidalgo County Pre-ICSS

Harrison County Post-1CSS
Harrison County Pre-ICSS
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Gregg County Post-I1CSS
Gregg County Pre-ICSS
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Ector County Post-I1CSS
Ector County Pre-ICSS

Dallas County Post-1CSS
Dallas County Pre-ICSS

Cameron County Post-ICSS
Cameron County Pre-ICSS

0

X

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W 1 = Case opened first, order entered never or after a year
M 2 = Case & Order entered entered same day or within a year
m 3 = Order entered first, Case opened never or after a year

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative records.

Taken together, these two pieces of evidence strongly suggest that implementation of ICSS
will lead to lower arrears balances in the long run. IC®S dause child support cases to be opened
closer to their order establishment dates, and if historical patterns hold, they will have lower arrears

because of it.
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Table29. Statewide Arrears Analysis

: Median

Date range Case opening type N Arears
1 = Case opened first, order entered never or after a year 32,156 $7,699

2001-2005 | 2 = Case & Order entered same day or within a year 73,804 $3,339
3 = Order entered first, Case opened never or after a year 54,081 $9,115

1 = Cae opened first, order entered never or after a year 87,774 $5,545

20062010 | 2 = Case & Order entered same day or within a year 269,056 $2,672
3 = Order entered first, Case opened never or after a year 57,320 $9,455

1 = Case opened first, order enteraever or after a year 32,957 $2,786

20112015 | 2 = Case & Order entered same day or within a year 241,590 $1,530
3 = Order entered first, Case opened never or after a year 23,137 $6,128

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative records.

48




OPTOUTANALYSIS

This section airato providea sense of the experiences of those witmose toopt-out of
IV-D child support collection service3he work presented below was originally included in an
earlier report, but has been updated to include more outcome sugas and to extend the follow
up intervalby almost a yearWe take two strategies in answeringetijuestionof how the child
support experience varies for those whpt-out. First, we examine a sample of reasons that
customers gave when completing fosrsignifying their intentiorto opt-out. There are limitations
to this approach, of courseTheW NJB | qaedtiriwas listed as optionah the form and the
samplewas more ofa convenience samptban random so it would be difficult to draw inferences
from this analysis to the statewide population of thaggting-out. Nevertheless, the kinds of
reasons people give can be informative. Second, through analysis of administrative data we
examine the experiences of those apparempting-out from I\AD sevices in any of the ICSS

implementation sites we have been focusing on thus far: El Paso, Ha@tharICSS Counties

Opt-out Reason<ited

Theopt-out form data we received from the OAG covered a period of four years, from 2010
to 2014, and includedases from fourteen counties: Bexar, Cameron, Dallas, Ector, El Paso, Harris,
Hidalgo, Lubbock, Midland, Smith, Tarrant, Taylor, Travis, Webb, and Wighitadataset included
information on the case ID, county, office code, the-opt date and the opbut reasonAs in
previous reporting periods, most of the custodial parents who declindd $érvices55%, or717 of
the total 1,371 responses) did not provide a reason for doing so weti@pt-outé T2 N a @ Ly 2
sixteen percent of those served veealready receiving child support through direct payments from
the NCP or through other official systems such as military allotments or social securityea3dres
provided by theremaining respondent209) for their decision tapt-out of IV-D serviceare

summarized irFigure9.

The most common reason reported fopting-out of services (31%) identified some type of
AYF2NYEE aF ANBSYSyidée 06S0G6SSy b/t FYyR /[t GKFEG YI @
the CP householthrough the payment of rent, clothing and child care or noncash payments in the
form of providing child care. The majority of these responses did not provide specifics regarding the
YIEGdzZNE 2F GKS aF INBSYSyidé¢ KSt R dpdhsedSBSineteenKS / t |

percent of CPs responding indicated that they did not want nor need the support.
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Figure9. Opt-out Reasons

NCP Pays in Another For 31%

CP Doesn't Want or Need Suppo 19%
Behavior or Status of NC 18%
Relationships Change

Other 8%

Believes NCP will pa 7%

Wants to work with NCP 3%
Mistrust of AG or Concern with A 3%
CP Statusf 1%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG recdhdsiber of respondents listing a reason: 440

Eighteen prcent of theopt-out respondents listed the behavior or status of the NCP as the

reason foropting-out of services. The majority of these responses discussed the NCPs inability to

pay due to:
w unemployment,
w incarceration,
w disability,
w drug andalcohol addiction, and
W health and mental health issues.

Only one respondent in this category listed family violence as the reason for their decision
to opt-out. For the remainder whopt-outOA G Ay 3 (GKS b/t Qad Ayl oAfAle

recognition thatfor many NCPthese are likelyo betemporary factors

Mistrust or concerns with th€©AG was identified bgnly three percent of the respondents

as their primary reason fapting-out of services. Within this category 6 out of 16 indil

50

G2



responses identified the delay in payments from &G as their reason fapting-out while the

remainder of the responses in this category expressed mistrust in the system, unvedigtg

attend a court dateor unhappnessin general withOAG sevices. A few, one percent, identified the

status of the CP as deployed or out of the state or country, as their reasoptiog-out of services

For some the family structure dahanged (eleven percent), parents reconciled or remarried,

children movedo reside with the NCP or ddbeen emancipatedFinally, éght percent of the
NBalLl2yasSa RAR y20 fA3dy 6A0GK GKS Of dzaiSNBR Ol 4GS

As mentioned previously, thept-out forms we analyzedhould be rgarded as a
convenience sampleThe date range covered by the forms is only about five years, as compared to
overtwelve years of administrative data, and it has been reported that not all local offices send their
opt-out forms to the state office, from where wasllect them. Furthermore, he W NB | qéie®tiyr0
was listed as optional on the forrand only a fraction of respondents completed it. Thus, although
these data do give a very good sense of the range of reasons people might offer for having opted
out, it isdifficult to makestronginferences from this analysis thhaw conclusions abouhe
statewide populatiorof thoseopting-out. Instead we can drawimited inferencesfrom ananalysis
of administrative data focusing on those apparempting-out from I\:D services in any of the ICSS

implementation sites included in this study which we turn our attention next

Opt-outs Identified through Administrative Data

In order to identify through administrative records data the cases of CPswet®likelyto
haveopted out, we examined a file of case type histories over time. We focused exclusively on ICSS
treatment group cases, or those cases that opened in one of the ICSS sites, El Paso, Harris, or one of
the Other ICSS Countiga the postiICSS implementatioyear. Since the default action in these
ICSS areas was for new cases to best@ulice (FS), we determined that any cases that opened in
registryonly (RO) status or became RO within the first calendar month wereutst We tracked
the outcomes forthese caseas long as they remained RO cases. Second, we identified additional
opt-out cases based on those wdestatus was initially FS but changed to RO at a later date. For
this group, we tracked their outcomes starting in the month of their init@lfRatus and continuing

as long as they remained RO cases.
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Table30. Comparing Apparent OpDuts to Cases that Remained F&lkrvice

Remained

Opted Out | Full Service|
All cases, demographics N=2,343 N=27,574
NCP age (years) 36.9 34.3 | **
NCP is female 27.1% 10.4%)| **
NCP is Hispanic 13.1% 31.2%| **
NCP is black 5.3% 27.3%)| **
NCP race/ethnicity unknown 64.8% 14.4%| **
NCP is current or former military 1.0% 3.6% /| **
CP age (years) 37.9 329 | **
CP is Hispanic 9.6% 31.0%| **
CP is black 3.6% 24.5%| **
CP race/ethnicity unknown 74.1% 16.2%| **
CP is current or former military 0.6% 0.5%
Number of children 1.0 1.2 | **
Age of youngest child, years 8.2 6.1 | **
Age of oldest child, years 9.5 7.3 | **
Noncustodial Parent, employmeinand benefit history
NCP employed at case opening 52.3% 59.7%| **
Percent of time NCP employed over prior 8 quarters 51.7% 58.3%| **
NCP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $8,053 $6,554 | **
NCP experienced earnings dip of at least 20&in prior 8 quarters 20.4% 26.30%%| **
Time since first observed NCP earnings (quarters) 25.7 28.3 | **
NCP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 50.4% 57.4%)| **
NCP filed for unemployment within prior year 3.5% 6.6% | **
NCP receiving SNAP (Fotah$ps) benefits at case opening 3.6% 4.6%| *
Percent of time NCP received SNAP benefits in prior year 5.4% 5.8%
NCP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.3% 0.1%
Percent of time NCP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.2% 0.2%
Percent of tine NCP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 5.1% 5.0%
Custodial Parent, employment and benefit history
CP employed at case opening 54.5% 64.0% | **
Percent of time CP employed over prior 8 quarters 51.9% 61.0%/| **
CP average quarterly earnings oveiop 8 quarters $5,978 $5,039 | **
CP experienced earnings dip of at least 20% within prior 8 quart 15.2% 24.20p| **
Time since first observed CP earnings (quarters) 24.7 27.3 | **
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Remained
Opted Out | Full Service|
CP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 52.1% 60.7%| **
CP filed ér unemployment within prior year 2.6% 5.8% | **
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) benefits at case opening 4.7% 18.4%| **
Percent of time CP received SNAP benefits in prior year 4.1% 18.8%| **
CP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.0% 1.1%]| **
Percentof time CP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.1% 1.4%| **
Percent of time CP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 5.7% 23.30p| **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, TWC, and HHSC administrative records and El Paso County DRO data.
*=p<.05; **=p<.01.

Table30 compares the characteristics of cases identifisthg this methods havingpted
out against those that remaindd full service (FS) statu€ases that opted out of enforcement
services were more likely to be headed bgiay parents with older children, and were less likely to
be black or Hispanic. Cases that opted were far more likely to have a female NCPh the other

hand,when the NCP was in the military they wesgbstantiallymore likely to remain FS cases.

Members of cases that opted out of-I¥ services were less likely to be employed in Ul
covered jobs, bualso less likely to have experienced an earnings dipwdrah employed they
tended to earn more than members of cases remainimigll servicestatus Members of opbut
cases were less likely to receive benefits of any kind, whether unemployment &, $/¢dicaid, or

TANF.

Outcomes among OpOuts

One must carefully interpret any outcomes seen among those whaopof ICSS child
support enforcemety for this is purely a correlational design, and we have little idea whether
opting-out led to these outcomes or the outcomes caused the-opts. It is likely thatat leasta bit
of both occurred.With this caveat in mind, the patterns revealed aretguinteresting Note that
the following tables track cases over time differently than anywhere else in this report. In the
impact tablesn previous sectiongases are tracked only according to their initial status, regardless
of subsequent opbuts oropt-ins that might happen. In this section, when examiningaygs,
those who optout are tabulated in the left column during casenths in which thg remain in RO
status, but are tabulated in the right column in all FS periods, including any timeslogftimg-out
and after returning to FS status, if applicable. We also cluster the results diffeterdig, in the

examination ofrelated outcomes across site$able31 shows child support outcome®mparing
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those who optout against those who remain FS casethree panels, one each for El Paso, Harris,

andOther ICSS Counties

Table31. Apparent OptOuts,Child Support Collections

Difference
associated
Remained with
Site / Outcome Opted out | Full Service| Optingout
El Paso
Any FS child support collections made 10.2% 66.3% -56.1% **
Any RO child support collections made 14.7% 0.4% 14.3% **
Any child support collections made, either type 24.7% 66.6% -41.9% **

Total monthly child support cacttions, either type,
among those paying $1210 $921 $289 **
Harris County

Any FS child support collections made 1.0% 50.7% 49.7% **
Any RO child support collections made 30.5% 2.1% 28.4% **
Any child support collections made, either type 31.0% 52.6% -21.6% **
Total monthly child support collections, either type,

among those paying $860 $662 $198 **
Other ICSS Counties

Any FS child support collections made 0.4% 45.5% -45.1% **
Any RO child support collections made 18.8% 1.3% 17.5% **
Any child support collections made, either type 19.1% 46.6% 27.50ph **

Total monthly child support collections, either type,
among those paying $703 $606 $97 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recenps.03; **=p<.01.

From this talte it is apparent that optingut of I\A\D enforcement is associated with large
reductions inthe frequency othild support collections observed, regardless of sithe evidence
on the amount of child support collected is more mixed, with thoseampgswho do make
payments in El Paso and Harris paying more on average, but the opposite pattern is seen in the
Other ICSS Countie3he evidence is also mixed on money judgments, with higher rates among opt
outs in El Paso, but drastically reduced chancdsgueing a money judgment in Harris ©ther ICSS

Counties

Similarly, child support arrears and money judgment outcomes are shoWebie32,
comparing those who opbut against those who remain FS cases in three panels, ond@agh

Paso, Harris, an@ther ICSS Countieb1 Harris and th®ther ICSS Countigfose whoopt-out
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were less likely to have a money judgment against them. And in all sites, thosgpivbot were
far less likely to have any documented arrears balanadinding which may not be informative as it

is completely expected based on the bias in the arrears measure.

Table32. Apparent OptOuts, Child Supportludgments and Arrears

Money judgment made in child support case 0.0% 0.2% -0.2%
Any arrears owed 7.3% 45.0% -37.7% **
Total arrears, among those who owe any $7686 $3467 $4219

Money judgment made inhild support case 0.0% 0.3% -0.30p **
Any arrears owed 4.5% 46.4% -41.9% **
Total arrears, among those who owe any $1416 $3832 -$2416
Money judgment made in child support case 0.0% 0.4% -0.4% **
Any arrears owed 0.7% 46.3% -45.6% **
Total arrears, among those who owe any $7866 $8212 -$346

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recenps.05; **=p<.01.

Table33 compares the public assistance outcongssitefor those who optedut of ICSS
versus those who remained FS casdgiformly across sites, those who opted out were far less

likely to receive publicssistanceywhether SNAP or TANF, Medicaid

Table33. Apparent OptOuts, Public Assistance Reipt

CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 2.7% 15.8% -13.19% **

Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP
CP receiving TANF refits
Percent of time CP receiving TANF benefits

-$15
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CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 2.7% 15.8% 13.1% **
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP $335 $350 -$15

CP receiving TANF benefits 0.1% 1.1% -1.0% **
CP enrolled in Medicaid 1.7% 9.2% -7.5% **

[OthericssCountes [ [ | ]

CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 5.3% 18.3% -13.0% **
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP $336 $395 -$59 **
CP receiving TANF benefits 0.1% 0.7% -0.6% **
CP enrolled in Medicaid 3.7% 14.6% -10.9% **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG and HHSC administrative reepsd35; **=p<.01.
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Employment and earnings outcomes among those who opted out or those who chose to
remain I\VD customers are tablated by site infable 34 The general pattern among the three sites
on these measures is remarkably consistent, and it echoes the pattern seen in the initial
characteristics at case opening of those who later opted dable30). That is, we seeraduced
likelihood of being employed in Ul covered work among those whepaptbut those who are
employed tend to have higher earningghe implication at this point seems to be that at least a
portion of the optouts occur among cases in which either the CP earns enough not to need strict
enforcement, or the NCP earns enough that payments are made without strict enforcement, or
both.

Table34. Apparent OptOuts, Employment andearnings of CPs and NCPs

Difference
associated
Remained with
dte / Outcome Opted out | Full Service| Opting-out
El Paso
CP employed 46.5% 51.0% -4.5%
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $9403 $9387 $16
NCP employed 20.8% 43.1% -22.3% **

NCP average quarterly earnings, among employed $18652 $16808 $1844
Harris County

CP employed 60.3% 65.8% -5.5% **
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $13834 $9150 $4684 **
NCP employed 49.8% 62.0% -12.2% **
NCP average quanly earnings, among employed $19340 $12399 $6941 **
Other ICSS Counties

CP employed 50.7% 60.8% -10.1% **
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $12102 $9161 $2941 **
NCP employed 44 5% 55.0% -10.5% **
NCP average quarterly earnings,@rg employed $16355 $11674 $4681 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, and TWC administrative reeprd65;**=p<.01.
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OPT IN ANALYSIS

This sectiomattempts to describehe experiences of those who opt into-D/child support
collection servicesWe analyze the administrative data and examine the experiences of those
apparently opting into I\D services in any of thether ICSS Countieb order toidentify the cases
of CPs who likely opted in, we examined a file of case type histories over\itadéocused
exclusively on prdCSS comparison group cases, or those cases that opened in onedihéndCSS
Countiesin the prelCSS implementation year. Since the default action in thi$QB& time period
was for new cases to be registoply (RQ, we determined that any nepublic assistance cases that

opened in fullservice (FS) status or became FS at any point in the future weiiaopt

Using this criteria, we identified ovéen thousandcases that opted iwithin the Other ICSS
Countiescomparison group, and we compare them against dear thousandcases thabpened as
mandatory full service cas@sthe same countiesver the same intervalOn average, abol#5%of
identified optin cases either opened in ftgervice status or opteth during the first month, and

only 5% chose to ogh later.

Table35 compares the characteristics of those who apparently ogtedgainst those who
were mandatory fulservice cases. Ojns are younger and more likely to be mi8landmore
likely to be employed but at lower wage®pt-ins are also more likely to have experienced recent
economic distress in the form of a dip in earnings, and are more likely to receive public assistance of

any kind.

Table35. Comparing Apparent Opins to Mandatory FuliService Cases

Opted In
to Full Mandatory
Service | Full Service)
All cases, demographics N=10,958 | N=4,126
NCP age (years) 32.1 36.4 | **
NCP is female 12.0% 19.9%| **
NCP is Hispanic 39.6% 12.7%| **
NCPs black 25.7% 6.9% | **
NCP race/ethnicity unknown 7.4% 68.7%| **
NCP is current or former military 3.9% 1.2%| **
CP age (years) 31.1 35.7 | **

B Race and ethnicity are too frequently unknowrthis comparisorto interpret the patternsof differences

on these indicators.
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Opted In

to Full Mandatory

Service | Full Service
CP is Hispanic 40.8% 9.7%| **
CP is black 22.7% 5.0%)| **
CP race/ethnicity unknown 7.8% 76.4%| **
CP is currentoformer military 0.9% 0.3% | **
Number of children 1.4 1.2 | *=*
Age of youngest child, years 5.0 7.7 | **
Age of oldest child, years 6.2 9.2 | **
Non-custodial Parent, employment and benefit history
NCP employed at case opening 57.9% 53.30p| **
Percentof time NCP employed over prior 8 quarters 57.6% 53.505| **
NCP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $4,836 $8,658 | **
NCP experienced earnings dip of at least 20% within prior 8 qua 29.0% 20.1%/| **
Time since first observed NCP earningsa(ters) 28.2 26.2 | **
NCP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 56.1% 52.9%| **
NCP filed for unemployment within prior year 7.3% 4.8%| **
NCP receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) benefits at case opening 8.2% 3.0%| **
Percent of time NCP received SNARdjis in prior year 8.5% 3.10p | **
NCP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.1% 0.1%
Percent of time NCP received TANF benefits in prior year 0.3% 0.3%
Percent of time NCP enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 4.5% 2 504 | **
Custodial Parent, employent and benefit history
CP employed at case opening 61.7% 56.30%%| **
Percent of time CP employed over prior 8 quarters 58.9% 54.1%| **
CP average quarterly earnings over prior 8 quarters $4,067 $5,667 | **
CP experienced earnings dip of at least 2G#imprior 8 quarters 24.4% 14.3%| **
Time since first observed CP earnings (quarters) 26.4 24.6 | **
CP earnings history sufficient to qualify for Ul 57.9% 54.4%)| **
CP filed for unemployment within prior year 6.0% 3.50p | **
CP receiving SNAP (Food Stanbpskfits at case opening 23.0% 4.3% | **
Percent of time CP received SNAP benefits in prior year 20.3% 3.9% | **
CP receiving TANF benefits at case opening 0.1% 0.0% | **
Percent of time CP received TANF benefits in prior year 1.2% 0.2% | **
Percent of time € enrolled in Medicaid in prior year 9.8% 2.9% | **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, TWC, and HHSC administrative records and El Paso County DRO data.

*=p<.05; **=p<.01.

59




Looking next at outcomes among those who opiedthe same caution used with oputs
is necessary. One must carefully interpret outcomes among those whim ¢gichild support
enforcement. As before, this is a correlational design, so we will not be able to determine to what

extent optingin led to these outcomes or to what exterit¢ outcomes led case members to apt

Table36 shows child support outcomes comparing those who ogtedgainst those who
were mandatory full service casesOither ICSS Countie¥hose who optedn to full service were
more likely to have child support collections, but the average collection amounts among cases

paying at all were lower for oghs.

Table36. Apparent Optlins, Child Support Collections

Difference
Associated
Opted In to | Mandatory | with Opting
Outcome Full Service| FullService In
Any FS child support collections made 36.5% 1.1% 35.4% **
Any RO child support collections made 3.6% 25.1% 2150 **
Any child support collections made, either type 40.0% 26.2% 13.8% **
Total monthly child gpport collections, either type,
among those paying $527 $783 $256 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recenpts.03; **=p<.01.

Next, Table37 shows money judgments and child support arrears balances congpari
apparent optins against mandatory FS cases. Not surprisingly, cases thatioptede both more

likely to have a money judgment and more likely to have child support arrears due.

Table37. Apparent Optins, Child Supportludgrents and Arrears

Difference
Associated
Opted In to | Mandatory | with Opting
Outcome Full Service| Full Service In
Money judgment made in child support case 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% **
Any arrears owed 44.5% 2.9% 41.6% **
Total arrears, among those who owe any $8643 $9775 -$1132

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG administrative recenps.03; **=p<.01.

Table38 compares public assistance benefit outcomes for those ogtiragainst those who

were mandatory full service. Similar to tH#ferences in historical characteristics of these two
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groups noted above ifable35, opt-ins continue to show greater utilization of public assistance

programs, including SNAP, TANF, or Medicaid.

Table38. Apparent Optins, Public Assistance Receipt

CP receiving SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits 23.4% 5.0% 18.4% **
Average monthly SNAP (Food Stamp) benefits, CP $409 $358 $51 **
CP receiving TANF benefits 1.1% 0.3% 0.8% **
CP enrolled in Medicaid 17.5% 3.8% 13.7% **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG and HHSC administrative reepsd3b; **=p<.01.

Finally,Table39 shows similar trends aseen prior to their case opening when comparing
the outcomes of those who oph against mandatory FS cases. Once again, members-of opt

cases were more likely to be employed but earning lower wages, relative to mandatory cases.

Table39. Apparent Optins, Employment and Earnings of CPs and NCPs

CP employed 58.7% 52.4% 6.3% **
CP average quarterly earnings, among employed $8076 $12131 -$4055 **
NCP employed 52.0% 47.3% 4.7% **
NCP average quarterly earnings, among employed $9444 $17662 -$8218 **

Source: RMC analysis of Texas OAG, and TWC administrative reeprd85;**=p<.01.
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DISCUSSION

The implementationof ICSS has @Hdy ledto small but significanthanges in the
composition of the full service caseloadls noted, our approach has evolved to the point of
recognizing thathanges in the caseloadmpositionare an impact of ICSS. Ibisnow cleathat a
system ofdeemed applications and default enrolimeyields a IVMD caseload that islightly but not
dramatically more affluentFor example, both CPs and NCPs had greater employment and earnings
histories as of their case opening dates, as evidenced on multiphsumes, relative to members of
the comparison group. On other aspects the evidence of a shift in the caseload was more mixed.
Changes in prior experience with SNAP and Medicaid were inconsistent across sitgh, ttiere
was agreement across sites ordueed CP use of TANF. Thus, the conclusion that the caseload

shifted in the direction of more affluence is warranted, but the shift was not dramatic.

From a purely academic standpoint, the changing compaosition of the caseload complicates
the task of srting out the impacts. It is certainly an interesting problem to attempt to distinguish
how much of the positive differences one sees are due to caseload changes induced by ICSS
implementation, and how much are due to the enhanced enforcement tools ae proactive
approach to child support collection. Practically speakitogvever the question is mootlf an
administrator wants to implement a program like this, it matters little why the individual impacts
happen. What matters more is knowing hovethrogram will operate under new rules and a

slightly different caselogdand what its results look like

From more of a statistical perspective, acknowledgimgfactthat ICSS chaegthe
caseload compositioand being OK with it, are criticaltocomph Y3 FIF ANJ SadA Yl G§Sa
impact. In earlier reports we made attempts, somewhat misguided in retrospect, to statistically
control for characteristicsf individuals and cases in order to clarify experimental impact estimates.
But in doing sowe unintentionally eliminated some of the effects we were looking for. This,
together with other changes and improvements implemented over the course of this-yeati
evaluation have inevitably led to changes in the reswith each successive repotVe are now
confident that the results presented here are the best we can accomplish within the constraints of
the data available, includingn unusual missingunknowndatastructurecaused by blindness of
the data system to various aspects of regisinfy cases Whereas some of our prior efforts may
havereduced any observed positive changes induced by |@®Sstimates herein represent the

best guess at what an administrator implementing a program like this can expect to see.
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Several changes maderfthe final report represent significant improvements over prior
impact estimates. For example, the differerpneadifferences model used to estimate impacts for
Other ICSS Countibas been improved by the addition of better coudyel measureso the
matching model, resultingn greatersimilarity of matched countiesn dimensions important to
child support (e.g., fertility rate)This is important because usingses from othenon-ICSS
countieshelps tocontrol for the passage of timevhich is peraps thebiggest threat to internal
validity in a simple pr@post comparison desigriVithout controlling for time, it is difficult to be sure
that the changes iDther ICSS Countiegre due solely to ICS8plementation With these
improvements in placeye now rely on the differencan-difference estimator for all estimates of
ICSS impacts in these countié®r comparison, the prpost estimates are also included here
(Appendix B, Table-B); the difference between the two sets of results is more atevaif degree

than quality.

Similaly, refinement of the analysis d€SS iklarris Countyvas necessary due tbhe
conversion of existing cases into ICSS cases upon ICSS implemeRioouslywhen we
examined longerm (5 year plus) impactexiging cases in Harris Countyay have beeserving as
comparison cases vemthey were converted to ICSS. To the extémdt this happerd, it would
havedepres&dthe impacts, as it woullaveblurred the distinction between ICSS and comparison
cases. Blimiting our analysis in this final report to impacts occurring in the first year after case
opening, we avoid such problems. This had the unfortunate effect of losing one source of longer
term impactestimates, but the improvenents in theOther ICSS Coties modelallow it to help fill

this gap

Finally, the effort to sufglivide El Paso impacts focus onthose randomly assigned later in
the process was welhtentioned but made little difference in the end. The theory was that case
workers needed somgme to get familiar with the new tools available to them under IG®8 thus
outcomes for later cases might be bettet. K A & Wi SI Ny Ay 3 OdzNBBSQ (KS2NE
area of child support collections, which were indeed better among casesmagdssigned in the
second half of the enrollment period, but overall the differences between the two sets of results
were not dramatic. As a result, we have focused our discussion of El Paso on the overall impacts

among all cases.

In light of these imprvementsthe overall pattern of impacts among the El Paso, Harris, and
Other ICSS Countisges is remarkably similaChild support collections were increased in all sites

sometimes dramaticallyCombining two data sourcesegistry only and fulsewice,to measue
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collectionshas improved the estimation but has not completely eliminated the problem that some
payments made outside the statksbursementunit (which is contrary to policy) may be missed
We have no direct evidence that such paymentsmade, nor how frequently if they are. We can
confidently conclude, at a minimum, that ICSS has dramatically increased the evidence of
documented payment of child support. If such improvements were illusory, then we might not

expect to see improvemenia public assistance.

Observed impacts of ICSS on public assistance and other hewcefjitwasalso remarkably
consistentand positive Unlike child support collections, public assistance can be equetsured
for both groups regardless of theirlfservice status within the OAG caselosalthere is no bias in
these measures. Across sites, ICSS case members were less likely to receive SNAP, received less
SNAP benefits, or botiReceipt of TANF was similarly reduced in all sites that had end\NR T
receipt to measure the impact of ICSS on this outcome. Even receipt of Medicaid was consistently
reduced across all sites. Moreover, these reductions cannot be solely attributed to shifts in the
composition of the caseload, since as noted the chamgesng caseload members in prior
experience with SNAP and Medicaid were inconsistent across sites. The fact that all public
assistance outcomes were improved under ICSS also bolsters confidence in the findings of consistent
improvements in child supporiodlections since norreceipt of child support is a big factor in need

for public assistance

Estimated impacts of ICSS implementation on employment andregs measurewere
strong and positive in Harris aif@ther ICSS Countie8oth increased employmenates and
earnings levels among the employed were seen for both CPs and NCPs in these sites. El Paso, on the
other hand, showed more mixed employment and earnings findings.difleeence herds difficult
to explain, however, it is not uncommon to seereased employmerdmong some populations
paired with a finding that those newly employed are earning less, due perhaps to loweviy
wages. Most of the improvements in employment are likely due to the shift in the caseload toward

those with moreattachment to the labor market.

Finally, the impact of ICSS on child support arrears was difficult to ascertain. Since arrears
balances at any given moment are only known with certainty forsterivice cases, it is difficult to
trust the findings seen othe arrears measure. With child support collections improving, it makes
no sense that arrears would also increase unless this were due to the bias in the measure- Longer
term, the findings of increased arrears had disappeared, suggesting perhapsdtatithct due to

the bias had finally been overcome by increasing-veaid (but unseen) arrears in the comparison
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group. Thenclusion ofmoney judgmengwas meant to measure this phenomentmmgertermin a

more unbiased way, but such judgments weia@y too infrequentfor any trend to be detected.

Finally, the alternative analysis of arrears made a convincing case that implementation of ICSS leads
more cases to be opened nearer in time to the establishment of child support orders, and that in the
long run such cases have historically led to far lower arrears balances. This strongly suggests that

ICSS would be found to lead directly to reduced arrears, should the cases be followed long enough.

The optin and optout analyses actually tell a similstoryfrom opposite sides of the cain
The optin analysis looked at counties prior to implementation in order to characterize those who
voluntarily sought full service enforcement of their child support cases. And theut@nalysis
gave a picture bthose who voluntarily chose not to receive such services. Generally speaking,
thosecasespting-in are more likely to have female NCPs, more likely to be older, more likely to be
employed but at lower average wages. In contrast, those cases epiirgye more likely to have
male NCPs, more likely to be younger, less likely to be employed but at higher earnings. Thus, those
opting-in are in many aspects the opposite of those opting, and they paint a clear picture of

those who think formal child saport enforcement is good and useful versus those who do not.

To the extent that ICSS impacts were reported to be different for subgroups such as
Hispanics or members of the military, the tendency is toward the program working better for such
groups, forthe most part. In areas whose child support caseloads contain more members of the
military, the impacts on ICSS were toward better collection of child suplesder arrears and
money judgments, lesser reliance on public assistance, and better employmeéarnings
outcomes. Areas with higher concentrations of Hispanics showed similar patterns on all of these,
with the exception of child support, which was less likely to be collected but in higher amounts on
average. Sincapparentarrears accumulatio was less likely in higher Hispanic areas, it is difficult to
interpret the child support finding. However, on the whole it is clear that ICSS implementation is

not hurting these subgroups, and in many ways it appears to be helping.

Considering all these=sults togetherijt is clear that rembers of the IMD caseload under a
system of deemed applications and default enroliment will be slightly but not dramatically more
affluent, but that the positive effects of ICSS also extend beyond the impact ohtfiisiaking
enrollment in IVD services the default tends to bring in more cases,iamtbme wayshese cases
FNBE atA3aKdte Y2NB FFFtdsSyido {2YS 2F (KSaS ySs
of the likelihood that they will benefit fim enhanced, preactivechild supportenforcement. Some

of the most affluent among these cases then subsequently?ogzii = A 0K GKS o06Sft AST
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need the assistance in collecting child support, or that they needssestancéess than others
migk i @ 2 KIFG NBYFAya yYz2y3a GKS ySgte NBONHAGSR O
whether they would benefit from ND enforcemen2 NJ ¢ SNByYy Qi | g+ NB 2Ahd A G a
these could be exactly the groups that benefit most fromashift kS L2 f A 08 (2 6 NR
FLILIX AOF A2yaoQ ¢tKSe YlIe y20 06S LR2N y263 odzi GF
obligations could be the very thing that keeps them from becoming poor when the next economic
shock hits.

The effects of ICSS oretbaseload are cleaBetter child support outcomes, strong
evidence of reduced arrears, and reduced public assistance all testify to the importance of enforcing
OKAf R &adzLJLl2 NI OF aSa S lD\lstermthat C8SeptesenizRappaisep 2 ¢ I NR

these families in multiple ways, while the choiceopfing-out preservegheir freedomof choice
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APPENDIA: DATAPROCESSING

El Paso County
Random Assignment

Implementation of ICSS in El Paso, including random assignment of cases to tradICSS
control groups, began in March of 2013 and ended in May 2014. A total of 1,175 unique records

with random assignment designations were received from the El Paso DRO (see-Table A

Table Al. RandomAssignmentby EIPasoDRO

Case Type N (%)
Cases identified for potential inclusion in ther@rol Group 565 (48%

Cases identified for potential inclusion in the Treatment Grq 610  (52%)
Total 1,175

Study Population

The El Paso DRO data included both camsebers and cse-ids. Usingboth variablesto
matchto the OAG administrative daensuresa one-to-onematch. Caseids were available for 97%
of the randomly assigned cases, and these 1135 cases were matched to the OAG datasets using both
cause number and casd. The remaining 40 cases without cagkewere matched to the OAG
datasets using only causeimber. The two sets of matches were then combined. A total of 1,122
matches (95%) were obtained. These 1,122 cases form our study popukatitose examination
indicates similar match rates for the treatment group and the control group. Also, the match rate is

fairly steady across the time period within which cases were assigned (Marclt R0dy32014).

Table A2. Matches with OAG Adminisative Data

Record Type Not Matched | Matched Total
] . 17 1,118 1,135
El Paso DRO records with cége
(2%) (99%) 97%
} ) 36 4 40
El Paso DRO records without case
(90%) (10%) 3%
53 1,122 1,175
Total
(5%) (95%)
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The study cases were matched to other®administrative datasets (court order data, case

data, membe#to-case crosseference, and individual demographic data) to obtain additional

information about the cases. Only 58% of the study cases could be matched to the OAG court order

dataset. Nearlall (91%) of the study cases were matched to the OAG case dataset. Using the case

id to memberid crossreference, custodial parents (CPs), raustodial parents (NCPs) and

dependent children were identified for each case, and their demographic infasmatas obtained.

Figure Al provides an overviewf the matching process described above. Our final study

population thus consisted of 1,119 cas@s&ble A3 summarizes ases potentially eligie for

random assignmerdnd inclusion irthe final study adlt population. Note, howeverthat these

cases were subjected to additional screens prior to inclusion in the study, as described in the

ExperimentaDesignsection of the mairbody of the report

Table A3. Cases Potentially Eligible f6tandom Assignment in El Paso Study Adult Population

Study Adults CPs NCPs | Total
i . o . 538 538 1,076
Cases identified for potential inclusion in tBentrolGroup
(48% | (48%9 | (4899
i » o o 581 581 1,162
Cases identified for potdial inclusion in thef'reatmentGroup
52%9 | 2% | (52%9
Total 1,119 | 1,119 | 2,238

Employment and Benefit History

Using social security numbers to match against other datasets, employment and benefit

(SNAP and TANF) history were obtairadf7% of study adults (n=2168). Social security numbers

were not available for &of study adults (n=70), and thus for these individuals, employment,

earnings and benefit history were treated as missing @ttay are omitted from such analyses)

Emplogment history was derived from quarterly Unemployment Insurance (Ul) earnings

records. Derived measures included whether the adult was employed in the quarter during which

the case was opened, the percent of time that the adult was employed in the pgoaers, the
SFNYAy3a&

would have been sufficient for the adult to qualify for unemployment insurance if they had lost their
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job and met other criteria. Benefitstory indicators included whether the adult was receiving

LINA 2 NJ

benefits during the month in which the case was opened, as well as the percent of time the adult

received benefits in the prior 12 months.
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Medicad/TANF History

Dependents were identified for thewedy cases and then matched to the available Medicaid
and TANF data to determine if they had been enrolled in Medicaid or receiving TANF benefits prior
to the date on which the case was opened (see Tablg Anrollment in these programs would

have maddheir cases ineligible for study because they should have been referred for enforcement

as fultservice (FS) M cases.

Table A4. Medicaid/TANF History for Any Child

No Yes Total
) . o i 923 196 1119
Cases with any child on Medicaid at case openi
(829 (18%
) . i 1115 4 1119
Cases with any child on TANF at case opening
(100% (0%
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Figure Al. Processingf EIPasoDROData to Build Sudy Population
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cases
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(100% match rate)
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1,053study case
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Harris County
Study Population

The OAG adminisitive cause data ha&s62,566cases that were opened in Harris County
(see Table &). Werestrictedthe datato the nine courts for the study§24,320cases)These cases
were then matched to other OAG administrative datasets (court order data, casentieaniaherto-
case crosseference, and individual demographic data) to obtain additional information about the
cases. Nearly half of the record®9¥%) could not be matched to the OAG court order dataset.

Nearly half of the records 8%0) could also not be atched to the OAG case dataset.

Table A5. Harris County Cases by Court Number

Court N % 257 58410 10%
Number 308 58533 10%
0 22701 4% 309 58643 10%
22 1 0% 310 57646 10%
55 846 0% 311 57463 10%
133 1 0% 312 57896 10%
151 1 0% 313 4847 1%
176 1 0% 314 4858 1%
215 1 0% 315 4690 1%
245 58931 10% 351 1 0%
246 58350 10% 398 1 0%
247 58448 10% 507 296 0%
256 1 0% Total 562,566

The ordereffective date was used dise entry date for study cases. Recordstthere
missing the ordeeffective date were substituted with the caustart-date from the OAG cause
dataset. Records that were missing both the ordatered-date and the causstart-date were
substituted with the cas@pendate from the OAG case datdseAfter making these substitutions,

we foundthat 76 310cases (15%) did not have antry date and were thus excluded from analysis.
TreatmentAssignment

¢tKS OlFlasSa Ay GUKS aldzRée LRLzZ I GA2y ¢SNBE RSaA3
on theentry dateand thelCSS adoption date tife court to which they were assigne@@ases with

an entry date (a) in the month that the assigned court flipped, or (b) in the two months prior to the
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month that the assigned court flipped, or (c) in the nine mordfier the month that the assigned

court flipped, were excluded from analysis. We eliminated cases from around the time of ICSS

implementation to allow a period for case workers to get used to the new policies, procedures, and

enforcement tools associatedith ICSS. New cases starting from a full year prior to this interval

were kept for analysis and designated as the comparison group while new cases from a full year

after this interval were kept for analysis and designated as the treatment group (sex=A@)pl

Table A6. TreatmentAssignmentin the HarrisStudyPopulation
lc\l:zumr:)er :j(;tses Start Comparison Excluded Treatment

308th 2004 Sep 2003 Jul 2004 Jun 2004 Jul 2005 Jun 2005 Jul 2006 Jun
309th 2004 Sep | 2003 Jul 2004 Jun 2004 Jul 2005 Jun 2005 Jul 2006 Jun
311th 2004 Sep 2003 Jul 2004 Jun 2004 Jul 2005 Jun 2005 Jul 2006 Jun
246th 2005 Jul | 2004 May- 2005 Apr | 2005 May-2006 Apr | 2006 May- 2007 Apr
312th 2005 Aug | 2004 Jurr 2005 May | 2005 Junr 2006 May | 2006 Junrr 2007 May
257th 2006 Feb | 2004 Dec 2005 Nov | 2005 Dec2006 Nov | 2006 Dec 2007 Nov
310th 2011 Mar | 2010 Janr 2010 Dec | 2011 Jan 2011 Dec | 2012 Jan 2012 Dec
245th 2011 Sep 2010 Jul 2011 Jun 2011 Jul 2012 Jun 2012 Jul 2013 din
247th 2012 May | 2011 Mar-2012 Feb | 2012 Mar- 2013 Feb | 2013 Mar- 2014 Feb

TheHarris Countgtudy population was then comprised ofatal of 43,657casesUsing the

caseid to memberid crossreference, custodial parents (CPs), rarstodial parers (NCPs) and

dependent children were identified for each case, and their demographic information was ohtained

Figure A2 provides an overview of the process used to create the Harris County study population.

Our final study population thus consisted4f,112cases.

Employment and Benefit History

Using social security numbers to match against other databases, employment and benefit

(SNAP and TANF) history were obtained for 8##e study adults (n=77,205)Social security
numbers could not be found f@% of the study adults (n=5,019), and thus for these individuals,

employment, earnings and benefit history were treated as missing. dataployment history,

derived from Ul records, included measures of whether the adult had been employed during the

quarter in which the case was opened, the percent of time that the adult was employed in the prior

y ljdz NI SNA >

history would have been sufficient for the adult to quafily unemployment insurance if they had
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lost their job and met other criteria. Benefit history included whether the adult was receiving
benefits during the month in which the case was opened, as well as the percent of time the adult

was eligible or receivebenefits during the prior 12 months.
Medicaid / TANF History

Dependents were identified fahe study cases and thenatched to the available Medicaid
and TANF data to determine if they had been enrolled in Medicaid or receiving TANF benefits during
the month in which the case was openéske Table &). These characteristics would have made
their cases ineligible for study because they should have been referred for enforcement as full

service (FS) M cases.

Table A7. Medicad/TANF History for Any Child

No Yes Total
. . . . 27,677 13435 41,112
Cases with any child on Medicaid at case opening
67% 33%
. . . 39,151 1,961 41,112
Cases with any child on TANF at case opening
95% 5%

Note that due to limitations in the historical coaye of OAG administrative data, which
was available and complete starting in January 2004, it was necessary at the time of analysis to
SEOf dzRS ¢ Y2yi(iKaQ 62NIK 2F ySs OFLasSa FTNRY (KS
September 2004, in ordeo match the 6month interval for accumulating new cases in the

comparison group for these 3 courts.
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Figure A2. Processing of OAG Data to Build Study Population for Harris County
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Other ICSSounties
Study Population

The OAG administrative cause data Bag,655cases that were opened the thirteen
O2dzy 1A Sa GKI G GHerICSE2 dofk (VY /SS & égeelT