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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On March 10, 2005, U.S. Secretary of Labor Elaine L. Chao announced that approximately $18
million would be granted to 21 State Workforce Agencies (SWAs) to be used for the Reemployment
and Eligibility Assessment (REA) Initiative. Pursuant to the grant, these 21 SWAs required a
portion of their Unemployment Insurance (UI) beneficiaries to attend one-on-one interviews in
person, which included a review of ongoing UI eligibility, provision of current labor market
information, development of a work-search plan, and referral to reemployment setvices and/or

training, as needed.’

Nine of the 21 SWAs were chosen by the U.S. Department of Labor’s (USDOL) Employment and
Training Administration (ETA) to participate in a study to determine the effectiveness of the REA
initiative. The nine states selected for this study were California, Connecticut, Florida, Minnesota,
Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina, and Washington. As part of this study, states were
requested to collect and report data related to REA services, their reemployment experience, and Ul
benefits receipt for REA participants and a comparison group of unemployment insurance (UI)

: 2
claimants.

In July 2005, ETA asked IMPAQ International IMPAQ) to provide technical assistance and to
conduct an REA evaluation as part of IMPAQ’s broader USDOL UI Benefits Study being
performed for USDOL. Specifically, IMPAQ was asked to provide technical assistance and
evaluation services to the nine REA study states. In addition, the assignment included intensive case
study evaluations of five states: Connecticut, North Dakota, Minnesota, South Carolina and

Washington.

IMPLEMENTATION

Information collected as part of the operational procedures analysis and detailed process case studies

indicates that, for the most part, the services provided to REA participants followed the general

1 OPA News Release: [03/10/2005]; http://www.dol.gov/opa/media/press/opa/OPA20050343.htm
2 Region 5 ETA Workforce Development Letter No. 013-04 http://www.doleta.gov/regions/reg05/documents/WIDI.013-04.cfm
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guidelines established by ETA. States were successful in conducting REA sessions that combined

verification of continued eligibility for UI benefits with referral to reemployment services.

TREATMENT/COMPARISON GROUP ISSUES

To assess the effectiveness of the REA Initiative, the nine study states were asked to develop an
appropriate comparison group methodology and to submit data. Some of these states experienced
difficulties in developing a rigorous comparison group methodology. IMPAQ provided technical
assistance to a number of states that needed assistance in refining their comparison group

methodology.

DATA REPORTING ISSUES

ETA Field Memorandum No. 17-04, issued on August 12, 2004, informed SWAs to “collect
‘reemployment’ data from all claimants (i.e., claimants participating in the Ul REA project and the
remainder of the claimant population) for comparison of the reemployment rates.” States
participating in the study were later asked to report these data quarterly using two data collection
reports developed by ETA (the OMB-approved ETA 9128 and 9129 reports). During the study
period, many of the REA-9 study states indicated that they were having difficulties complying with
the data reporting requirements and anticipated that they would be delayed or entirely unable to

submit either one or both reports.

ALTERNATIVE DATA SOURCES

Since states were unable to provide their data using the ETA 9129 reports which were necessary for
assessing the effectiveness of the REA Initiative, IMPAQ and ETA developed an alternative strategy
for measuring REA effectiveness. Specifically, IMPAQ and ETA developed a plan to use state Ul
administrative records and follow-up interview data to assess REA effectiveness. This final report
presents the results of two state-centric assessments of the effectiveness of the REA Initiative.
Specifically, the report presents impact assessments of the Minnesota and North Dakota REA

Initiatives.

IMPAQ International Page ii REA Study Final Report



REA IMPACTS — MINNESOTA

In FY 2005, Minnesota implemented the REA Initiative in 12 One-Stop Career Centers. Since
Wagner-Peyser Act funds were already available to serve claimants whose profiling scores were high
(i.e., those in the top third), the Minnesota REA Initiative was designed to serve the middle third of
profiled claimants. Thus, the Minnesota REA Initiative did not serve claimants who were the most
likely to exhaust their UI benefits or the least likely to exhaust UI benefits; rather, the Minnesota

REA Initiative was designed to serve those in the middle.

For this target population, Minnesota designed a rigorous random assignment process. Individuals
were randomly assigned to either a control group (no REA services) or to one of two treatment

groups: single REA interview group (T'1) or multiple REA interview group (T2).

Using UI Administrative data and follow-up interview data, the following results were found. For
the T1 group (single REA), REA services did not have a significant impact on most Ul-related
outcomes (e.g., weeks claimed and weeks compensated). Nonetheless, T1 did reduce the likelithood
of overpayment by 3.5 percentage points. This statistically significant result is similar to the
reduction in the likelihood of overpayments for T2 (3.8 percentage points). Since the T1 and T2
groups received the same REA letter, this result suggests that the letter itself may have had an

impact on reducing overpayments.

For the T2 group (multiple REAs), REA services did have statistically significant impacts.

Specifically, regression-adjusted impact estimates indicate that multiple REAs significantly reduce:

» The number of weeks claimed (0.9 weeks);

The number of weeks claimed and compensated (1.2 weeks);
= The likelihood of exhausting UI benefits (3.7 percentage points); and
» The likelihood of having an overpayment (3.8 percentage points).

REA IMPACTS — NORTH DAKOTA

The REA Initiative in North Dakota was implemented in five sites. Since non-job attached UI
claimants were already required to participate in eligibility reviews and to receive reemployment

services, the introduction of REA did not dramatically alter existing services. REAs did, however,
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result in the referral of claimants to more intensive services than were provided prior to the

introduction of the REA Initiative.

Using UI administrative data and follow-up interview data to estimate REA impacts, we found no
statistically significant impact of REA services. These results are not surprising, since control group
members in North Dakota received similar, but less intensive, services than treatment group
members. The lack of statistically significant impacts may also be due to the limited size of the

North Dakota sample.

CONCLUSION

The nine study states funded in FY 2005 experienced both successes and challenges in implementing
the REA Initiative. While the REA Initiative was successfully implemented in most states, many
states experienced challenges in establishing a valid treatment and comparison group and providing
data via the required ETA 9128 and ETA 9129 reports. To effectively assess the impacts of the

REA Initiative in the future, these challenges will need to be addressed.

An analysis of REA impacts in Minnesota using a combination of state UI administrative records
and follow-up interview data indicated that REA did enhance the rapid reemployment of
unemployed workers and reduced overpayments. A similar analysis in North Dakota, however,
found no statistically significant program impacts. Even though the results that were obtained from
the two state-centric evaluations were uneven, our judgment is that REA is likely an effective
strategy to reduce overpayment and to speed return to work. A more rigorous evaluation of the
REA Initiative is needed to confirm this assessment. Only a rigorous impact evaluation of REA
services using an experimental design can confirm whether the REA Initiative has achieved its goals
of enhancing the rapid reemployment of unemployed workers, reducing overpayments, and realizing

cost savings for the UI Trust funds.
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CHAPTERI. THE REA INITIATIVE

A. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Labor’s (USDOL) Employment and Training Administration (ETA)
developed the Reemployment and Eligibility Assessment (REA) Initiative with the goals of
enhancing the rapid reemployment of unemployed workers, eliminating potential overpayments, and
realizing cost savings for the Unemployment Insurance (UI) trust fund. On March 10, 2005, U.S.
Secretary of Labor Elaine L. Chao announced the award of 21 grants to State Workforce Agencies
(SWAs) to be used for the REA Initiative. Nine of the states (REA-9) were selected to participate in
an evaluation to determine the efficacy of the REA Initiative. This impact report briefly summarizes

evaluation findings and presents impact estimates for the selected states.

The report is organized as follows. Chapter I describes the REA Initiative and the objectives of the
evaluation. Chapter II describes variations in the Initiatives in the REA-9 study states. Chapter 111
presents the data collection efforts by the states and the data sources used to measure program
impact. Chapters IV and V present the estimated impacts of the REA Initiative in Minnesota and

North Dakota, respectively. Finally, conclusions are described in Chapter VI.

B. REA INITIATIVE GRANTS

In FY2005, DOL awarded grants to 21 SWAs to implement the REA Initiative. The level of
funding provided to states varied by the anticipated number of REA participants, the time spent

conducting REAs, and other cost factors. The distribution of the grant funds by state is shown in
Table 1.1.3

3 OPA News Release: [03/10/2005], Release Number: 05-0343-NAT
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Table 1.1: FY 2005 REA Initiative States

State Grant State Grant
Amount Amount
California $1,988,292 Nevada $219,619
Connecticut $746,928 New Jersey $760,963
District of Columbia  $263,565 New York $614,742
Florida $1,982,002 North Dakota  $466,000
Hawaii $125,000 Ohio $604,721
Idaho $292,500 Rhode Island $589,670
Illinois $1,315,954 South Carolina  $687,581
Indiana $704,741 Texas $517,575
Maine $680,906 Virginia $958,825
Massachusetts $1,052,955 Washington $1,907,492
Minnesota $1,314,448
Total Funding $17,794,479 |

The REA Initiative provides funds for states to test new services that may result in:

»  More rapid reemployment for Ul claimants;
» A reduction in Ul overpayments; and

»  Cost savings for the Ul trust fund.
REA services include:

« In-person interviews (at One-Stop Career Centers) to assess continuing eligibility for Ul
benefits and need for reemployment services;

»  Review of Ul eligibility;

=  Provision of labor market information;

»  Development of a work-search plan; and

»  Referral to reemployment services and/or training, when needed.

Within these guidelines, grantee states were provided considerable flexibility in designing their state
REA Initiative. As a result of this flexibility in the REA requirements, state REA Initiatives reflect a
wide vatiety of approaches and/or strategies to maximize effectiveness. For example, some states
targeted claimants who were most likely to exhaust their UI benefits, while other states targeted
claimants who were less likely to exhaust their UI benefits. In some states REAs were available only
to individuals claiming in certain geographic regions. Another variation was the timing of in-person

interviews. Some states intervened early in a claimant’s UI spell, while other states intervened later.
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C. THE REA EVALUATION STUDY

Study Sites. From the 21 FY2005 grantee states, ETA selected nine SWAs (known as the REA-9
study states) to participate in an evaluation of the REA Initiative. These included California,
Connecticut, Florida, Minnesota, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina, and Washington.
As part of this study, states were asked to collect data on REA workloads and outcomes for both
REA participants and a comparison group of UI claimants.* IMPAQ International was engaged to
provide assistance to selected states in developing a rigorous comparison group methodology that
would facilitate the assessment of REA effectiveness in each state. IMPAQ staff worked most
intensely with Connecticut, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Carolina, and Washington to identify

state-centric evaluation designs.

Key Study Questions. The goals of the REA Initiative are to enhance the rapid reemployment of
unemployed workers, eliminate potential overpayments, and realize cost savings for the UI trust
fund. Accordingly, the focus of the evaluation study is to assess the impact of the REA Initiative
on:

»  Employment/reemployment;

« Ul claims/payments;

= Ul overpayment and disqualifications; and

= UI trust fund savings.

Table 1.2 presents the specific research questions examined in the study.

* Region 5 ETA Workforce Development Letter No. 013-04 http://www.doleta.gov/regions/reg05/documents/WDIL013-04.cfm
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Impact
on

Reemployment

Impact on UI
Claims/Payments

Impact on Ul
Overpayment and
Disqualifications

UI Cost Savings

Table 1.2: REA Study Research Questions

Do REAs improve the likelihood of claimants returning to work during the period
of observation?

Do REAs help claimants achieve more rapid reemployment?

Do REAs change claimants’ labor force attachment? 1f so, how?

Do REAs reduce the duration of Ul claims?

Do REAs reduce the duration of UI benefit weeks?

Are claimants with REAs less likely to exhaust Ul benefits?

Do REAs help identify and/or reduce the overpayment of UI?

Do REAs increase disqualifications of Ul claimants?

Do REAs result in savings for the UI trust fund? If so, how much?

IMPAQ International
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CHAPTER II. STATE REA INITIATIVES

A. INTRODUCTION

In July 2005, ETA requested that IMPAQ provide technical assistance and evaluation services for
the REA Initiative. As part of these activities, IMPAQ provided ETA with detailed documentation
of the REA Initiative in each of the REA-9 study states. In addition, IMPAQ provided support for
the REA-9 study states in developing rigorous evaluation designs. Detailed case studies were
completed in five of the study states: Minnesota, North Dakota, South Carolina, Connecticut, and

Washington.

REA Initiative grantee states followed ETA’s guidelines in designing their Initiatives. Within these
guidelines states tailored their REA Initiative to best meet their needs. As such, there was significant
variation in the design of the REA Initiative across the REA-9 study states. This lack of
standardization complicated the development and implementation of a common data reporting

system.

This chapter describes the key themes that emerged from the evaluation study of the design and
implementation of the REA Initiative. More specifically, the following sections summarize selected
characteristics of the REA-9 study states on two dimensions: (1) organizational design and (2)
operational design. Flowcharts illustrating the implementation of each of the REA-9 states can be
found in Appendix I. Case Study excerpts for Connecticut, South Carolina, and Washington can be
found in Appendix II. Descriptions of Minnesota and North Dakota are incorporated into Chapters

IV and V, respectively.

B. ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS

The organizational design structure of the REA Initiatives varied across the nine study states on a
number of key elements. Summaries of these differences in terms of scope, period of performance,

staffing models, and funding levels are provided below.
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Scope of the Initiatives. Only Connecticut, Ohio and Washington chose to implement their REA
Initiatives statewide. The other six states (California, Florida, Minnesota, Nevada, North Dakota,
and South Carolina) limited REA operations to selected areas of the states to maximize available
REA staff resources. For example, South Carolina initially implemented its REA Initiative in the 10
largest One-Stop Career Centers, based on data that indicated that over 55% of all UI eligibility
reviews were conducted in those centers in prior years. This decision was made to ensure that
enough REA interviews could be scheduled to adequately employ at least one worker per site on a
full-time basis. Similarly, Minnesota chose to focus REA operations in One-Stop Career Centers
located in more densely-populated areas that served the highest number of Ul applicants. This
would concentrate REA staff resources in sites where there was a sufficient REA workload to utilize

at least one-half of a worker’s time.

North Dakota limited implementation of its REA Initiative to the four One-Stop Career Centers
that accounted for 60% of the total statewide UI claimant base (although a smaller office was
piggybacked with one of these sites (Bismarck) to add a rural component to the demonstration).
Nevada conducted REAs in five One-Stop Career Centers located in the Las Vegas and
Reno/Sparks Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), where over 97% of the labor force resided at

that time.’

Period of Petrformance. The period of performance for implementing the REA-Initiative varied
from state to state. On average, the REA-9 study states operated their Initiatives for almost 10%2
months using FY2005 funding. The start and end dates for the REA-9 states are shown in Table
2.1.

> The Carson City One-Stop Career Center was added in FY2006 when that area was designated an MSA.
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Table 2.1: Period of Performance for REA-9 Study States

State Start Date End Date gi?;%tlrn(lj‘tlslonths
California 7/5/05 12/23/05 6
Connecticut 10/4/04 9/30/05 12
Florida 7/1/05 6/30/06 12
Minnesota 4/1/05 3/31/06 12
Nevada 4/1/05 12/30/05 9
North Dakota 4/1/05 6/30/06 14
Ohio 3/10/05 9/30/05 7
South Carolina 5/2/05 12/30/05 8
Washington 7/1/05 9/30/06 14
Average Number of Months 10.44

Staffing. Table 2.2 presents the number of full-time staff positions supported by REA Initiative

grant funds. The number of positions ranged from two in Nevada to over 50 in Washington.

Table 2.2: Number of Full-time Staff Supported by REA Grant Funds

State Number of Full-Time Staff

California 20.2

Connecticut 14

Florida 12

Minnesota 17

Nevada 2

North Dakota 7

Ohio 7.4

South Carolina 10 originally; 20 after 3 months; 30 after 5 months

Washington 32 originally, 52 after 8 months

Note: The staff numbers presented in this table represent full-time staff positions funded
through the REA Initiative grant funds and are not necessarily the total number of
staff performing REA tasks.

REA interviews were conducted by staff whose positions were funded either solely, or in part, by
REA grant funds. Some staff performing REA tasks were also assigned responsibility for providing
other standard One-Stop Career Center services available to all customers, such as customer support
in the resource room, job search workshops, or resume preparation assistance. Time spent on these

other activities was not funded by the REA grant. While staff assigned to REA activities in
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Minnesota reported directly to the state’s UI division, staff performing these functions in most other

states generally reported to the local One-Stop Career Center directors.

The staff chosen to fill the REA positions were selected from among the existing experienced staff
in the local One-Stop Career Centers. Although the background and experience of staff assigned to
conduct REA interviews varied both within and across One-Stop Career Centers, most of the staff
originally selected for the REA positions had either past UI program experience (e.g., processing
claims) or general knowledge and familiarity with UI policies and procedures, as well as some
experience with the Employment Service (ES) program. Staff assigned to REA duties and not
previously cross-trained were provided training to ensure they had the knowledge and skills
necessary to implement REA guidelines and procedures. Table 2.3 indicates the general
classifications of the staff assigned to conduct the REA interviews. As indicated in the table, many
states utilized staff with ES background to conduct the REA interviews. It should be noted,
however, that all staff selected to conduct REA interviews had either UI program experience and/or

were cross-trained.

Table 2.3: Type of Staff Assigned to REA Duties

S WI ES Cross-Trained and/or

UI Background
California v
Connecticut
Florida
Minnesota v
Nevada
North Dakota
Ohio

South Carolina

AN

AN

NSRRI

NEIRIAA

Washington

REA Costs. Table 2.4 presents cost information for four of the REA-9 study states. As indicated
in the table, about two-thirds of anticipated assessments were completed by these states. The

average cost per assessment for these four states was about $81 per assessment.
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Table 2.4: REA Initiative Assessment Costs

Percent of Actual Cost

Assessment = Completed

ETA Funding! Goal Assessments? Goal per ’
Completed Assessment*
Connecticut $746,928 4,182 2,436 58% $307
Minnesota $1,314,448 20,000 10,585 53% $124
North Dakota3 $466,000 4,290 3,171 74% $147
South Carolina $687,581 30,000 23,685 79% $29
Total $3,214,957 58,472 39,877 68% $81

1 Amount provided by ETA to state grantees. The amount does not include additional funding from other sources to
support REA-related activities.

2 This represents actual number of assessments completed; invitations to attend an assessment may be much greater. For
instance, in Minnesota there were 16,962 invitations sent to claimants to attend an REA interview however only 10,585
attended.

3 North Dakota was scheduled to operate their Initiative through 6/30/06. The number of completed assessments are
based on actual completes through 3/31/06 and projected assessments from 4/1/06 through 6/30/06.

4 The actual cost per assessment reflects only ETA funding for state provision of REAs (e.g. start-up and fixed costs, as well
as marginal costs of an REA).

C. OPERATIONAL DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS

The REA-9 study states were provided significant flexibility in designing their Initiatives and, as a
result, developed distinctive operational approaches and strategies that varied considerably, often
building on policies and procedures established for either past or current UI and/or reemployment
programs. This section provides summaries of these procedures for selected operational elements,
including eligibility determination, selection process, notification process, timing of services, REA

components, and number of REA interviews.

Eligibility Determination. The criteria used to determine eligibility for the REA Initiatives varied
somewhat across the REA-9 study states. Six of the study states limited program implementation to
specific geographic areas and One-Stop Career Centers. Consequently, REA eligibility was in part
contingent on residence and assignment to One-Stop Career Centers in those six states. Most of the
study states excluded claimants who were not filing an intrastate claim and those who were required
to look for employment through a union hall. The majority also limited eligibility to those who were
not job-attached and/or did not have a definite return to work date, although a few states (e.g.,
Minnesota) excluded only those claimants who had a return to work date within a specified number
of weeks. South Carolina excluded all employer “filed” or attached claimants. In general, UI

claimants who were otherwise required to register and look for work were considered to be eligible

for REA.
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The timing for determination of REA eligibility also varied across the study states. Some states
(Connecticut, Florida, Nevada and Ohio) did not consider UI claimants to be eligible for REA
selection until the first UI payment had been issued, while others (South Carolina, Washington)
required that the claimant receive UI benefits for a specified number of weeks before becoming
eligible for REA selection. North Dakota claimants were eligible for REA selection at the time the

claim was filed, even prior to UI benefits eligibility determination.

Selection Process. The REA-9 study states employed a variety of strategies for selecting Ul
claimants from their eligible pools for participation in REA. Five of the study states (Connecticut,
Florida, Minnesota, Ohio, and Washington) developed procedures for selecting claimants from the
Worker Profiling and Reemployment Services (WPRS) profiled pools. For example, Connecticut
identified those who were most likely to exhaust benefits. In contrast, Minnesota chose to randomly
select claimants from among those in the second third of the WPRS list because the highest ranked
profiled claimants were already receiving other reemployment services. Since Washington already
provided reemployment services to profiled claimants during the first five weeks of benefit receipt,
Washington’s REA Initiative randomly selected participants from those who continued to collect

benefits beyond week five.

Five states (California, Florida, Minnesota, North Dakota and Washington) devised rigorous random
selection strategies for identifying Ul claimants for REA activities. Three of these states made REA
selections based on the social security numbers (SSNs) of eligible claimants. For example, North
Dakota randomly selected eligible claimants with SSNs ending in 3, 5, or 9 to participate in REA.
Connecticut, Nevada, Ohio, and South Carolina used less rigorous methodologies for selecting REA
participants, thus compromising the state’s ability to rigorously measure the efficacy of the REA

Initiative.

REA Selection Notification. Claimants identified for participation in eight of the REA-9 study
states were notified of their selection by a letter that usually included a time and date to report to the
local One-Stop Career Center for an REA interview. The exception to this was in North Dakota,
where staff attempted to contact each REA selected claimant by telephone, often the day after the
claim was filed. The initial contact was designed to explain the REA Initiative, answer questions,
and schedule an REA appointment. If telephone contact was not immediately made, a notification

letter was then sent to the selected claimant.
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In most states, the notification letter was accompanied by a Ul eligibility review questionnaire and,
in some cases (e.g., Minnesota), a self-assessment form to be completed and brought to the REA
interview. Notification letters also contained information about the consequences of non-

compliance, with statements such as “Failure to attend may result in a delay or denial of benefits.”

Timing of REA Services. The timing of REA service provision in relation to the claimant’s Ul
benefit period also varied among the study states. In Connecticut, prior to the REA Initiative,
claimants who were most likely to exhaust their UI benefits were scheduled for services at some
point during their first eight weeks of UI benefits receipt. Staff reported that most of these services
were provided in week six or seven. Under the REA Initiative, profiled claimants were typically

scheduled for an REA interview in week three or five of their claim.

As described above, REA staff in North Dakota made contact with Ul claimants even eatlier than in
Connecticut. North Dakota previously provided a “baseline” reemployment case management
approach, including eligibility reviews, to all non-job-attached Ul claimants. These claimants were
required to participate in an orientation session within two weeks of filing a claim. Under the REA
Initiative, randomly selected claimants were contacted by phone, in many cases, the day after they
filed for benefits. In some cases, Ul claimants met with an REA interviewer the day following their
initial claim. Conversely, other states (e.g., South Carolina and Washington) did not make contact

with their selected REA participants until five or more weeks after their initial claims.

REA Service Components. The REA grant application guidelines required that states establish
procedures to conduct in-person interviews at One-Stop Career Centers for the purposes of
assessing continuing eligibility for benefits and referrals to reemployment services. Activities to be

provided under the REA Initiative included:

»  Review of Ul eligibility;
=  Provision of labor market information;
»  Development of a work-search plan; and

= Referral to reemployment services and/or training when needed.
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Information collected on the FY2005 REA-9 study states indicates that the activities conducted with
REA participants followed these guidelines.® States developed a comprehensive operational plan for
the delivery of their REA Initiatives that included the components listed above. Written
information and discussions with state administrators and REA staff in local One-Stop Career

Centers confirmed that these components were generally provided during REA interviews.

While REA components were generally provided consistently within a state, there was some
variation in the implementation across local offices. For example, the forms used, the timing and/or
format of the REA interviews, and the strategies used by individual REA staff sometimes varied

across local offices.

Number of REA Interviews. The number of REA interviews or meetings varied across the study
states. Three states provided multiple, in-person REA interviews, while the remaining states
provided single, in-person REA interviews. North Dakota, for example, required REA selected
claimants to meet with REA staff every ten days. Minnesota added a second participant group to its
REA design requiring multiple REA reemployment interviews for this group. Some states required
REA participants to continue to meet with workers in the One-Stop Career Centers until they found
employment. For example, in South Carolina, claimants were required to meet with staff every four
to six weeks until they returned to work or exhausted their benefits. Nevada required one REA in-
person interview; however, additional follow-up interviews could be required if a barrier was

identified or if the work search conducted by the claimant was deemed inadequate.

¢ The one exception to this general finding is that REA staff in local One-Stop Career Centers in South Carolina did not consistently
develop a formal work-search plan for all REA claimants.
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CHAPTERIII. DATA COLLECTION

A. ETA 9128 AND ETA 9129 REPORTS

ETA Field Memorandum No. 17-04, issued on August 12, 2004, informed SWAs to “collect
‘reemployment’ data from all claimants (i.e., claimants participating in the Ul REA project and the
remainder of the claimant population) for comparison of the reemployment rates.” The REA-9
study states were later asked to report these data quarterly using data collection Reports developed
by ETA. Eventually these reports were revised and formalized as the ET'A 9128 and ETA 9129
reports. The ETA 9128: REA Workloads Report includes 22 data elements relating to the REA
interviews scheduled in a given quarter. The ETA 9129: REA Outcomes Report was designed to

serve as the primary source of data for measuring the efficacy of the REA Initiative.

The ETA 9129 includes data elements designed to capture data for two distinct groups of eligible Ul
claimants: the treatment group (i.e. those assigned to receive an REA interview) and the control
group (i.e. all other claimants). This experimental methodology is used to determine impacts by
comparing the outcomes of those who have experienced an intervention with those who have not.
An essential feature of true experiments is the random assignment of targets to the treatment and
control groups. If perfect comparability is achieved in these groups, the same extraneous
confounding factors will be present in both groups. Hence, if the two groups are perfectly
comparable and design effects are minimized, the only difference between them will be attributed to

the intervention itself.

B. STATE DATA REPORTING

During the evaluation period, many of the REA-9 study states indicated that they were having
difficulties complying with the data reporting requirements and anticipated that they would be
delayed or entirely unable to submit either or both reports. States cited a number of reasons for
these difficulties. For example, some states indicated that they did not have funding to create new
automated Management Information Systems (MIS) to collect and report the required data. Other
states reported lack of programming capacity and confusion regarding some of the required data
elements. Still other states indicated that since the REA Initiative was not a permanent program,

revamping their exiting MIS was not an efficient use of the state’s limited resources.
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C.

ALTERNATIVE DATA SOURCES

Since most states were unable to provide the ETA 9129 REA Outcomes report (or the eatlier

version of the outcome report) necessary to assess REA effectiveness, an alternative strategy was

developed. Specifically, state UI administrative records and follow-up interview data were analyzed

to assess effectiveness of the REA Initiative in two states. This report presents the results of two

state-centric assessments (Minnesota and North Dakota) of the REA Initiative.

The following data sources were used to assess the impact of the REA Initiative:

UI Benefits Data. Minnesota and North Dakota provided UI administrative data for all
claimants participating in the FY2005 implementation of the REA Initiative (i.e. the
treatment and comparison group). UI benefits data was used to assess the effects of the

REA Initiative on Ul benefit duration and cost savings to the UI trust fund.

Follow-Up Interview Data. REA states were offered the opportunity to learn more about
their REA Initiative through telephone interviews with REA participants developed and
conducted by IMPAQ’s Survey Center. These telephone interviews were designed to collect
information about REA participation, return to work, withdrawal from the labor force, other
reasons for ceasing to claim UI benefits, and other selected issues of interest to the state.
IMPAQ conducted interviews with claimants in Minnesota, North Dakota, South Carolina,
and Ohio. The interview instruments for the states included in this report’s analysis

(Minnesota and North Dakota) can be found in Appendix III.

In addition to the quantitative data sources described above, qualitative data from each of
the study states were collected. The qualitative data provides information for understanding
the context in which the REA Initiatives operated. Qualitative data were collected using a

variety of techniques:

Mailed Standardized Information Template. Contacts in each of the REA-9 study states
were asked to complete a form to standardize collection of information about their REA
Initiative. The data collection form included questions about program organization, service

goals, REA selection procedures, and REA Initiative activities.
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» Review of Initiative Documentation. IMPAQ) staff gathered and reviewed documentation
including FY2005 grant applications and other materials shared by key state staff (e.g., policy
and/or training manuals, assessment tools, and sample letters mailed to claimants).
Additional information was also collected through follow-up telephone conversations and e-

mail exchanges with staff in most states.

= Site Visits. In-depth process case studies based on site visits to five (Connecticut,
Minnesota, North Dakota, South Carolina and Washington) of the REA-9 study states
provided a richer, more comprehensive picture of the program context, the development
and design of the specific REA model, early implementation experiences, steady-state,
ongoing operations, and successes and challenges for the REA Initiatives in these selected

states.

»  Follow-up phone conference calls and e-mails. Several follow-up contacts with states
were needed to clarify each REA design, as well as the REA comparison group. Often these
contacts involved conference calls with varied REA staff and the exchange of written

descriptions and graphic flowcharts to communicate and clarify the state REA design.
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CHAPTERIV. MINNESOTA REA IMPACT ANALYSIS

A. MINNESOTA REA INITIATIVE

In FY 2005, Minnesota implemented the REA Initiative in 12 of 48 One-Stop Career Centers
(known as WorkForce Centers (WFC)) serving mostly the urban areas of Minneapolis/St. Paul,
Duluth, and St. Cloud. Since Wagner-Peyser Act funds were already available for serving claimants
whose profiling scores were high (i.e., those in the top third), the REA Initiative was designed to
serve the middle third of profiled claimants. Thus, the Minnesota REA Initiative did not serve
claimants who were the most likely to exhaust their UI benefits or the least likely to exhaust Ul

benefits; rather, the Minnesota REA Initiative was designed to serve those in the middle.

REA differs from other services already offered in Minnesota. Specifically, REA provides more in-
depth, individualized attention to claimants selected for REA than for other claimants. The typical

REA interview lasted about 20 minutes; in contrast, other claimants receive only an average of three
minutes of individual attention in the form of a brief consultation with a staff person at the end of a

group orientation.

This chapter presents Minnesota’s comparison group design, the research questions addressed, the
data used in the impact analysis, UI and employment impacts of the REA Initiative, and claimants’

perception of REA services.

B. REA PROCESS AND COMPARISON GROUP DESIGN

Minnesota designed a rigorous random assighment process to select REA treatment and control
group members. The diagram in Figure 4.1 describes the operational process and program
components of the Minnesota REA Initiative. Specifically, claimants in the target profiling score
range with a Social Security Number (SSN) that ended with a “6” were assigned to the control group

(©). Claimants who were assigned to the control group did not participate in REA.
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Figure 4.1: The Minnesota REA Process

The Minnesota REA Initiative implemented the following steps:

1. Unemployed person filed for Ul benefits, claimant was assigned a profiling score at initial
filing. There was a one-week waiting period between initial claim and eligibility for benefits.
The claimant received the first UI benefit check in the second or third week after initial
claim.

2. On a weekly basis, claimants were selected for potential participation in the REA Initiative.
A claimant was eligible for participation if:

= Claimant’s local WorkForce Center (WFC) was participating in REA;

= Claimant’s profile score was in a specified middle range, which remained constant
throughout the REA Initiative; and

* Claimant’s Social Security number (SSN) ended in a digit other than 6.

Enrollment goals for each WFC were defined and each WFC selected claimants to
participate in REA to meet enrollment goals. Claimant was subject to selection for eight
weeks.

3. Claimants with SSNs ending in “6” and some non-monetary issue on their claims were
assigned to the control group.

4. Among all other claimants, active claims were checked to see if there was a hold or denial
on the claim. If so, the claimant was not assigned to either REA treatment group. If there
was no hold or denial due to a non-monetary determination issue on the active claim and
the payment status was active, then the claimant was selected to be a participant in one of
the REA treatment groups.

5. Claimant randomly assigned to either Treatment 1 (single REA interview) or Treatment 2
(multiple REA interviews*) based on the last digit of the SSN.

6. Scheduling letters were sent the same day as random assignment. Interviews were
scheduled for calendar week following receipt of the letter, typically during the third week
of the claim (on average, 14 days after the claim was filed).

7. If claimant did not show up to scheduled REA interview, the WFC determined if there was
good cause for missing the interview. If so, a rescheduling letter was sent. If claimant
missed the second scheduled REA interview without good cause, the UI Customer Service
Center was notified about refusal to participate. The UI Customer Service Centers (there
are 2 in the state) are call centers which are the centralized units for handling UI matters.
The Center notified the claimant of denial of benefits unless the claimant attended the REA
interview. If the claimant still did not respond, benefits were denied indefinitely.

*REA Treatment Group 2 members could receive up to four interviews altogether, at the
rate of approximately one per month.
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Claimant’s whose SSN ended with a “07, “3”, “4”, “5” or “9” were eligible to be assigned to the T'1
treatment group (i.e., single REA interview); claimants whose SSN ended with a “1,” “27, “7” or “8”
were eligible to be assigned to the T2 treatment group (i.e., multiple REA interviews). However,
before a claimant could be assigned to either the T1 or T2 groups, several criteria must have been

met:

= Claim status was active;

= Payment status was active;

» Had some non-monetary determination on the applicant’s account;

» Did not have a hold on their claims due to a non-monetary determination issue;

» Did not have a denial on their claims due to a non-monetary determination; and

» Initial claim date must have been eight weeks or less from the current date (i.e., selection

date).

Only claimants who met all of these criteria were eligible to be selected into one of the treatment
groups. In addition, if an eligible claimant was not selected during the first week after filing a claim,
the claimant was removed from the selection pool. Control group members were not subject to the

same selection criteria.

Claimants who were selected for one of the treatment groups (T1 or T2) were sent a
scheduling/invitation letter on the same day as the random assignment was made. REA interviews
were typically scheduled during the calendar week following receipt of the letter (on average, 14 days
after the claim was filed). If the claimant did not show up for the scheduled REA interview, the
WFEC determined if there was a good cause for missing the interview. If so, a rescheduling letter was
sent. If the claimant missed a second scheduled REA interview without good cause, WFC staff
informed the state’s UI Customer Service Center (CSC) of the claimant’s refusal to participate. The
CSC notified the claimant that they would be denied UI benefits unless they attended the REA

interview. If the claimant still did not respond, benefits were denied indefinitely.

C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

To assess whether the REA Initiative achieved its goals, the following research questions were

investigated:
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1) Impact on Ul-related Outcomes (claims, payments, exhaustions and overpayments)

a) Does REA reduce the average number of weeks claimed? If so, by how much?

b) Does REA reduce the average number of weeks compensated? If so, by how much?
c) Does REA reduce the total payments t0 claimants? If so, by how much?

d) Are claimants with REA less likely to exhaust Ul benefits? If so, by how much?

e) Does REA help identify the overpayment incidence of UI? If so, how much
overpayment has been identified by REA?

2) Claimants’ Perception of REA

a) How helpful is the REA interview process?
b) What is the most useful part of the REA interview process?

3) Impact on Employment-related Outcomes

a) Does REA improve the likelithood of returning to work within six months?
b) Are claimants with REA more likely to take a lower-paid job?

¢) Does REA change claimants’ labor force attachment (hours worked)? If so, by how
much?

D. DATA COLLECTION AND PROCESSING EFFORTS

The data sources shown in Table 4.1 were used to address these research questions. Specifically, UL
administrative data were used to investigate the impact of REA on Ul-related outcomes;
information collected in follow-up interviews from REA participants were used to study claimants’
perception of the REA services; and, follow-up interview data were used to assess REA impact on

employment-related outcomes.

Table 4.1: Data Sources Used in Impact Analysis

REA Outcomes Analysis Data Source

Ul-related outcomes UI Administrative Data
Claimants’ Perception of REA Follow-up Interview Data
Employment-related Outcomes Follow-up Interview Data
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UI Administrative Data. Minnesota provided IMPAQ multiple administrative data files including
demographic, claim, payment, overpayment, and quarterly wage data records, among others. These
data records contained information on all UI claimants in the state. The administrative data files
were then merged with 15,821 records of individuals who were assigned to either the Control group
(O), the Single Treatment group (T'1), or the Multiple Treatment group (T2). A series of sample
selection procedures were then followed to create comparable treatment and control group analytical

files for the impact analysis:

a) Since Minnesota did not implement random assignment prior to May 22, 2005, all claimants
who filed an initial claim before this date were eliminated;

b) To ensure that a full benefit year was available for everyone in the analysis sample, claimants
who filed their initial claim after December 31, 2005 were eliminated;

c) Only claims with matching payment data in the payment file were retained;
d) Only claims with some non-monetary issue on the applicant’s account were retained;

e) Only control group members with no denial in one of the first 8 weeks of their claim were
retained in the control group sample.”’

After applying these procedures, the final analytical sample contained 5,898 UI claimants:

» 544 (9.2%) were in the C group;
= 3,038 (51.5%) were in the T1 group (single REA interview); and
= 2,316 (39.3%) were in the T2 group (multiple REA interviews).

Follow-up Interview Data. To obtain employment-related outcomes, follow-up interviews were
attempted with 6,000 randomly selected REA sample members equally distributed among the C, T'1
and T2 groups (See Appendix III for the interview instruments.) As of February 1, 2007, 2,734
interviews were completed, for a response rate of approximately 50 percent. All claimants were
interviewed at least three months after filing their initial claims. The elapsed time between the claim
date and the follow-up interview ranged from 3 to 19 months. On average, claimants in the C group
were interviewed 7.9 months after filing an initial claim, claimants in the T'1 group were reached 9.9

months after their claim, and claimants in the T2 group were reached 8.2 months after their initial

This step was necessary since T1 and T2 group members had to meet a seties of critetia before they were eligible for assignment to
REA. In contrast, control group members were selected the week after filing a claim without consideration of the same criteria as
for the treatment group members (i.e., selection was based on their SSNs only). This adjustment improved the comparability of the
treatment and control groups, although it may not entirely remove the disparity in the selection process.
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claims. Figure 4.2 displays the time elapsed between initial claim date and the follow-up interview

date for each sample group.

Figure 4.2: Time Elapsed Between the Initial Claim Date and Follow-Up Interview Date
(N =2,734)
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With an overall response rate of approximately 50 percent, there is a danger that the respondent
sample may differ from the original REA sample. Table 4.2 presents an analysis of the differences
between the full sample and respondent sample. T-tests were performed to assess whether the

respondent sample was statistically different from the full sample.

As shown in Table 4.2, respondents were, on average, 2.3 years older than the REA population. In
addition, the follow-up interview sample includes fewer minorities and a higher proportion of
college graduates. In summary, the respondent sample differs from the full REA population on a

number of demographic characteristics.

Since some respondents were interviewed eatly in their unemployment spell, while others were
interviewed later in their spell, the timing of the interview may also affect the results. To overcome
this potential bias, the analysis for employment-related outcomes was limited to those who were
followed-up at least six months after their initial claims. The resulting sample has 2,044 claimants,

with 574 (28.1%) in the C group, 862 (42.2%) in the T1 group, and 608 (29.8%) in the T2 group.
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Table 4.2: Minnesota REA Population and Follow-up Interviewees

Demographic Characteristics Full Sample Inerviews
Completed
Mean Age at the Time of Initial Claim 38.2 40.5%%F
29 or younger 29.0% 220/%Hx
30 - 45 42.5% 41.5%
46 - 55 19.7% 2419k
56 - 65 8.1% 11.5%0%*
Above 65 0.8% 0.9%
Gender (1, male; 0, female) 50.9% 50.7%
Race
White 76.0% 80.7%0***
Black 15.6% 11.4%k*
Other 8.4% 7.9%
Hispanic 2.9% 2.5%
Education
High school dropout 9.4% 7.200%Hk
High school graduate 37.7% 33.3%0%*
Some college 33.6% 34.6%
College graduate 16.1% 20.3%0%**
Postgraduate 3.3% 4.6%0%H*
Sample Size (N) 6,000 2,734

Notes:

1. The full sample was randomly selected from the REA contact list sent by MN.
2. Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.

E. RESULTS

Both UI administrative data and REA follow-up interview data were used to address the research
questions posed above. Administrative data were used to analyze Ul-related outcomes and follow-

up interview data were used to study the employment-related outcomes.

Sample Profiles. The resulting UI administrative data sample has 5,898 claimants who filed initial

claims between May 15, 2005 and December 31, 2005. Table 4.3 presents the sample demographic,
economic, and other characteristics. Specifically, column (1) provides the characteristics for the full
sample; columns (2) through (4) provide the characteristics of the C, T1 and T2 groups respectively;

and column (5) provides the means for a group with T1 and T2 combined. T-tests were performed
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to compare the differences between the treatment groups and the control group. The asterisks next

to the values denote the statistical significance level of the differences.

In general, the results indicate that treatment group members are similar to the control group
members on most characteristics: mean age, gender, race, educational attainment, citizenship,
veteran status, disability status, job tenure (years in current occupation) and annual hours worked for
years 2004, 2005 and 2006. Some slight differences, however, were observed. For example, (a)
there were fewer treatment group members in the younger age category (29 or younger), but more
treatment group members in the age category 30-45, as compared to the control group members; (b)
there were fewer Hispanic treatment group members; (c) the treatment groups earned more on
average in 2004 and 2005; and (d) treatment group members were slightly more likely to exhaust

their benefits (based on the profiling score).

In Table 4.4, we present a similar comparison of control and treatment group members’
characteristics for the follow-up interview sample. The results in this table indicate that the C, T1,
and T2 samples were very similar: there were no statistical differences in demographic
characteristics. Slight differences, however, were observed in hours worked, earnings, and profiling
scores. In Table 4.5, we present the overall sample sizes used for assessing Ul-related outcomes (UL
administrative data) and employment-related outcomes (follow-up interview data). Specifically, for
assessing Ul-related outcomes, we used administrative data on 5,898 claimants. For assessing
employment-related outcomes and customers’ perception of REA services, we used survey data

from 2,044 claimants.
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Table 4.3: Socio-Economic Characteristics
Minnesota REA Study Sample — by Treatment Status
(UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Sample Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics

Mean Age at the Time of Filing a Claim 38.1 37.4 38.2 38.1 38.1
29 or younger 28.8% 32.2% 28.9% 27.8%%* 28.4%*
30 - 45 43.8% 39.6% 43.2% 45.6%** 44.200%*
46 - 55 21.9% 21.8% 19.2% 18.0%0** 18.8%*
56 - 65 7.6% 6.3% 7.5% 8.0% 7.7%
Above 65 0.8% 0.0% 1.1%** 0.6%* 0.9%0**
Gender (1, male; 0, female) 51.0% 50.6% 51.1% 51.1% 51.1%
Race
White (1, yes; 0, no) 76.4% 74.6% 75.4% 75.8% 75.6%
Black (1, yes; 0, no) 15.5% 15.6% 15.2% 15.4% 15.3%
Other (1, yes; 0, no) 8.2% 8.9% 8.0% 7.7% 7.9%
Hispanic (1, yes; 0, no) 3.1% 5.1% 3.3%* 2.4%* 2.9%%*
Education
Highschool dropout (1, yes; 0, no) 8.6% 10.0% 8.5% 8.3% 8.4%
Highschool graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 36.1% 40.1% 35.8%%* 35.5%* | 35.7%%*
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 34.3% 29.6% 34.0%**F | 35.8%*** | 34.8%0%*
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 17.1% 16.7% 17.2% 17.0% 17.1%
Postgraduate (1, yes; 0, no) 4.0% 3.7% 4.4% 3.5% 4.0%
Citizen (1, yes; 0, no) 95.5% 95.4% 95.6% 95.3% 95.5%
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) 7.0% 6.4% 6.8% 7.2% 7.0%
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) 4.1% 5.0% 4.2% 3.7% 4.0%
Economic and Other Characteristics
Total Yearly Wage 2004 ($) 29,768 27,316 | 30,101%F* | 29,906%+* | 30,017%%+*
Total Yearly Wage 2005 ($) 27,241 24946 | 27,3000k | 27,703k | 27 474%4k
Total Yeatly Wage 2006 ($) 24,747 23,953 24,784 24,888 24,830
Total Hours Worked 2004 1,565 1,550 1,570 1,561 1,566
Total Hours Worked 2005 1,409 1,398 1,415 1,406 1,410
Total Hours Worked 2006 1,374 1,393 1,387 1,353 1,372
Profiling Score 0.313 0.307 0.313%F | 0.314%6x | (.313%%k
iob Tenure iiears in Current Occuiationi 8.9 8.7 8.8 9.1 8.9
) 5 5,898 544 3,038 2,316 5,354
Number of Claimants 100.0%) | ©2%) | 615%) | (393%) | (90.8%)
Note:

Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
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Table 4.4: Socio-Economic Characteristics
Minnesota REA Follow-up Interview Respondents — by Treatment Status
(UI Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Sample Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics

Mean age at the time of filing a claim 40.5 41.0 40.2 40.4 40.3
29 or younger 22.0% 20.5% 22.3% 23.3% 22.8%
30 - 45 41.5% 41.7% 43.8% 38.8% 41.3%
46 - 55 24.1% 24.8% 21.6% 26.2% 23.8%
56 - 65 11.5% 12.2% 11.8% 10.3% 11.1%
Above 65 0.9% 0.8% 0.5% 1.5% 1.0%
Gender (1 = male; 0 = female) 50.7% 51.4% 50.5% 50.1% 50.3%
Race
White (1, yes; 0, no) 80.7% 81.1% 81.3% 79.6% 80.5%
Black (1, yes; 0, no) 11.4% 10.7% 11.5% 12.0% 11.7%
Other (1, yes; 0, no) 7.9% 8.3% 7.3% 8.2% 7.7%
Hispanic (1, yes; 0, no) 2.5% 2.6% 2.7% 2.2% 2.5%
Education
High school dropout (1, yes; 0, no) 7.2% 8.1% 7.0% 6.5% 6.8%
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 33.3% 33.3% 34.9% 31.5% 33.2%
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 34.6% 33.3% 34.6% 35.9% 35.2%
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 20.3% 20.4% 19.7% 20.8% 20.3%
Postgraduate (1, yes; 0, no) 4.7% 5.0% 3.8% 5.3% 4.5%
Citizen (1, yes; 0, no) 95.8% 95.6% 96.2% 95.7% 96.0%
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) 8.1% 8.2% 8.1% 7.9% 8.0%
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) 4.6% 4.6% 4.3% 4.8% 4.5%
Economic and Other Characteristics
Annual Earnings in 2004 ($) 32,205 32,541 31,868 32,222 32,038
Annual Earnings in 2005 ($) 30,792 31,999 30,852 29,471%* | 30,197+
Annual Earnings in 2006 ($) 27,134 26,940 26,363 28,223 27,232
Annual Hours Worked in 2004 1,588 1,610 1,572 1,583 1,577
Annual Hours Worked in 2005 1,474 1,518 1,472 1,430%%* 1,452%*
Annual Hours Worked in 2006 1,357 1,335 1,339 1,401* 1,368
Profiling Score 0.32 0.33 0.32%* 0.32%%% 0.32+*
iob Tenure (Yrs in Current Occuiation) 10.3 10.5 10.3 10.2 10.2
Sample Size (N/(%)) (1?)’07.?);0) (32.022/0) (3;7040/0) (32220/0) (616’?;;50)
Note:
Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ¥ P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
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Table 4.5: Analytical Samples for the Minnesota REA Impact Evaluation
(Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Sample Size
T f Out
ype of Outcomes Full T1 T2 T1 & T2
Sample

Ul-related Outcomes

Ul Administrative Dat: >898 >+ 058 - S
TETE | 000w | 02%) | 615%) | (39.2%) | (90.8%)

Employment-related Outcomes

Fol Intervicw Dat 2,044 574 862 608 1,470
OTOWTUP EVIEW AR 00,000 | @81%) | @220 | 9.8%) | 71.9%)

Ul-related Outcomes. This section analyzes the impact of REA on: duration of UI claims,
duration of UI benefit weeks, total payments, likelihood of exhausting UI benefits, and

overpayments. In this analysis, these outcomes were operationalized as:

»  Duration of UI claim — Number of weeks claimed during the benefit year;

»  Duration of UI benefit weeks — Number of weeks claimed and compensated during the
benefit year;

«  Total payment — Total payments on initial claim account;

»  Exhaustion of benefits — Balance in the claim account equal to zero for claims with valid
monetary status;

»  Overpayments — Percentage of claims with overpayment; amount of overpayments among
initial claims with some overpayment detected; and number of overpayment weeks among

initial claims with some overpayment detected.

Table 4.6 presents the profiles of Minnesota’s REA study participants. Claimants in the full sample,
on average, claimed Ul for about 17 weeks and were paid for about 14 weeks, receiving an average
of $3,956 in total payments. About 32% of claimants exhausted their Ul benefits during the benefit
year. Among the 14.8% of claim accounts with overpayments detected, the average number of

weeks of overpayment was six with an overpayment amount of $1,446, on average.
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Table 4.6: UI Profiles of the Minnesota REA Claimants — by Treatment Status
(UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Per Claimant

Claims and Payments
Number of weeks claimed 16.7 17.0 16.9 16.4 16.6
Number of weeks claimed and compensated 14.0 14.6 14.2 13.7 14.0
Total payments ($) $3,956 $4,054 $4,010 $3,860 $3,946
Exhaustion
Likelihood of exhausting Ul benefits® 31.5% 33.1% 32.8% 29.4% 31.3%
Overpayment
% with some overpayment during the benefit year 14.8% 18.2% 14.5% 14.4% 14.5%
Amount of overpayment among initial claims with overpayment (§) $1,446 $1,520 $1,428 $1,446 $1,436
Number of overpayment weeks among initial claims with overpayment 5.9 6.8 5.9 5.7 5.8
- /0 /"]
Sample Size (N(%%)) (15632)2/0) (9?;;) (53 1’.0;;3) (32933102) (95(,).385‘;‘0)

Note:

To estimate the impact of REA on Ul-related outcomes, we estimated differences in means between
treatment and controls. These mean differences reflect the unadjusted impact of REA. To enhance
the accuracy of the impact estimates, we also estimated impacts using multivariate regression
analysis. In the regressions, we controlled for a series of claimants’ characteristics including:
demographic characteristics (age, gender, race, ethnicity, and education), veteran status, disability

status, number of eligible claim weeks allowed, and county-level quarterly unemployment rate in

2004 and 2005.

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) was used for estimating continuous outcomes; and probit regressions
were used for estimating dichotomous outcomes. Table 4.7 provides the bivariate (unadjusted)
estimates, as well as the multivariate (adjusted) impact estimates. The results indicate that both

bivariate (difference in means) and multivariate analysis produce similar impact estimates.

The results presented in Table 4.7 indicate that T1 (single REA) did not have a significant impact on
most Ul-related outcomes. Nonetheless, T1 did reduce the likelihood of overpayment by 3.5
percentage points. This statistically significant result is similar to the reduction of 3.8 percentage
points estimated for T2. Since the T1 and T2 groups received a different REA but the same REA

letter, this result suggests that the letter itself may have had an impact on overpayments. That is,
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receipt of the REA letter may have led treatment group members to claim benefits more accurately,

thus, reducing the likelihood of an overpayment.

The regression-adjusted impact estimates for T2 indicate that multiple REAs significantly reduced:

» The number of weeks claimed (0.9 weeks);
» The number of weeks claimed and compensated (1.2 weeks);
= The likelihood of having exhausted Ul benefits (3.7 percentage points); and

The likelihood of having an overpayment (3.8 percentage points).

All of these impacts are statistically significant at the 90% level (p < 0.1). The details of the

multivariate analysis for multiple REAs on various outcomes are presented in Appendix IV.
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Table 4.7: Summary of the Minnesota REA Impact on Ul-related Outcomes — By Treatment Status
(UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Impact (Multivariate Analysis)

Difference in Means (Bivariate Analysis)
Per Claimant M @ 3) ) E ©) ) ®
(T1& T2)-C| T2-T1 (T1& T2)-C| T2-T1
Claims and Payments
Number of weeks claimed -0.1 -0.6 -0.3 -0.5% -0.5 -0.9% -0.7 -0.5
Number of weeks claimed and compensated -0.4 -0.9%* -0.6% -0.5%* -0.7 -1.2%% -0.9%* -0.4
Total payments ($) $169 $54 $119 $115 $13 -$100 -$38 -$111
Exhaustion
Likelihood of exhausting UT benefits -0.4% -3.7%%* -1.9% -3.3Ytk -0.6% -3.7%* -2.0% =349
Overpayment
Y% with some overpayment during the benefit year -3.7%0%* -3.8%0%* -3.7%/%Fx -0.1% -3.5%0%* -3.8%0%* -3.6%0%* -0.2%
Amount of overpayment among initial claims with overpayment (§) -$92 -$75 -$85 $17 -$99 -$82 -$83 $5
Number of overpayment weeks among initial claims with overpayment -0.9% -1.0* -1.0* -0.1 -0.9 -0.9 -0.8 -0.1
Note:
1. Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
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REA Timing. As seen in Figure 4.3, the elapsed time between the claim date and the date of the

REA interview ranged from 1 week to 10 weeks. A majority of treatment group members had their

first REA interview in weeks 3 through 5 following their initial claim. Those in T2 who attended a

second interview generally had the second interview between weeks 8 and 10 after filing an initial

claim. Thus, based on these timing results, it appears that the REA Initiative was implemented as

designed in Minnesota.

Figure 4.3: Time Elapsed Between UI Claim and the REA Interview Date

(T1 and T2 - 1% interview)
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Claimants’ Perceptions of REA. The follow-up REA interview also collected information on the
REA participants’ view of the REA process. The questionnaire included questions on participants’
overall impressions of the REA process, as well as of some specific aspects of the process. In
general, a majority of the Minnesota REA participants had a favorable impression of the REA
process and viewed the process positively (very helpful or somewhat helpful). Table 4.8 provides a
tabulation of responses of REA treatment group members who actually attended the interview.

Figure 4.4 graphically summarized these responses.

As indicated in Figure 4.4, approximately 60% of those who attended an REA interview thought
that the self-assessment form was helpful. More than 70% viewed the work search plan and
referrals to other agencies/services as positive. Over 70% also had a positive overall impression of
the REA process. These results were consistent for both the single treatment (T'1) and multiple
treatment groups (T2), with the multiple REA recipients reporting a slightly higher level of
satisfaction. Despite their very positive assessment of the REA process, only about 20% of REA

participants reported that the REA process helped them to return to work more quickly.
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Table 4.8: REA Participants’ Perception of REA Interview Process — by Treatment Status
(Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Claimants' Perception of the Single Multiple Total
. ota
REA Interview Process REA REAs
How helpful was completing the self-assessment
evaluating job search skills? (E2)
Very helpful 14.3% 14.9% 14.6%
Somewhat helpful 47.5% 46.9% 47.2%
Not at all helpful 38.3% 38.2% 38.2%
Number of Responses 651 571 1,222
How helpful was completing the work search plan?
(E5)
Very helpful 20.3% 21.4% 20.9%
Somewhat helpful 49.5% 52.0% 50.7%
Not at all helpful 30.3% 26.6% 28.4%
Number of Responses 459 481 940
How helpful was community job search agencies or
services you were referred to? (E7)
Very helpful 26.6% 24.8% 25.7%
Somewhat helpful 45.4% 50.2% 47.7%
Not at all helpful 28.0% 25.0% 26.6%
Number of Responses 485 452 937
Overall, how helpful were the REA interview(s)? (E9)
Very helpful 26.3% 27.1% 26.7%
Somewhat helpful 45.6% 45.2% 45.4%
Not at all helpful 28.1% 27.6% 27.9%
Number of Responses 704 630 1,334
Overall, do you think the interview helped you return to
work...? (E10)
More quickly 19.1% 22.3% 20.6%
Delayed 2.3% 3.6% 2.9%
No effect 78.6% 74.2% 76.5%
Number of Responses 692 620 1,312
Which part of the interview process was the most helpful
to you in trying to return to work? (ES8)
Self-assessment 21.4% 18.2% 19.8%
Work search plan 18.6% 21.2% 19.8%
Referrals to other agencies/services 15.5% 13.5% 14.5%
Some other part 8.9% 7.9% 8.5%
None of the interview process was helpful 35.7% 39.2% 37.4%
Number of Responses 684 617 1,301
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Figure 4.4: Minnesota Claimants’ Perception of REA Interview(s)
Helpfulness of REA Component
(Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Percentage

B Single REA
= Multiple REAs

u Total

REA Components

Employment-related Outcomes. The follow-up interviews with claimants also included questions
about their employment status following their initial claims. The interview included questions on
whether the claimant found a job; the wage rate and hours worked per week on that first job after
filing a claim; and the wage rate and hours worked per week on the job at the time of the follow-up

interview.

Table 4.9 presents the employment profiles of the Minnesota Ul follow-up interview respondents.
On average, for all claimants in the sample, 54% returned to work within 6 months of their initial

claims with an hourly wage of $16.20 (on first job after claim) and were working almost 38 hours a
week. The hourly wage on the job at the time of the follow-up interview was slightly higher, about

$16.60, and respondents worked 38.2 hours a week.
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Table 4.9: Employment Outcome Means — by Treatment Status
(UI Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Employment Outcomes

Probability of returning to work w/in 6 months of initial claims 54.4% 52.6% 52.3% 59.2% 55.1%
Houtly wage at first job found w/in 6 months of initial claims ($) $16.20 $16.40 $16.30 $15.90 $16.10
Hours worked pet wk at first job w/in 6 months of initial claims 37.8 37.0 38.4 37.7 38.2
Hourly wage on the job at the time of the follow-up interview (§) $16.60 $16.60 $16.80 $16.50 $16.70
Hours worked per week on the job at the time of the follow-up interview 38.2 37.2 39.1 38.0 38.6
.
Sample Size (N(%)) a (1)69.8?/0) (22.32%/0) (4222/0) (23.%%/0) (711’?;50)

Note:

1. Includes only claimants who were followed-up at least six months after their initial claims.

IMPAQ International Page 34 REA Study Final Report



Table 4.10 presents estimates of REA impacts on employment outcomes based on both bivariate
and multivariate analysis. In general, REA appears more effective for the T2 group. For the T2
group (multiple REA interviews), REA increased the percentage of claimants who returned to work
by 5.6 percentage points; there was no impact for the T1 group. While single REA had no impact
on the likelihood of returning to work and hourly wages, it did increase claimants’ hours worked per
week both at the first job found within 6 months of initial claims and the job at the time of the

follow-up interview (1.5 hours and 2.5 hours per week, respectively).

F. ANALYTIC ISSUES

The Minnesota REA impact analysis found that REA reduced the duration of UI benefit weeks.
The findings also indicate that REA helped claimants to return to work earlier in their UI claim
spell. These results and the finding that REA reduced the incidence of overpayment and number of

overpayment weeks suggest that the REA Initiative achieved its objectives.

While these results are highly suggestive, a number of analytical issues limit our confidence in these

results. Specifically,

=  While we believe that our efforts to create matching treatment and control groups have
made the groups more comparable, further work is required to eliminate all potential

differences between the groups.

= Our analysis covered only the early implementation period of REA in Minnesota. It would
be instructive to assess the impact of the REA Initiative in a later period; that is, when the

Minnesota REA Initiative reaches steady-state.
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Table 4.10: Employment Impacts - by Treatment Status
(UI Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative) '

Difference in Means (Bivariate Analysis) Impact (Multivariate Analysis)

Employment Outcomes
T1-C T2-C (T1+T2)-C T2-T1 T1-C T2-C (T1+T2)-C T2-T1
-0.4% 06.6%0** 2.5% 6.9%0%¥* -2.1% 5.6%0* 1.1% 7.7%0%x*

Probability of Returning to Work w/in 6 Months of Initial Claims

Hourly Wage at First Job Found w/in 6 Months of Initial Claims (§) -$0.1 -$0.4 -$0.2 -$0.4 $0.5 $0.4 $0.4 -$0.2
Hours Worked per Week at First Job w/in 6 Months of Initial Claims 1.5%* 0.7 1.1% -0.7 1.9% 1.3 1.5% -0.7
Hourly Wage on the Job at the Time of the Follow-up Interview (§) $0.2 -$0.1 $0.1 -$0.3 $0.5 $0.6 $0.6 -$0.3
Hours Worked per Week on the Job at the Time of the Follow-up Interview 1.9 | 0.8 | 1.4%* | I O S Il 1.0 | 1.8%* | 12

Note:
1. Includes only claimants who were followed-up at least six months after their initial claims.
2. Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
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CHAPTER V. NORTH DAKOTA REA IMPACT ANALYSIS

A. NORTH DAKOTA REA INITIATIVE

The REA Initiative in North Dakota is known as WorkFirst. WorkFirst was implemented in a total
of 5 sites: Bismarck, Fargo, Grand Forks, Minot, and Ft. Yates (a rural Indian reservation). Prior to
the implementation of WorkFirst, all non-job attached Ul claimants were required to participate in
eligibility reviews and to receive reemployment services. As a result, the WorkFirst did not
dramatically alter existing services. WorkFirst did, however, provide more intensive services than
were provided prior to the introduction of WorkFirst. For example, relative to other claimants,

WorkFirst claimants:

« Are contacted earlier (typically within one day of filing versus two weeks);
= Are contacted by telephone (versus mail);

»  Have more frequent and more intensive contact (every 2 weeks versus every 4 weeks).

The REA Initiative in North Dakota recruited nearly 2,000 UI claimants who filed a new claim
between April 2005 and May 2006. The random selection resulted in 30 percent of claimants

assigned to the treatment group and 70 percent of the claimants assigned to the control group.

B. REA PROCESS AND COMPARISON GROUP DESIGN

North Dakota implemented a streamlined rigorous random assignment process. Figure 5.1 illustrates
the operational process and program components of the North Dakota REA Initiative. A claimant

was eligible for the REA treatment group if he/she was:

= Not job attached;
» Not a union membet;

Not a Federal or military employee;
» Not an inter-state claimant; and

» Had a work search requirement indicator.
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Figure 5.1: North Dakota REA Process

The North Dakota REA Initiative implemented the following steps:

Unemployed person filed for Ul benefits. WPRS occurred immediately. There was a one-
week waiting period between separation and eligibility for benefits. The claimant received the
first UI benefit check in the second or third week after initial claim.

REA eligibility was determined. A claimant was eligible if he/she:

= Resided in one of five sites: Bismarck, Fargo, Grand Forks, Minot, Ft. Yates;
= Was not job attached;

= Was not a union member;

= Had a work search indicator of 2 or more;

= Was not a federal or military employee; and

= Was not an inter-state claimant.

All claimants with social security numbers ending in “3,” “5,” or “9” were randomly assigned
to receive REA services. The REA was scheduled within two days of claim, and the claimant
was required to come in for the REA three days later, so the REA interview occurred five days
after initial claim. Claimants with SSNs ending in other numbers were assigned to the REA
control group.

For claimants in the treatment group, a first contact by phone was made within one day of
filing — mail contact if necessary;

Claimants came in for orientation, skills assessment, employment plan development, and an
online resume writing course, within 24 hours, if possible; and

Reemployment reviews were conducted every 10 days.

Missed appointments were rescheduled as needed, though a stop payment was put on a claim until
claimant attended appointment.

For claimants in the control group,

First contact was made by letter within five days of filing;

Claimants had group orientation, skills assessment, employment plan development, and built
their resume online; and

Reemployment reviews were conducted at least once every 4 weeks.

Unemployed
1. | person files for Ul
benefits

Eligible for
REA project?

Yes

Random
Assignment
(SSNs)

Treatment Group

Control Group

'

Contact claimant | Within one day of filing

claim by phone

Orientation,
Assessment,
Employment Plan,
resume online

I

Reemployment
Review

|

Five workshops on
reemployment

'

Verify employer
contacts

l

7. | Contact claimant

|

Orientation,
Assessment,
Employment Plan,
resume online

|

9 Reemployment
’ Review

Within five days
of filing by mail

Group review at least
once every four weeks

IMPAQ International Page 38

REA Study Final Report




After this screening, claimants with Social Security Numbers (SSN) ending by 3, 5, or 9 were

assigned to the REA treatment group; all other claimants were assigned to the REA control group.

Claimants who were selected for the treatment group were contacted by telephone within one day of
filing. REA interviews were typically scheduled within 24 hours of this initial contact. Missed
appointments were rescheduled as needed, though stop-payments were put on claims until the
claimant attended the REA interview. Reemployment reviews were scheduled every ten days if the

claimant remained unemployed.

C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

To assess whether the North Dakota REA Initiative achieved its goals, the following research

questions were investigated:

1) Impact on Ul-related Outcomes (claims and payments)

a) Does REA reduce the average number of weeks compensated? If so, by how much?

b) Does REA reduce the total payments t0 claimants? If so, by how much?
2) Claimants’ Perception of REA

a) How helpful was the REA interview process?
b) What was the most useful part of the REA process?

3) Impact on Employment-related Outcomes

a) Does REA improve the likelithood of claimants returning to work within six months?
b) Are claimants with REA more likely to take a lower-paid job?

¢) Does REA change claimants’ labor force attachment (hours worked)? If so, by how
much?

D. DATA COLLECTION AND CLEANING EFFORTS

To address these research questions, the data sources illustrated in Table 5.1 were used. Specifically,
UI administrative data were used to investigate the impact of REA on Ul-related outcomes;
information collected in follow-up interviews from program participants were used to study
claimants’ perception of the REA Initiative; and follow-up interview data were used to assess REA

impact on employment outcomes.
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Table 5.1: Data Sources Used in Impact Analysis

REA Outcomes Analysis Data Source ‘
Ul-related outcomes UI Administrative Data

Claimants’ Perception of REA Follow-up Interview Data
Employment-related Outcomes Follow-up Interview Data

UI Administrative Data. North Dakota provided Ul administrative records for all REA sample
members. The North Dakota data, however, was more limited than the Minnesota data. That is,
Minnesota provided a data set with hundreds of variables from UI claims, payments, overpayments,
wages, etc. In contrast, North Dakota only provided a limited set of variables related to wages and
claim information. As a result, the impact analysis for North Dakota is more limited than the

Minnesota analysis.

Due to these data limitations, it was difficult to determine whether claimants exhausted their
benefits. In addition, since the UI claim data that we obtained from North Dakota only covered the
period ending June 30, 20006, participants who filed a claim after July 1, 2005 had not completed
their benefit year. To mitigate this truncation problem, the analysis sample was limited to
participants who filed a new claim between April 1, 2005 and December 31, 2005. The resulting
analysis sample has 670.

A descriptive analysis of the sample characteristics of all claimants we received from North Dakota
indicates that there are no significant differences between control and treatment groups (see Table
5.2). Both groups are similar in age, gender, race, and educational level. There are, however,
statistically significant differences between the two groups in: the proportion of black participants,

the proportion of college graduates, and earnings levels.
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Table 5.2: Socio-Economic Characteristics

North Dakota’s REA Study Sample — By Treatment Status
(UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Sample Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics

Mean Age at the Time of Filing a Claim 39.3 39.2 39.5
29 or younger 26% 26% 27%
30 — 45 42% 43% 41%
46 — 55 21% 21% 21%
56 - 65 9% 8% 10%
Above 65 1% 1% 2%
Gender (1, male; 0, female) 49.6% 49.5% 47.8%
Race
White (1, yes; 0, no) 80.5% 81.2% 78.8%
Black (1, yes; 0, no) 1.5% 1.1% 2.5%*
Other (1, yes; 0, no) 18.0% 17.8% 18.8%
Hispanic (1, yes; 0, no) 2.6% 2.7% 2.3%
Education
High school dropout (1, yes; 0, no) 7.1% 7.0% 7.2%
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 36.0% 35.2% 37.9%
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 35.5% 34.7% 37.4%
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 19.2% 20.8% 15.0%%*
Postgraduate (1, yes; 0, no 2.3% 2.2% 2.5%
Economic and Other Characteristics
Total Yearly Wage 2005 ($) 23,010 22,624 23,937*
Average Quarterly Wage 2005 ($) 6,255 6,188 6,415
Average Quarterly Wage 2006 ($) 4,924 4,817 5,183*
Ptoﬁh’ni Score 53.1 53.1 53.1
Number of Claim Accounts Newly 1,935 1,375 560
Established for REA Study in FY 2005 (100.0%) (71.1%) (28.9%)

Note:

1. Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.

Follow-up Interview Data. As was done in the Minnesota analysis, follow-up interview data
were used to assess impacts on employment-related outcomes in North Dakota (See Appendix IV
for the follow-up interview instrument). The follow-up interview sample in North Dakota,
however, is considerably smaller than the Minnesota sample. In North Dakota, 645 follow-up

interviews (approximately one-third of the full sample) were completed. As seen in Table 5.3,
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however, the control and treatment groups are similar on most demographic characteristics.

only statistically significant difference between the two groups is in education.

Table 5.3: Socio-Economic Characteristics of North Dakota’s

REA Study Follow-Up Interview Respondents — By Treatment Status

(Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Sample Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics

Mean Age at the Time of Filing a Claim 40.9 40.6 413
29 or younger 26% 26% 27%
30 —45 42% 43% 41%
46 — 55 21% 21% 21%
56 — 65 9% 8% 10%
Above 65 1% 1% 2%
Gender (1, male; 0, female) 46.0% 49.0% 43.0%
Race
White (1, yes; 0, no) 85.0% 85.0% 84.0%
Black (1, yes; 0, no) 0.8% 0.6% 1.0%
Other (1, yes; 0, no) 14.6% 14.3% 14.9%
Hispanic (1, yes; 0, no) 1.9% 2.2% 1.4%
Education
High school dropout (1, yes; 0, no) 5.5% 5.5% 5.5%
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 31.8% 27.5% 37.9%*
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 37.6% 36.1% 39.8%
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 22.5% 27.9% 14.8%*
Posteraduate (1, yes; 0, no 2.5% 2.9% 1.8%
Total Yearly Wage 2005 ($) 24,034 23,435 24,766
Average Quarterly Wage 2005 ($) 6,560 6,555 06,567
Average Quarterly Wage 2006 ($) 5,455 5,435 5,479
Proﬁlini Score 53.1 53.4 52.8
Sample Size (N(*)) (1060%30/0) € g .531/0) (44??7%/0)
Note:

1. Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
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E. RESULTS

Using the same methodology that was used in Minnesota, bivariate and multivariate analyses were
performed on both UI administrative data and follow-up interview data to assess the REA impact
on UI and employment-related outcomes. In the multivariate regression analyses, we included the
following control variables: age, gender, race, ethnicity, education, profiling score, and time lag

between the initial claim date and interview date.

Ul-related Outcomes. This section analyzes the impact of REA on UI outcomes. Due to the data

limitation described eatlier, only two Ul-related outcomes were evaluated:

»  Duration of Ul benefit weeks — Number of weeks compensated during the benefit year;
and

» Total payment — Total payments to initial claim accounts.

Table 5.4 presents the unadjusted and adjusted (bivariate and multivariate) impact analysis results on
Ul-related outcomes. The difference in means results indicate that REA reduced the duration of Ul
benefits by 1 week. However, the multivariate results show no significant impacts. The insignificant
results in North Dakota are not surprising since control group members in North Dakota received
similar, but less intensive, services as treatment group members. Moreover, the lack of significance
may be due to the limited sample size in our analysis sample. In general, however, the magnitudes

of the impacts are similar to Minnesota impact estimates.
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Table 5.4: Impact of North Dakota’s REA Initiative on UI Outcomes
(UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Difference in

Means Impact
1 Control Treatment o (Multivariate
Per Claimant Full Sample (Bivariate .
. Analysis)
Analysis)
C T T-C T-C
Claims and Payments
Number of Weeks Claimed and Compensated 11.0 11.0 10.0 -1.0%
Total Payments ($ $2,616 $2,670 $2,483 -$187
670 476 194
1 0,
Sample Size (N(/4)) (100.0%) o) | @9.0%)

I A e ol b Al 1 D 31, 205

2. Statistical significance level: * P < (.1, *% P < 0,05, *#% P < 0.01.
Claimants’ Perception of REA. Similar to the analysis of the Minnesota REA Initiative, a majority
of North Dakota REA participants (about 70%) found the REA initiative to be helpful (see Table
5.5 and Figure 5.1). They also had a positive impression on the Work Search Plans and reported that
the agencies were helpful in their job search. Neatly 80% found REA interviews to be very helpful

or somewhat helpful. Fewer than one-fourth, however, said that REA helped them return to work

more quickly.
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Table 5.5: REA Participants' Perceptions of REA Interview Process
(Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Claimants' Perception of the REA Number of
: Percent
Interview Process Respondents

How helpful was completing the group
reemployment review meeting? (E2)

Very helpful 17% 38
Somewhat helpful 51% 113
Not at all helpful 32% 72
Total Number of Responses 100% 223
How helpful was completing the work search
plan? (E5)
Very helpful 22% 43
Somewhat helpful 52% 102
Not at all helpful 26% 52
Total Number of Responses 100% 197

How helpful were these agencies or services
in helping you in your job search? (E7)

Very helpful 23% 31
Somewhat helpful 63% 87
Not at all helpful 14% 19
Total Number of Responses 100% 137

Overall, how helpful was the REA
interview(s)? (E9)

Very helpful 31% 77
Somewhat helpful 47% 116
Not at all helpful 22% 53
Total Number of Responses 100% 246

Overall, do you think the interview helped you
return to work? (E10)

More quickly 23% 56
Delayed 6% 15
No effect 71% 172
Total Number of Responses 100% 243

Which part of the interview process was the
most helpful to you in trying to return to

work? (E8)
Initial assessment 13% 30
Job search plan 20% 47
Group reemployment interviews 13% 31
Referral to other agencies/services 10% 25
Some other part 8% 20
None of the interview process was helpful 36% 87
Total Number of Responses - 240
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Figure 5.1: North Dakota Claimants’ Perceptions of REA Interview
Helpfulness of REA Component
(Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)
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Employment-related Outcomes. Various employment outcomes using the North Dakota follow-
up interview data were also examined. Table 5.6 presents the results, which indicate only small and
insignificant impacts. About three quarters of claimants, on average, returned to work during the
tirst six months since they filed an initial claim. They earned, on average, $12.10 an hour, and
worked 39 hours a week; however the likelihood of returning to work within six months of initial
claims was not affected by REA. REA also had no effect on the houtly wages on their newly found
job(s). The only statistically significant impact of REA was a reduction in the number of hours

worked per week (-2.9 hours).
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Table 5.6: Impact of North Dakota’s REA Initiative on Employment Outcomes
(Follow-Up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Difference

in Mean Impact
eans
Full Control  Treatment . (Multivariate
Employment Outcomes (Bivariate .
Sample . Analysis)
Analysis)
T-C T-C
Likelihood of Returning to Work w/in 6 Months of Initial Claims 78.0% 80.0% 78.0% -2.0% -1.3%
Hourly Wage at First Job Found w/in 6 Months of Initial Claims ($) $12.1 $12.1 $12.0 -0.09 -0.09
Hours Worked per Week at First Job w/in 6 Months of Initial Claims 39 39.6 38.4 -1.2 -2.9%
Hourly Wage on the Job at the Time of the Follow-up Interview ($) $12.4 $12.6 $12.2 -0.5 -0.1
Hours Worked ier Week on the iob at the Time of the Follow—ui Interview 38.8 39.7 37.6 -2.1 -1.7
606 339 267
le Si °
Sample Size (N(%)) (100.0%) | (55.9%) (44.1%)
Note:
1. Statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
REA Study Final Report
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F. ANALYTIC ISSUES AND CONSIDERATION FOR FUTURE ANALYSES

The North Dakota impact analysis found few statistically significant results. The lack of statistically
significant results is most likely due to two factors: (a) the sample size is relatively small, and (b)

control group members received similar eligibility reviews as treatment group members.

To improve the future analysis of REA impacts in North Dakota, the following steps should be
taken:
«  Obtain complete Ul administrative data and wage records for REA control and treatment
group members; and

= Obtain larger follow-up samples for assessing REA impacts on employment outcomes.
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CHAPTER VI. CONCLUSIONS

This report presents the results of a study of the REA Initiative in nine of the 21 FY2005 grantee
states: California, Connecticut, Florida, Minnesota, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina,
and Washington. As part of this study, states were asked to collect data on REA workloads and
outcomes (ETA 9128 and ETA 9129) for both REA participants and a comparison group of UI
claimants.® IMPAQ International, LI.C was engaged to provide technical assistance to selected
states in developing a rigorous comparison group methodology that would facilitate the assessment
of REA effectiveness in each state. IMPAQ staff worked most intensely with Connecticut,
Minnesota, North Dakota, South Carolina, and Washington to develop state-centric evaluation

designs.

Since most states participating in the study were unable to provide the required outcomes data (from
Form ETA 9129), IMPAQ and ETA developed an alternative strategy for measuring REA
effectiveness. Specifically, IMPAQ and ETA developed a plan to use state Ul administrative
records and follow-up interview data to assess REA effectiveness. However, only two states were
able to provide the data necessary to implement the alternative impact evaluation strategy. As a
result, this Final Report presents the results of state-centric impact assessments of the REA

Initiative for the states of Minnesota and North Dakota only.

The results from these two impact evaluations were uneven. In general, the Minnesota results
indicate that the REA Initiative has statistically significant impacts on Ul-related outcomes; the
North Dakota results were all statistically insignificant. Given these uneven results, a more rigorous
evaluation of the REA Initiative is recommended to determine whether the REA Initiative achieved
its goals of enhancing the rapid reemployment of unemployed workers, reducing overpayments, and

realizing cost savings for the UI Trust funds.

8 Region 5 ETA Workforce Development Letter No. 013-04 (http://www.doleta.gov/regions/reg05/documents/WDI1.013-04.cfm)
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REA OPERATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Of the 21 states awarded grant funds for the REA demonstration during PY2005, nine states were
selected to participate in the REA study. These were: California, Connecticut, Florida, Minnesota,
Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina, and Washington. The evaluation documented the
operation of the REA Initiative in each of the nine study states. While the Initiative required states
to adhere to certain minimum requirements, states tailored their initiatives to meet their needs and to
fit within their existing systems. This appendix provides information on the specific components

and processes operating in each of the nine states.

INITIATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

The tables on the following pages provide a general description of REA operational processes and
components for each of the REA-9 study states. The information presented in this section was
gathered through review of documentation, such as REA proposals and other initiative materials,
numerous telephone and conference calls, site visits, and information gathered from a template sent
to states to gather standardized information on their REA programs. Fach state was provided an
opportunity to review and provide feedback on their flow charts and accompanying narrative

description of their operations.

Furthermore, REA-9 states were asked to “sign off” on the accuracy of the descriptions of their
initiative processes and operations. Confirmation was received from each of the states in November

2005. For some states, however, additional clarification necessitated revision of these documents.
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California REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

Unemployed

The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in California: 1 person files for Ul
benefits
1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits.
2. REA eligibility is determined as soon as the claim is filed. A claimant is eligible if
he/she:
¢ has no definite return to work date;
Eligible for
« resides in the metropolitan areas of Los Angeles, Sacramento, or the San 2. REA?
Francisco Bay;
e is required to actively seek work on own;
Yes
« is available for full-time work; and ¢
¢ iS not a union member, or is a union member allowed to look for work outside of
the union based on union rules. 3. Selected for REA
Profiling score is not used in REA eligibility determination. i
3. REA participants are randomly selected from among those eligible for REA (a total
of 45,000 participants to be selected during the funding period). Random selection Send REA
is an automated random selection process based on system time. Claimants are 4 scheduling letter,
not selected based on digits in social security number. ) with Ul eligibility
questionnaire
4. REA participants are sent an REA appointment letter the Monday after filing. The
REA interview is scheduled two weeks later. The 1% Ul benefit check is typically
sent about 4 weeks after the claimant stops work. The first two full weeks during
which the claimant is not working, the claimant must document work search efforts N
on a certification form whichtthey then send in. The 1* Ul check then comes within Ul eligibility ° S.
. s .
'}'?1 days. hRdeCIeldpt lof_ thetl ul ;:_?etckthdoes 'nOItQEKetCt t:le RtEA selection process. determination Claimant shows up
ese scheduled claimants constitute the main reatment group. interview for REA interview?
. . ducted
5. CA does not reschedule missed appointments. conducte 6.
6. In no good cause for no-show, claimant is disqualified for the week of the REA
interview. Other Ul issues are also adjudicated. Yes
REA Interview
IMPAQ International Page 1-2
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Connecticut REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

Prior to REA, Connecticut had in place an Enhanced Reemployment Services (ERS) program to help
unemployed people find jobs. With REA funding, Connecticut developed the Pilot Expansion of ERS
(PEERS) initiative, which provided additional, individualized reemployment assessments. Any given
person does not participate in both at the same time.

The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in Connecticut:

1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits. If the claimant was clearly dismissed due to lack of
work, the 1% Ul benefit check is issued the Monday following initial claim. If there is any doubt
about the reason for loss of job, the employer has 7 days to clarify the reason. If the employer
doesn’t say that the claimant was dismissed for some reason other than lack of work, than the
1% Ul check is issued on the 8" day. If a hearing needs to be scheduled, it could take 10 to 21
days to issue the 1% check.

2. REA eligibility is determined at initial filing. A claimant is eligible if he/she has:
e no definite return to work date; and
e does not obtain employment through union hall hiring.

3. WPRS profiling score is assigned the Monday after filing for benefits.
4. Claimant is placed in the Selection Pool after receiving first Ul benefit check.

5. Claimants in Selection Pool are sorted in decreasing order of profile score. Selection to attend
orientation starts with those most likely to exhaust and proceeds in decreasing order of profile
score. Most also have 1 or 2 weeks benefits paid although a few have 3 weeks benefits.
Claimant is eligible to be selected for up to 8 weeks. Each week, claimants are ranked based
on claimant population that week; they are not given a new profile score.

6. Due to capacity constraints, about 30% of claimants in the Selection Pool are selected to attend
Orientation. At the same time that claimants are selected from the Selection Pool, a subset of
those selected to attend Orientation is also selected to receive REA treatment (1 or 2 ERP
interviews). This typically occurs 1 or 2 weeks after the 1* check is issued. Claimants who have
participated in an REA-like program in the past can obtain a waiver and not participate in REA.
The number selected for REA participation each week varies from office to office and from week
to week, depending on the availability of staff and facilities at the Job Center offices.

7. Claimants selected to attend Orientation are sent letter requiring they attend an Orientation
Session at a Job Center at specific date, time, and location around the 5" week of claim.

8. A stop on claim is placed automatically after selection into REA treatment or comparison group.
When claimant attends the orientation, the stop is lifted. Up to 4 stops can be placed to
encourage attendance.

9. Orientation is in small groups (10 to 30 people), lasts 3 hours and includes benefits rights and
labor market information. At end of orientation, or later, 1 on 1 assessment to prepare
individualized service plan is conducted. Following assessment, REA and non-REA attendees
are referred to extensive reemployment services.

10. Orientation session attendees who were selected for REA and who are still claiming 3 weeks
after Orientation are sent an REA scheduling letter (typically in week 6 or 7 of claim) inviting
them to an ER.

Connecticut REA Program

Claimant is not placed
in Selection Pool

Waivers from
REA

7.

Try to contact claimant and reschedule;

if unsuccessful, and a Ul claim is being

held because of no-show, then refer to
Adjudication Center.

Waivers from
REA

Not scheduled for ERP
interviews; these people
are not sent an REA
scheduling letter

8fill claiming
weeks after

REA Comparison
Group

Unemployed person
files for Ul benefits

RTW date

or union hiring 2
attached? .
Selected for
Orientation? 6 .
Claimant
shows up for

. REA is called PEERS (Pilot Expansion of
ERS) in Connecticut.

*  Claimants were selected for REA at the
same time claimants were selected for
Orientation.

Selected for

No-Show to ERP1
Interview

No

Send ERP
Scheduling
Letter

REA Treatment
Group

Attend ERP1
Interview?

Receive ERP1
Interview
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Florida REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

L_arge Offlces U_nemployed person 1
The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in Florida: (Regions 15 and 23) files for Ul benefits

Large Offices

1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits. The claimant typically receives the 1% check 28 days No PREP or Eligible for 2
after initial claim. A claimant is eligible if: REA Services PREP/REA? ’
® he/she has no return to work date in next 6 weeks
e intrastate claim (claims in Florida only)
e claimant has received at least one Ul benefit check
2. PREP (worker profiling)/REA eligibility is determined at initial claim. ASRS?;‘,?&’:m
3. Eligible individuals still claiming in week 4 of their claim are randomly assigned to one of three 3
groups: !
® Group Al. PREP services only;
® Group A2. REA only; or L A L
e Group A3. No PREP/REA. PREP only REA only RRER o
In the large offices, claimants who are not eligible for PREP/REA when they make their initial claim do not P
. roup A1 Group A2 Group A3
receive any PREP or REA.

Control Group

Small Offices

. 1. Unemployed person
- (Reg|0ns 5, 6, files for Ul benefits
Small Offices 17. and 19)
1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits. The claimant typically receives the 1% check 28
days after initial claim. -~
2. PREP/REA eligibility is determined at initial claim. NORFI,ER,:-\EP’ JRR, Pﬂg'ﬁ/‘;é‘%} 2.
3. Eligible individuals still claiming in 4th week of claim are randomly assigned that week to: °or services :
e Group B1. PREP and REA (an REA is provided at this time) or Group B4
4. Claimants who are still claiming in the 6th week of their claim are randomly assigned to one of 2
groups:
e Group B2. Job Ready Reemployment (JRR) and REA or PREP + REA A';‘}‘ggi’:nt 3.
e Group B3. No PREP, JRR, or REA. e B1
roup
In the small offices, claimants who are not eligible for PREP/REA when they make their initial claim do not
receive any PREP, REA, or JRR. These individuals are in Group B4.
REAs are usually scheduled 4 weeks after initial claim and takes place 6 weeks after initial claim. Florida JRR + REA Random
does not do WPRS scoring. Assignment 4.
Group B2

No PREP,
JRR, or REA
Services

Group B3
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Minnesota REA Operational Process and Program Components

The Minnesota REA Initiative implemented the following steps:

Unemployed person
applies for Ul benefits

1. Unemployed person filed for Ul benefits, claimant was assigned a profiling score at
initial filing. There was a one-week waiting period between separation and eligibility for i
benefits. The claimant received the first Ul benefit check in second or third week after 2 | e "
initial claim. participation
2. On a weekly basis, claimants were selected for potential participation in the REA A
Initiative. A claimant was eligible for participation if: REA Cantrol SSNendsinG _  ammomtto 3
. ] . . rou|
e Claimant’s local WorkForce Center (WFC) was participating in REA, ’ Control Group
e Claimant’s profile score was in a specified middle range, which remained constant _ g
el . SSN ends in other digit
throughout the REA Initiative; and
e Claimant’s Social Security number (SSN) ended in a digit other than 6. Hold or
denial at the moment of random Remain in pool;
. . assignment, and no non- reexamine next week
Enrollment goals for each WFC were defined and each WFC selected claimants to monetary issue”
participate in REA to meet enrolliment goals. Claimant was subject to selection for
eight weeks.
. . . . . . . REA Treatment |, SSNendsin 0,345, or 9 Random Assignment SSN ends in 1,2,7,0r 8 REA Treatment
3. Claimants with SSNs ending in “6” and some non-monetary issue on their claims were Group 1 Group 2
assigned to the control group. i
4. Among all other claimants, active claims were checked to see if there was a hold or . Scheduling letter sentto| 6.
denial on the claim. If so, the claimant was not assigned to either REA treatment ;
group. If there was no hold or denial due to a non-monetary determination issue on the _ K3
active claim and the payment status was active, then the claimant was selected to be a as claima ,
tici ti f the REA treat t Yes appointments N laimant shows up~_
participant in one of the reatment groups. oo or REA interview?
5. Claimant randomly assigned to either Treatment 1 (single REA interview) or Treatment ves
2 (multiple REA interviews) based on the last digit of the SSN. WFC staff sends N
‘refusal to participate’ to Inll:?elrSiivAv ’z‘zzzzi?;zm
Customer Service '
6. Scheduling letters were sent the same day as random assignment. Interviews were Center for eligibility I
. . . . . determination Yes
scheduled for calendar week following receipt of the letter, typically during the third
week of the claim (on average, 14 days after the claim was filed). l
CSC sends letter to Is claimant in
. i . . . . claimaljt statingvbeneﬁts Multiple REA No—m No further action
7. If claimant did not show up to scheduled REA interview, the WFC determined if there will be denied group?
was good cause for missing the interview. If so, a rescheduling letter was sent. If
claimant missed the second scheduled REA interview without good cause, the Ul _ ) Yes
Customer Service Center was notified about refusal to participate. The Ul Customer G Schedule for
Service Centers (there are 2 in the state) are call centers which are the centralized interview? subsequent REA
units for handling Ul matters. The Center notified the claimant of denial of benefits M l
unless the claimant attended the REA interview. If the claimant still did not respond, > * Note: Recruiting only individuals with some
i i i NI Indefinite denial of Subsequent REA non-monetary issue was an |ntended.
benefits were denied Indeflnltely. benofite intervie\fl conducted program design, but was discovered during
the data review process.
REA Treatment Group 2 members could receive multiple REA interviews — up to four
interviews altogether, at the rate of approximately one per month.
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Nevada REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in Nevada:

1. Unemployed person filed for Ul benefits;

2. REA eligibility is determined. A claimant is eligible is he/she:
e resides in areas served by one of 5 Nevada JobConnect centers in the Las

Vegas or Reno areas;

has no definite return to work date;

has intrastate claim;

not a hiring hall union member;

has a specific worksearch code; and
received a check the week prior to selection.

3. Claimants are selected from eligible pool for REA participation — Claimants are
randomly assigned if pool contains more than target number of participants.
Local staff may select additional REA participants by veteran priority of service,
zipcode, occupation, claim date, or number of checks received to meet target
enrollments or respond to employer requests. Selection criteria may vary from
site to site and from day to day. Veteran status was added as possible criterion

as of 11/12/05.

4. Claimants selected for REA receive naotification letter approximately 2 to 2.5
weeks prior to appointment

5. Claimants required to bring identification, work search record and completed
eligibility form to meeting; information is reviewed during meeting

Yes

Claim
attempted?

Unemployed
1. person files for Ul
benefits

Eligible for

2. REA?
Yes
Selection Pool
3.
A

Send REA

4. scheduling letter

Claimant fills out
Eligibility Review
5. Form to bring to
REA interview

Rescheduled

A

Yes

Is reason
for no-show
acceptable?

No

2nd

Shows up for
EA interview?

<
-4

Yes

v

REA Interview

laimant K
Schedule claimant

Adjudication

needs
additional
RSP?

Yes—» | for follow-up RSP
interview
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North Dakota REA Operational Process and Program Components

The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in North Dakota:

1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits. WPRS occurs immediately. There is a 1-week
waiting period between separation and granting of benefits. The claimant receives the

2. REA eligibility is determined. A claimant is eligible if he/she:

6.

Missed appointments will be rescheduled as needed though stop payment is put on claim

REA Operational Process

1% Ul benefit check in the 1% or 2™ week after initial claim.

e resides in 1 of 5 sites: Bismarck, Fargo, Grand Forks, Minot, Ft. Yates;

e is not job attached;

e s not a union member;

¢ has a work search indicator of 2 or more;
¢ is not a federal or military employee; and\

e is not an inter-state claimant.

All claimants with social security numbers ending in 3, 5, or 9 are randomly assigned to
receive REA services. The REA is scheduled within 2 days of claim, and the claimant
must come in for the REA 3 days later, so the REA interview occurs 5 days after initial

claim.

A first contact by phone is made within 1 day of filing, mail contact if necessary;

Claimants come in for orientation, assessment, employment plan, referral for posting

online resume, within 24 hours, if possible;

Reemployment review every 10 days.

until attends appointment.

Unemployed
1 person files for Ul
benefits

Eligible for
REA project?

Random
Selection

4, Contact claimant

A
Orientation,
Assessment,
Employment Plan,
resume online

v

6. Reemployment
Review

A

5 workshops on
reemployment

A
Verify employer
contacts
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Ohio REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in Ohio:

Unemployed person
files for Ul benefits

Selected for

1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits and claimants are profiled. The 1% Ul Pool List?
benefits check is sent out in the 3 or 4™ week of the claim.
2. REA eligibility is determined usually in the 1% week of the claim. Eligible
claimants are selected for pool list. Claimants are eligible if he/she: . Selected for
Not in REA Program orientation?
e has received a first benefit check;
¢ has a high risk of exhaustion; Group orientation
e View DVDs on job search skills
h fini K Orientation * Resumelinterview assistance
¢ has no definite return to work date. e Claimants who have received similar
services in the past can call and be
This list is sorted by county of residence and distributed to One-Stops. exempted from the Orientation
3. Claimants are selected for orientation by local One-Stop Centers. Selection for
orientation is in chronological order of date of selection into the Pool List, up to
capacity constraints. Claimants are dropped from Pool List if not selected for 4
weeks. In small rural offices, all claimants get REA. In large offices some, but
not all, get REA. Web-based assessment
Those selected for orientation are sent a letter scheduling orientation between i
14 and 21 days. Those who are sent this letter make up the REA Treatment REA o
. . . . nterview
Group. Selection into REA typically occurs in the 3% or 4™
. i ) . 1 phone call attempt made on 3
4. Nearly everyone who attends the orientation session subsequently fills out an ‘ i consecutive days to conduct a phone
online assessment (50 questions) of barriers to employment and continues on to ey Tl for follow-up with claimant
REA. Only those few who have already been involved in an REA-like program * 14 days after Job Search Plan
in the past do not continue on to REA. * Occurs around Week 7 to 9 of claim
v e By telephone, not in-person
. . . . e Are they following the Work Search Plan
5. Claimant returns one-week after assessment for 1 on 1 (in person) interview and 14-day follow-up e If claimant volunteers that they have remaining
customized jOb search p|an barriers to employment, refer to One-Stop
' e Any detected eligibility issue sent for adjudication
. e If claimant misses the 14-day follow-up, there is no
6. Phone call follow-up 14 and 30 days after job search plan development. v consequence to the claimant
Claimant contacted for e 1 phone call attempt made on 3 consecutive days to
30 day follow-up conduct the 30-day follow-up
e 30 days after Job Search Plan
v e Occurs around Week 9 to 11 of claim
e By telephone, not in-person
30-day follow-up e Ifany remaining pafrier_s to employmentj re_fer‘to One-Stop
e Any detected eligibility issue sent for adjudication
e If claimant misses the 30-day follow-up, there is no
consequence to the claimant
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South Carolina REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

Unemployed
. . . . o 1 person files for Ul
The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in South . benefits
Carolina:
1. Unemployed person files for Ul benefits. y
2. REA eligibility is determined. Eligibility criteria for REA are identical to the Automated Benefit scheduled for

criteria in the ABPS Eligibility Review. All of the following must be true for a Payment System (ABPS) | ABPS eligibility

claimant to be eligible for REA: review
¢ Claimantis in one of ten designated metropolitan areas in South Carolina.
A
e Claim is not employer-filed. ABPS Eligibility
Review

e Claim is in its 6th week after filing.

3. Among claimants who are eligible for REA:

¢ In the smaller offices, where there is enough staff to handle the workload, all Eiligible for

are selected for REA; Notin REA
¢ In the larger offices, where there are staff capacity constraints, only those
claimants who happen to be interviewed by an REA interviewer are selected
for REA.
4. The REA interview generally occurs at week 8 or 9. No Se';gzi for 3.
5. Additional ER or REA interviews may be scheduled from 1 to 26 weeks later.
A
ER Interview REA Interview 4.
A
Additional ER or
REA interviews
may be scheduled 5.
from 1 to 26 weeks
later
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Washington REA Operational Process and Program Components

REA Operational Process

The following steps are followed in the implementation of the REA initiative in Washington:

1. Every Monday, claimants who are eligible for REA are identified. A claimant is not eligible if
he/she:

Has 5 or fewer weeks of Ul claims paid;

Is employer attached;

Is on stand-by to return to work;

Is attending a commissioner approved training;

Is a member of a full referral union;

Is partially employed,;

Is escaping domestic violence;

Is an interstate claimant.

2. The claimants are sorted into three selection pools based on how long ago their claim was
made. Claimants who are in week 6 through 10 of their claim are in Selection Pool A. Those in
week 11 through 15 are in Selection Pool B. Those in week 16 or higher are in Selection Pool

C.

3. A certain percentage of each selection pool is chosen at random. Enough claimants are
selected from Selection Pool A to fill at least 30% of the weekly statewide list of REA claimants.
For Selection Pool B, the percentage is 18%. For Selection Pool C, it is 10%.

4. The selected claimants are sent an REA scheduling letter. Those not selected return the
following week where the process is repeated.

Claimants are selected only once from each Selection Pool. That is, a claimant may be sent at most
one REA scheduling letter during weeks 6 through 10 of their claim; one REA scheduling letter
during weeks 11 through 15; and one REA scheduling letter during weeks 16+. Thus a claimant
may be sent at most 3 REA scheduling letters.

Wait until
Week 11
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No

6to 10

Every Monday:
get all REA-eligible
Ul claimants

A

Selection Pool A

A

Randomly select
enough claimants
to fill at least 30%
of weekly
statewide list
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Sent REA
scheduling
letter?

A
r

Wait until
Week 16

A

ow many

16 or more

weeks of
claims?

11t0 15
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Selection Pool B

A

Randomly select
enough claimants
to fill at least 16%
of weekly
statewide list

Was claimant
selected?

Sent REA
scheduling
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Goto | N°
A

No further
opportunity
for selection

7'y
No

A

Selection Pool C

A

Randomly select
enough claimants
to fill at least 10%
of weekly
statewide list

Was claimant
selected?

Yes

Sent REA
scheduling
letter?

Each week, Washington randomly chooses a certain percentage of the claimants who are in week 6 4. Yes 4. Yes 4. Yes
of their claim. The chosen claimants are added to the REA control group. These claimants are v v v
removed from further participation in the selection process. They are never sent an REA scheduling Letter Group Letter Group Letter Group
letter. A B c
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APPENDIX II.

REA IMPLEMENTATION IN THREE STATES:
PROCESS CASE STUDY EXCERPTS




CONNECTICUT

OVERVIEW OF THE REA (PEERS) INITIATIVE

REA Focus and Objectives. Connecticut’s REA Initiative, known as the Pilot Expansion of
Enhanced Reemployment Services (PEERS), was an expansion of the state’s existing reemployment
services program in two areas: 1) the number of Unemployment Insurance (UI) claimants served,
and 2) the types of program components provided by REA. Additionally, PEERS emphasized an
early intervention strategy by bringing targeted UI claimants into the local offices only a few weeks
into their benefits claim period. Unlike Enhanced Reemployment Services (ERS), the state’s
ongoing Worker Profiling and Reemployment Services (WPRS), PEERS required claimants to
participate in Eligibility Review Program (ERP) meetings to review work search activities, identify

barriers to reemployment, and confirm continued eligibility for UI benefits.

Since late 1994, Connecticut’s ERS program has used worker profiling scores (WPRS) to identify
and rank those most likely to exhaust benefits and to benefit from reemployment services.
Claimants in weeks one through eight of filing for benefits were selected from the profiled pool in
rank order and referred to local offices for ERS orientations to reemployment services. These
orientations included an overview of services available at the One-Stop Career Center, completion
of a job search skills assessment, and development of an individualized service plan. In PEERS,
claimants selected were usually in their first or second week of filing for benefits and, in addition to
participating in the ERS orientation, were required to return to the local office for up to two, one-
on-one PEERS ERP meetings. PEERS also introduced a more intensive Benefits Rights Interview
(BRI) component for the ERS orientation, which was permanently incorporated into the ERS

program when the demonstration ended.

The goals of PEERS as stated in the original grant application were to: (1) reduce the average
duration of unemployment; (2) lower Ul exhaustion rates for workers otherwise likely to exhaust

their benefits; and (3) develop better methods to refer workers to reemployment services.

Unemployment Insurance Program Context. Connecticut moved the processing of all UI
claims to two telephone Claims Centers (in 2001). Since this shift eliminated the need for the vast

majority of UI claimants to visit the One-Stop Career Centers (known as CT Works Job Centers
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(JCs)), claimants were not exposed to the various reemployment services available. More recently

claimants file initial claims, reopen prior claims, certify continued eligibility weekly, and ask questions
by telephone, as opposed to engaging in face-to-face interactions with a Ul staff person in a local JC.
Further reducing personal interaction, claimants also have the option of filing claims on the agency’s

Internet site.

During the evaluation period, the state also had nine Adjudication Centers, co-located in the JCs,
where issues are adjudicated. After filing for benefits, claimants were mailed a UI “Rights and
Responsibilities” booklet, which explained reemployment services available at the JC and indicated
that they might be contacted to report to the JC for reemployment services. Under most
circumstances, the decision to visit the local JC to pursue reemployment services and potential

training was left up to the claimant.

Implementation Adjustments and Experiences. The PEERS initiative, which was implemented
statewide, operated for a 12-month period from October 4, 2004 through September 30, 2005." By
the time the state received notification that the Federal REA grant had been awarded, PEERS had

been operating as a state initiative for 6 months.

Implementation of PEERS resulted in an increase in workload for the local JCs. The number of Ul
claimants selected weekly for participation in ERS was increased by 30%. Furthermore, the more
frequent and more intensive one-on-one PEERS eligibility reviews and referral to reemployment

services were provided.

At the time PEERS was implemented, the agency was still recovering from the closure of some JCs,
state-mandated layoffs, and an early retirement initiative. The staff downsizing resulted in
considerable “bumping” from positions and significant reductions in available staff resources.

These cutbacks had a severe impact on the agency’s Information Technology (IT) division in
particular, leaving virtually no capacity for automation of the data collection processes required for
PEERS. As a result, the demonstration team was forced to depend upon manual processes for most

participant data collection. Excel spreadsheets were created to record information on assessments,

1 A pilot of the PEERS Initiative was implemented in the Waterbury JC in August 2004.
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referrals, and selected outcomes for PEERS participants in each JC. A system was structured so that
the Excel worksheets could be shared across the UI and ES programs. Data on REA activities was
also entered into the CT Department of Labor’s JC Management Information System (MIS) creating

duplicative work for Customer Service Representatives.

Staffing /Training. Several full and half-day training sessions were held for various employees
associated with the PEERS Initiative. Some of the training sessions were designed specifically for
ES staff, while others were offered to the adjudicators. Training was provided on PEERS
components, while other sessions focused on the required MIS screens. One training session
explained the new Excel spreadsheets used for tracking. Staff in the local offices were generally
satisfied with the content of the training, as well as the program manual, and commented that the
“door was left open” for contacting the central office staff about unanticipated questions that came
up during the Initiative period. Issues related to specific claimants could be discussed during

monthly conference calls with other PEERS staff.

GENERAL CLIENT FLOW/REA DELIVERY STRUCTURE

Eligibility /Selection/Notification Process/Scheduling. PEERS participants wete selected
using the same process employed to select claimants required to participate in ERS. Although the
PEERS clients were also selected weekly by staff in the local JCs from the top of the WPRS list
down, those identified for PEERS had been filing for benefits for only one or two weeks. Each JC
had a specific goal (based on the size of the claimant population) set by the central office for the
number of ERS and PEERS claimants to be selected each week. For example, staff in a local JC
might draw the top-ranked 35 claimants from the weekly WPRS list. The top 10 that had filed most
recently would be identified as PEERS participants, while the remaining 25 would be designated as

ERS participants.

Ul claimants selected for both ERS and PEERS received the same letter from the state office
informing them that they had been selected for the ERS program and indicating a time and date to
report to the local JC. PEERS clients were not informed at that time that they had been selected for

the Initiative.
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Some local JC staff noted that there initially were some problems related to having an inadequate
number of UI claimants to fulfill their PEERS requirements, but these problems were later
addressed.

Employment-Related Activities. All UI claimants selected for PEERS, like those selected for
ERS, were required to attend the standard ERS orientation described above. During the course of
the session, claimants were informed that some of them, if still unemployed and collecting UI
benefits three weeks after the orientation, would receive a letter from the local JC informing them

that they were required to report for an eligibility review and additional reemployment services.

PEERS participants and ERS participants followed the same path up through the ERS orientation.
However, the PEERS claimants who received a letter were required to return to the local JC for a
reassessment ERP meeting to ensure the claimant was looking for work and still eligible for benefits.
These meetings generally took about 30 minutes. The claimant’s job search log was reviewed to

ensure that the required three job contacts per week were being made.

The verification of the job search effort was the key difference between ERS and PEERS. Although
the ERS meeting provided information to the claimant, the PEERS meeting emphasized the
importance of the job search requirements. The ERP meeting filled two roles: 1) it was an eligibility
verification meeting and 2) a reemployment assessment meeting. Referrals for needed supportive
services could be made during the ERP meeting. For example, PEERS claimants concerned about
criminal records might be referred to Vocational Rehabilitation services. Others could be referred
to WIA, Veterans’ Services, Energy Assistance programs, or to agencies that provide support for

substance abuse or mental health issues.

If a PEERS claimant was still unemployed three weeks after the first ERP meeting, the claimant
would receive another letter indicating that a second ERP had been scheduled. These meetings

typically were much shorter than the first ERP.
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SOUTH CAROLINA

OVERVIEW OF THE REA INITIATIVE

REA Focus and Objectives. South Carolina’s REA Initiative supplemented Eligibility Reviews
(ER) for selected UI claimants with intensive reemployment activities. Unlike some other REA
grantee states, South Carolina required all UI claimants, except those whose claims were filed by
their employers, to report to a One-Stop Career Center (known as Workforce Center (WC)) for
petiodic, in-person ER meetings to review their eligibility for continued benefits.” REA participants
were selected from the pool of individuals who reported for both initial and repeat ER meetings
scheduled after they had been collecting benefits for six weeks. While the UI claimants may have
had exposure to some reemployment activities in the course of ER meetings in the past, the REA
demonstration was an effort to expand the focus of the meetings and offer more in-depth, intensive

eligibility assessments and employment service referrals.

The state’s initial goal was to conduct 30,000 REA interviews in 10 WCs, located in larger
metropolitan areas, over a 12-month period. One experienced Ul-funded interviewer in each of
these 10 WCs would be responsible for conducting the REA interviews. Managers and staff at both
the state and local levels agreed that the overall goal of the REA Initiative was to get people back to

work faster, to get Ul claimants off the UI rolls quicker, and to preserve the UI trust fund.

All UI program services, including ER and REA, are delivered to claimants in the local WCs by staff
funded by the UI division, but managed by the Employment Security Commission Workforce
Center Directors. State Ul staff does not have line authority over local staff providing Ul services,
although they do provide training and technical assistance as needed. Most staff in the WCs is
cross-trained. It is not unusual to have a Wagner Peyser-funded staff member backing up a UI-

funded staff member or vice versa.

Unemployment Insurance Program Context. Unlike many other states, South Carolina had not
shifted the processing of Ul claims to telephone call centers. Claimants had the option of filing

initial claims by phone, Internet, or through an intranet system accessible in the WCs, often with

2 Staff estimated that approximately 50% of all UI claims filed are employer-attached and therefore not subject to ERs. For example,
a large employer might file claims for all employees during a company-wide, two-week summer or holiday shutdown.
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staff assistance. The majority of claimants filed for benefits in person at the local offices, although

there had been a recent increase in Internet filing.

Claimants who filed an initial claim for UI benefits in a WC used the Internet system to provide the
required information. A UI staff person then reviewed the data and issues a monetary
determination. Non-monetary determinations were made at the central office level. If the claimant
was eligible, a determination of eligibility letter and a work search log (Record of Work Seeking
Activities) were sent from the central office, usually within two weeks. Claimants provided
information verifying their week-to-week continued eligibility for claims by telephone. Claimants

were also required to register as available for work within two weeks of filing an initial claim.

South Carolina required all UI claimants to report for an in-person ER interview if they were still
receiving benefits after six weeks. Based on the current workload and the number of staff available,
WCs informed the central office as to how many interview slots they could accommodate in a given
week. The state’s Automated Benefits Payment System generated letters informing claimants that
they had been scheduled for an interview to review their continuing claim for Ul benefits. The
letter, which also included a series of questions about work history and potential barriers to
employment that claimants were requested to complete before the meeting, informed the claimant

that failure to report may result in a denial of benefits.

During the initial ER meeting, which averaged 5-15 minutes in duration, the ER interviewer
reviewed the job search log, asked questions about the claimant’s job search activities, discussed the
claimant’s availability for work, and asked a series of other questions to determine continued
eligibility. The interval for the next ER meeting, which was set at the discretion of the interviewer
and was based on the results of that initial meeting, was entered in the data system and a subsequent
scheduling letter was sent to the claimant at that time. Intervals for return meetings generally took
place six to eight weeks later. The interviewer updated the information in the data system indicating
that the ER had occurred. If the ER did not happen, an “issue” is noted and UI benefits were
denied. Although most scheduled claimants eventually participated in their ER meetings, one WC

reported that only about 60% of the ER meetings were actually completed during a given week.
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Development of the REA Model. Since 2003 data indicated that 55% of all ERs were completed
in the ten largest WCs, the state decided to limit implementation of their REA Initiative to those
offices. These WCs were mostly located in metropolitan areas (Columbia, Greenville, Spartanburg,
Charleston, Myrtle Beach, Aiken, Anderson, Florence, Rock Hill, and Sumter). The state wanted to
implement their Initiative in sites where there was enough ER traffic to keep one dedicated REA
staff person occupied full-time conducting only REA interviews. The state recognized that this
would not be the case in the smaller, rural offices. Each REA interviewer would be assigned a goal

of 12-14 completed initial or follow-up REA interviews per day.

The ER portion of the REA interview would be the same for both the ER and the REA interviews,
but the REA would emphasize referral to more intensive reemployment services tailored to the
needs of the individual claimant. In addition, the REA interview was expected to last about 30
minutes. Finally, this model required limited adjustments and changes to the existing data
management system. Staff developed one new screen for the data management screen which would
enable the REA staff to (1) indicate that an REA interview had been conducted, and (2) indicate

which REA activities had taken place.

Implementation Adjustments and Experiences. South Carolina operated the REA Initiative
using FY 2005 funding between May 1, 2005 and December 31, 2005.> Their initial goal was 30,000
completed initial or follow-up REA interviews, assuming a January 1 start date and a twelve-month
project period. However, the delay in grant approval forced them to push back their kick-off date,
leaving the state with only eight months to meet their goals. Recognizing that they would not meet
their goals at their current pace, they added an additional REA staff person in each of the REA sites,
so that two REA interviewers were each tasked with completing 12-14 interviews per day. A second
adjustment was made in October when ten new WCs were added to the Initiative. FEach of the new
WCs assigned one staff person to conduct REA interviews. As a result, 30 REA interviewers were
responsible for conducting REA meetings during the last three months of the project period. By the

end of the project period, over 22,000 REA interviews were completed.

3 The Initiative began again in July 2006 under FY2006 REA funds.
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Staffing /Training. Prior to REA implementation, a half-day training session was conducted by Ul
and ET technical services central office staff for WC supervisors and staff who had been selected to
conduct REA interviews. The training provided information about the Initiative in general,
explained the types of reemployment activities that would be offered and how activities should be
classified among those categories, provided an overview of the new data management screens that
participants would need to complete, and answered questions about the Initiative posed by the
participants. Participants were responsible for training staff in their respective WCs. No additional
follow-up training was provided by central office staff. Training for new REA staff was provided by

WC managers.

GENERAL CLIENT FLOW/SERVICE DELIVERY STRUCTURE

Eligibility /Selection/Notification Process/Scheduling. Any UI claimant required to report for
an ER — that is, any Ul claimant whose claim was not employer-attached and who received benefits
for six or more weeks — was eligible for and could potentially be selected for REA if that person was
assigned to one of the 10 WCs implementing the Initiative." Claimants scheduled by the data
management system for both initial and repeat ERs were assigned REA appointment slots via a
lottery system to receive more intensive REA interviews rather than the standard ER. If the number
of no-shows among those with scheduled appointments with the REA interviewer made it
impossible to meet daily goals, the REA interviewer would conduct REA meetings with other
claimants who did report for their ER meetings. WC staff understood that meeting the daily goals
for REA interviews was a priority. If there were a high number of no-shows on any given day, the
REA interviewer had priority with those who did keep their appointments. As a result, it would
have been possible for all claimants reporting for an ER on a particular day to participate in REA.
REA interviewers were able to meet, and in some cases exceed, their goal to conduct 12-14

interviews per day.

As is the case with Ul claimants who do not appear for scheduled ER appointments, REA claimants
were able to reschedule missed appointments. However, a missed interview appointment triggered

an “issue” code which needed to be resolved to ensure the continuation of benefits. REA staff

4The number of Workforce Centers that implemented REAs increased to 20 in October 2005.
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typically telephoned claimants who missed appointments to inquire as to the reason and to

reschedule meetings.

No special letter or notification was provided to UI claimants prior to their appointment informing
them that they would be receiving the more intensive REA services, since that determination was
not made until the claimant arrived for the appointment. Likewise, WC staff did not have any prior

information as to which claimants would be REA appointments.

Since a new non-selective assignment was made for each REA appointment, it was theoretically
possible for a claimant to participate in a more intensive REA assignment at the initial meeting and
be assigned for the standard ER at a subsequent meeting. Conversely, an initial ER meeting could
have been followed-up with a more intensive REA meeting. The Initiative was not designed to
ensure a “once an REA, always an REA” categorization. However, REA staff in two WCs noted
that claimants often asked to meet with them specifically when they were required to report for
follow-up meetings. In addition, staff noted that many REA claimants returned to the WCs to work
on job search activities and check-in with the REA interviewer prior to the time required for their

next official ER.

Content of the REA Meeting. REA meetings did not include a formal group orientation to the
REA Initiative. Instead, each REA interviewer provided an at-desk, one-on-one explanation of the
more intensive REA services. Since the REA meeting encompassed the regular ER meeting
described above, it always included a detailed review of the work search activities form to confirm
that adequate weekly job contacts were made, as well as a review of the standard questions to
determine availability for employment. The latter included a discussion of work history, educational
background, type of work the claimant was seeking, and rate of pay desired. This discussion often
brought out information about potential barriers to work, which were then discussed and addressed.
Claimants were referred to and provided employment-related activities, as needed, based on the
specific needs of individual claimants. Staff estimated that the time required for an REA interview

averaged about 12-15 minutes, but could range from 10 to 30 minutes.
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WASHINGTON

OVERVIEW OF THE REA (Job Search Review) INITIATIVE

REA Focus and Objectives. Washington’s Reemployment Eligibility Assessment (REA) Initiative
is an expansion and enhancement of the state’s Job Search Review (JSR) program, which has been
providing reemployment services to selected UI claimants, as required by state law, since 1999.
Previously funded by a UI grant and Reed Act funds, the new REA/JSR modified the service
delivery approach of the old JSR with longer and more intensive one-on-one job search
review/reemployment and eligibility assessment meetings, more emphasis on job referrals, and the
addition of a new automated employment plan, the Claimant Action Page (CAP). The new JSR
program provided services to randomly selected UI claimants who were required to seek work and
who had been receiving benefits for at least five weeks. Eligible claimants may have been selected to
report for SR services up to three times during their benefit claim period. The state’s goal was to
conduct 40,000 REA/JSR interviews. The primary goal of the JSR program was to reduce duration

on UI for claimants with work search requirements and to get people back to work sooner.

Unemployment Insurance Program Context. Washington moved the processing of all UI claims
to telephone call centers in the late 1990’s. This shift eliminated both the need for the vast majority
of UI claimants to visit the local One-Stop Career Centers (known as WorkSource Centers (WSCs))
and exposure to the reemployment services available. This also allowed claimants to file new initial
claims or reopen prior claims, certify continued eligibility weekly, or ask questions about benefits by
telephone or through the Internet site (www.go2ui.com), as opposed to engaging in face-to-face
interactions with a Ul staff person in a local WSC.” Claimants subject to a job search requirement,
were registered in the computerized job match system at the time of filing for benefits. As of
January 4, 2004, all UI claimants subject to job search requirements were required to complete one
of the following options each week: 1) make at least three employer contacts; 2) participate in three
in-person job-search activities (e.g., employability workshops) at a WSC; or 3) have a combined total
of three employer contacts and/or job search activities. These activities wete to be recorded on Job

Search Logs, mailed to Ul claimants after they file for benefits. The state’s UI Performance Unit

5The number of tele-centers was reduced from three to two — now located in Seattle and Spokane — in September 2005.
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contacted employers listed on selected job search logs to verify that the claimant did apply for a job

with that employer.

During the past 20 years, Washington has implemented a number of Federal and state funded
initiatives aimed at helping UI claimants return to employment sooner by linking them with
reemployment services available at the WSCs. Beginning in 1985, as Wagner-Peyser Act funds
began to diminish, the agency received state funds for the Claimant Placement Program (CPP) with
the intent of providing reemployment services to selected Ul claimants. In 1993, the CPP legislation
was amended to accommodate the Worker Profiling and Reemployment Services (WPRS), which
identifies and targets Ul claimants in their first five weeks of benefit receipt for job search assistance

and reemployment services.

The CPP/WPRS identified UI claimants who were most likely to exhaust their benefits before
finding and returning to suitable employment. After a claimant filed for UI benefits, a worker
profiling score was assigned using a statistical model that determined the likelihood of exhausting
benefits based, in part, on the claimant’s base year employment. A listing of selected claimants was
sent each Monday morning to each WSC. Staff select, from the top down, a number of claimants,
based on their local staff resources and availability, to send letters requesting that they report to the
WSC for an orientation session. The mandatory nature of the session has changed back and forth
over time, but as of October 2005, continued UI benefit receipt was contingent on attendance at the
otientation session for selected claimants. If a claimant was not selected from the selection pool in a
given week, the claimant remained in the pool and was available for selection in subsequent weeks.

Rankings were recalculated weekly.

The number and percentage of claimants who were selected from the profiling list to receive
services varied from WSC to WSC based on caseload size and staff resources. Some of the smaller
offices may have selected and generated scheduling letters to everyone on their profiling list. As

caseloads shrunk with low unemployment rates, this was more likely to be the case.

Development of the REA/JSR. When the state moved the processing of UI claims out of the
WSCs, the link between the Ul claimants and employment services was, in most cases, severed. Ul

staff was also transferred out of the WSC at the same time. Some of the motivation for creating the
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original JSR came from a desire to reestablish the connection between UI claimants and the

reemployment services available at the WSC.

The CPP/WPRS Initiative filled some of that void for those UI claimants deemed most likely to
exhaust their benefits by making contact with them during the first few weeks of their claim period.
However, not much was being done for claimants who continued to receive benefits beyond five
weeks, especially if they were not selected for worker profiling services. It was apparent that some
strategy needed to be developed for reconnecting Ul claimants who continued to collect benefits to

reemployment services.

A state law was passed that required the implementation of a job search monitoring program for Ul
claimants. The JSR Initiative was designed to ensure that claimants actively engaged in searching for
work and complied with the legal requirements for UL. Therefore, the JSR model which was
adopted emphasized reemployment in addition to compliance requirements. Local WSC staff
scheduled UI claimants from a randomly-selected list of eligible claimants for in-person interviews.
During the interview, the job search logs were reviewed, labor market information was provided,
occupation codes were updated, and job referrals as well as other reemployment assistance referrals

were made.

JSR had been providing services for about four years when the potential funding for a Ul REA grant
became available. Since no evaluation of the effectiveness of JSR had been done, the REA grant
offered the state the opportunity to participate in a national study to examine the effectiveness of
JSR and similar reemployment strategies. The REA grant also enabled the state to refocus the new
JSR model on making referrals to appropriate job openings (and reemployment services) and to

restore one-on-one interviews with claimants.

GENERAL CLIENT FLOW/PROGRAM DELIVERY STRUCTURE

Eligibility /Selection/Notification Process/Scheduling. On Monday mornings, JSR staff
received a list of claimants who had been randomly selected through an automated selection process.
Claimants eligible for JSR selection were required to search for work (i.e., not job-attached and/or

hired through a union hiring hall) and had been paid at least five weeks of benefits. Thirty percent
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of those who had received benefits for 6-10 weeks, 16% of those who had received benefits for 11-
15 weeks, and 10% of those who had received benefits for 16 or more weeks were selected for the
JSR pool and placed on the list. JSR staff selected claimants on the list from the top down. A letter
specifying the time and date of the JSR interview was sent to selected claimants. Claimants could
not be called in for a JSR meeting more than once in a selection period, but it is possible that they
could be called in three times (once in each selection period) if they continued to collect UI benefits.
In fact, it was very likely that many claimants would be called back for subsequent interviews

because of the shrinking Ul caseloads.

Employment-Related Activities. At the time of the one-on-one session, the JSR staff reviewed
the job search log for the prior week, updated occupational codes, and provided individualized labor
market information, job referrals, and referrals to other employment assistance as needed. One-on-
one interviews could last from 20 minutes to over 40 minutes. Prior to the meeting, the JSR staff
retrieved information about the claimant and identified potential job referrals (if a CAP has been
generated). The JSR staff began the meeting by asking for proof of identification. In some WSCs,
the JSR staff asked the claimant to fill out a brief one-page JSR eligibility profile. The profile
collected information on work experience, job requirements and preferences, and a copy of the
claimant’s resume (if available) was attached to it. In other WSCs, the claimant was instructed to

identify three potential jobs listed on the Internet site.

The JSR staff reviewed the job search logs, emphasizing the need for detailed and complete
information on all job contacts. For example, printed verification receipts were encouraged for
verification of Internet/E-mail contacts. If the job search logs were unavailable or incomplete, the
claimant was given the opportunity to produce them prior to the end of the week, when the JSR
staff was to report all incomplete logs and “potential issues” to the tele-center. The Ul Performance
Audit Unit had a comprehensive process for reviewing and verifying job search logs, requiring
follow-up on contacts made with employers. The JSR staff could also provide referrals to classes
and workshops available through the WSC and other partner agencies, referrals for information on
the job search process (e.g., when to include cover letters with resumes), and information about and
demonstration of various job search websites in addition to the WSC website (e.g., Monster.com,

Indeed.com).
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The first JSR interview could be rescheduled for “legitimate” reasons. If a claimant did not
complete the one-week review or attended but produced a log that was not completed satisfactorily,
an “issue” was identified for a potential one-week denial. The claimant was then sent a second letter

scheduling a review of all weeks of the UI claim.

The major differences between the old JSR program and the new JSR (REA) Initiative were:

In the original JSR program, reviews in some WSCs had shifted from one-on-one meetings
to a group class format. The JSR staff would provide an overview of WSC services available
and the process for completing the logs, followed by one-on-one reviews. Some WSCs,

particularly the smaller ones, had continued with the one-on-one meetings. In the new JSR,

all reviews were conducted in private, one-on-one sessions.

» The new JSR emphasized the need to record all activities in the WSC’s Service Knowledge

and Information Exchange System (SKIES).

» The UI Work Test was to be completed.
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Beginning Scripts for Tracking:

Hello, my name is . I am calling from IMPAQ International, a research firm in
Columbia, MD, on behalf of the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development.

May | please speak with (RESPONDENT)?

IF AVAILABLE:

| am calling concerning an important research study involving people who applied for Unemployment
Insurance Benefits in your area. We recently sent you a letter letting you know that we would be calling to
conduct a brief telephone survey about your experiences since you applied for Unemployment Insurance
benefits in (Ul CLAIM DATE).

The interview lasts approximately 10 minutes, depending on your answers.

Your opinions and experiences are extremely important. Participation is voluntary and you may refuse to
answer any gquestions or stop the interview at any time. Also, my supervisor may listen in at times for
quality control purposes.

Your responses are strictly confidential and any information you provide will be grouped with answers
collected from other respondents and only reported in summary format. Your name will not be provided to
the State of Minnesota or any other agency, except as required by law. Participating in this survey will not
affect any benefits you get now or may receive in the future.

Is this a good time to conduct the interview?

IF NOT AVAILABLE:

When would be a good time for one of our interviewers to call back?
RECORD APPOINTMENT IN TRACKING.

IF RIS RELUCTANT OR REFUSES TO COMPLETE THE INTERVIEW:

(I'd really like you to reconsider your decision because /I understand, but) your answers, combined with
other people’s answers, will be used to improve programs that help people succeed in finding a job.

CALL BACK (FOR PARTIALS):

Hello, my name is and | am calling back from IMPAQ International to complete the
interview we began with (RESPONDENT) several days ago. Is (RESPONDENT) available?

IF R IS AVAILABLE, BEGIN INTERVIEW.
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study— Minnesota

Page A-3

SECTION A: FIRST JOB SINCE Ul CLAIM

This first set of questions is about your employment experiences since you applied for Unemployment

Insurance Benefits in (Ul CLAIM DATE).

Al. Have you done any work for pay since applying for —~ YES. 1
Unemployment Insurance benefits in (Ul CLAIM EEE:E $8 83 """"""""""""""""""""" g
DATE)? (SKIP TO D1).cooooveoeeseeeereerrrens 9
A2.  Let's talk about the first job you had after claiming DATE Ll el
Unemployment Insurance benefits. If you worked MM DD YY
more than one job at the same time, please tell me
about the job where you worked the most hours.
When did you start working at this job?
A3. Are you still working at this job?
A4.  When did you stop working at this job? DATE . Ll
MM DD YY
A5, How many hours did you usually work in an HOURS PER WEEK . L1l
average week at that job? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE:
Just give me your best guess.
A6. At that job, what was your hourly rate of pay,
before taxes and other deductions? IF R SAYS DK,
PROBE: Just give me your best guess.
A7. Was this job permanent, temporary, or seasonal? PERMANENT (SKIPTO A8)...oooi, 1
TEMPORARY (SKIP TO A8)...ovvvvrrieirians 2
SEASONAL ....coovvririniiniieieene, (ASK A) oo 3
A. Was this job seasonal and permanent, that
is, a job that you had during only certain times
of the year that continue each year such as a
farm worker, or was it seasonal and
temporary, that is, a job that you do not
necessarily expect to go back to, such as
holiday retail work?
AS8. Aside from this first job, were you emp|oyed in  YES.. (SK|pTOD1) .................................. (1)
1 H ’) ..................................
another job since (Ul CLAIM DATE)? (SKIP TO D1). i 8
(SKIP TO D1 9
A9. Are vou currently employved? = YES. 1
y y employ (SKIP TO CL).uvvvvieieeeeieiriienes 0
(SKIP TO C1).vvveceie 8
(SKIP TO CL).uvrieriviereeieeeirsines 9
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota

Page B-4

SECTION B: CURRENT JOB DESCRIPTION

We just talked about the first job you had after filing for Unemployment Insurance benefits. Now, let’s talk
about your current job. If you worked more than one job at the same time, please tell me about the job

where you worked the most hours.

B1. When did you start working at this job? DATE oo, O I O
MM DD YY
B2. How many hours do you usually work in an HOURS PER WEEK ... oo
average week at this job? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE:
Just give me your best guess.
B3. What is your hourly rate of pay, before taxes and PAY RATE oo L | ’ _
other deductions? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE: Just give HOURLY .o 1
me your best guess. WEEKLY oo 2
MONTHLY ..ottt 3
B4. Is this job permanent, temporary, or seasonal? PERMANENT (SKIPTOBYS)...ocvi, 1
TEMPORARY (SKIP TO B5)..oocvvvriiieirians 2
SEASONAL ....ooovvririinreeieene. (ASK A) oo 3
A. s this job seasonal and permanent, thatis, a
job that you had during only certain times of
the year that continue each year such as a
farm worker, or is it seasonal and temporary,
that is, a job that you do not necessarily
expect to go back to, such as holiday retail
work?
B5. Aside from your current job, were you employed in YES. oo 1
another JOb since (U| CLAIM DATE)f) NO ..o (SKIP TO D1)uuveevviieeiiee e 0
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota Page C-1

SECTION MOST RECENT PAST JOB

C1. Thinking about the most recent past job, when did DATE STARTED oo, Y e O
you start working at that job? MM DD YY

C1_0 Are you still working at this job? Lgs ------------------------------- (SKIPTO C3)coviiiiiiiiiiiis (1)

Y

DK et ttaeese et eese ettt e 9

C2. When did you stop working at that job? DATE STOPPED............. I I I Y O
MM DD YY

C3.  How many hours did you usually work in an HOURS PER WEEK ........oooooeecccooeseeseceeees e L1

average week at that job? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE:
Just give me your best guess.

CA4. What was your hourly rate of pay, before taxes and PAY RATE . Ll L
other deductions? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE: Just give

me your best guess.

C5. Was this job permanent, temporary, or seasonal? PERMANENT ................ (SKIP TO SECTION D).....coovnvnne. 1
TEMPORARY ................ (SKIP TO SECTION D) .....cc0ooceec.. 2

SEASONAL ...oooevevrereereris (ASK A) oo, 3

A. Was this job seasonal and permanent, that SEASONAL AND PERMANENT .....oovmiiis 1

is, a job that you had during only certain times EEASONAL AND TEMPORARY ...ovvvvsssvvversssvvsees g

of the year that continue each year such as a DK oo O

farm worker, or was it seasonal and
temporary, that is, a job that you do not
necessarily expect to go back to, such as
holiday retail work?
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota Page D-8

SECTION D: JOB SEARCH EFFORTS

D1. Minnesota WorkForce Centers provide tools, YES
resources, and training services to assist job
seekers in finding employment. Did you use any
services offered through these community
WorkForce Centers in your job search?

Did you use (READ CHOICES)? YES NO RF DK

a. Aresume writing WOrkShOp ........ccoeveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean a service that assists
an applicant in writing different types of resumes—
chronological, functional, or combined.)

b. Job clubs/networking group..........cocccvvieeeeeininiiiineee. 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean an ongoing group that
provides support and networking opportunities to
job seekers.)

c. Referral services to find employers...........ccccceeeinnnne 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean services that provide
leads on job openings.)

d. Skills/aptitude teSting..........cccovveeiniiieeiiiiee e 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By aptitude testing we mean testing to
determine how closely someone aligns with people
doing the similar work. By skills testing we mean
keyboarding, etc.)

€. Counseling SErVICES ......ccccouiiiuiiiiieiie e 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean services that help
determine what type of career or training a person
should go into. Often involves doing aptitude and
interest testing.)

f.  ASSESSMENT SEIVICES.....uiiieviieieeeeeeee e 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean services to assess a
person’s work search skills.)

Occupation and labor market information .................. 1 0 8 9
TFAINING...eeeeeeieie e 1 0 8 9
i. Minnesota’s job bank.........cccccoiiiiiiiiiiii 1 0 8 9
j- Creative job search workshops/job seeker tools........ 1 0 8 9

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean an entry level
workshop that teaches basic skills in looking for
work—identifying skills, writing a resume,
interviewing skills, etc.)

k. Did you use any other Services .........ccccccvvvvereinnnennn, 1 0 8 9
(ASK D2)
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota Page D-9

D2. What other services did you use?

SPECIFY #1:

-

SPECIFY #2:

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask D3 only if multiple “YES” answers are given in D1. Otherwise, skip to D4.

D3. You said that the following services were part of SERVICE #1
your job search. (PROGRAMMER: LIST FROM D1.) SERVICE #2 |_|
Which of these services did you find helpful? cCoDE ~ —— =~~~ rmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm—mm—m

UP TO 3 SERVICES. SERVICE #3...c.ooocvoveeveeseeisees e
NONE ..ottt 0
RE oottt 98
DK ettt st 99
DA4. Aside from services offered through Minnesota

WorkForce Centers, please tell me which of these
other activities were part of your job search efforts.
Did you (READ CHOICES)? YES NO

A NETWOTK v e 1 0

(IF R ASKS: By networking we mean informally sharing
information with others in an effort to find a job.)

b. Contact friends or relatives .........ccccoeevciviiiviieeeninnns 1 0
c. Check an internet job posting ........cccceccveeeiriierennnn 1 0
d. Place, answer, or browse print ads...........cccccceveennn. 1 0
e. Send resumes or complete job applications............ 1 0
f.  Contact an employer directly for an interview.......... 1 0
g. Use a public employment agency..........cccccvveeeennnn. 1 0

(IF R ASKS: By this we mean a government agency that

helps people find jobs, other than a WorkForce Center.)
h. Use a private employment/temp agency................. 1 0
i. Use a union hall or professional register.................. 1 0
j.  Use a faith based organization .............cccccceeeeennns 1 0
k. Use a library, school, or university ...........ccccccceenees 1 0
I.  Attend job training programs or COUrses.................. 1 0
m. Did you do something else.........ccccceevvivieeiiiiireennnn, 1 0

(ASK D5)

D5. What else did you do?

SPECIFY #1: |:|:|
[1]

SPECIFY #2:
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota Page D-8

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask D6 only if multiple “YES” answers are given in D4. Otherwise, if R is in the
Treatment Group, skip to Section E. If R is in the Control Group, skip to Section G.

D6. You said that you did the following things to find a ACTIVITY #1
job: (PROGRAMMER: LIST ANSWERS FROM D4).
Which of these did you find helpful? CODE UP TO 3

ACTIVITY #2.oiiiiiiiiiiii

ITEMS. ACTIVITY #3....
NONE ..o e
RE e 98
DK o 99
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota

Page E-1

SECTION E: REA INTERVIEW

E1l. During your period of unemployment, the State of YES
Minnesota sent you a letter instructing you to come N o EEE:E o Egg """"""""""""""""""
in to a WorkForce Center. The letter included a o) Y =4 1= (e =) MR
Self-Assessment Form you would provide to the
interviewer who would review your job search
activities.

After receiving the letter, did you complete the Self
Assessment Form?

E2. How helpful was completing the self-assessment in Very helpful ...,
evaluating your job search skills? Was it (READ Somewhat helpful, Or..........ccoocii
CATEGORlEs)’) Not at all heIpfuI ..................................................................

RE oottt
DK ettt

E3. Did you attend at least one of your scheduled ;(E)S -------------------------------- '(é'kii;?é"l':'é')' ----------------------------------
1 1 f) ..................................................................
Interviews RF oo (SKIP TO F2) oo,

5] (SKIP TO F2) oo,

E4. As a result of the interview, did you complete a Lgs -------------------------------- (élkiﬁ?énélé')' ----------------------------------

!) ..................................................................
Work Search Plan? RF oo (SKIP TO EB)..ovvvvvieieeeieienienes
5] T (SKIP TO EB)..ovvvrvrceneeieieienis

E5. How helpful was completing the Work Search Plan Very helpful ...,
in focusing your job search efforts? Was it (READ Somewhat helpful, Or ...
CATEGOR'ES)’? Not at all helpful ..................................................................

RE ettt
DK vttt

E6. Did the interviewer refer you to other community YES
agenCieS, services at a Iibrary, a WorkForce EIC:) ................................ ggi:ﬁ ig E;g ..................................
Center, or the Internet? DK oroeeoeeoeseeseeses (SKIP TO ET) oo

E7. How useful were these agencies or services in Very USEUL.........ocoiiiicc e,
helping you in your job search? Were they (READ Somewhat USEful, OF ...
CATEGOR'Es)') Not at all USETUL.........cooeieeeeeee e

E8. Which part of the interview process was the most SELF-ASSESSMENT ..o
helpful to you in trying to return to work: the self- ‘é"gg;giﬁg% F<J)LTAHNE§'A'c';'i'z'r'\i'c"iéé'/'éiéiiif|'éié§ """"""""
assessment, the Work_Search Plan, the referrals to SOME OTHER PART ... . (SPECIFY) oo
other agencies or services, some other part, or was NONE OF THE INTERVIEW PROCESS WAS HELPFUL .... 5
none of the interview process helpful? SE ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SPECIFY: I:I:I

E9. Overall, how helpful was the interview in improving Very helpful ..o
your understanding of what you needed to do to Somewhat helpful, Or ...
look for work? Was it (READ CATEGORIES)? NOL AL Al REIPMUL.

DK oo oo oo oo oo e e

E10. Overall, do you think the interview helped you MORE QUICKLY ..o
return to work more quickly, delayed your return to B(E)LEAIZFESC".F. """"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
work, or had no effect on how soon you returned to RE oo oot
work? DK ettt
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota Page F-1

SECTION F: REA: NO-SHOW EXPLANATION

F1. Did you miss any other interviews that were
scheduled for you?

F2. We know that sometimes people can’'t make their RETURNED TO WORK ..o, 1
scheduled interviews. What factors caused you to HAD A JOB INTERVIEW ..o, 2
miss your Scheduled interview(s)? Anyth|ng e|se? TRANSPORTATION ISSUES ...t 3

CODE ALL THAT APPLY. COULD NOT ARRANGE CHILD CARE OR HAD OTHER
FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES .....ooovveecieieeiesisseesieenns 4
SICK ottt 5

DECIDED NOT TO CLAIM UNEMPLOYMENT

INSURANCE BENEFITS......oovviiriiririeeeeiseisissiessesenns 6

SPECIFY:

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask F3 only if multiple answers given in F2. Otherwise, skip to G1.

F3. You said that these factors caused you to miss
your scheduled interview(s): (PROGRAMMER: LIST
FACTORS FROM F2). Which one of these would
you say was the major factor in missing your
interview? CODE ONLY ONE.
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota

Page G-1

SECTION G: EXHAUSTION/STOP CLAIMING

The next few questions are about your Unemployment Insurance benefits.

Gl1. Are you currently receiving Unemployment YES (SKIP TO G9)..ooviiiiiiis
Insurance benefits? E(FD .........................................................................................
RE Lottt
G2. Have you received any Unemployment Insurance ;(E)S -------------------------------- ('éil{llﬁlT"(S"c';'é’)' ----------------------------------
H 1 1 1 ? ..................................................................
benefits since applying in (Ul CLAIM DATE)~ RE (SKIP TO GO).
0] (SKIP TO G9)..vooveercerecreeeeereeenns
G3.  When did you stop receiving Unemployment STOPPED...... Lt
Insurance benefits? IF R SAYS DK, SAY: Just give MM DD YY
me your best guess.
G4. Did you use up the maximum amount of money ;(E)S ------------------------------- (SKIPTO G9)..o
you were eligible to receive as Unemployment R K TS Gy
nsurance: DK oo (SKIP TO G9)..voeeeeeeeereereea.
Gb. Did you voluntarily stop claiming benefits? ;55 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TN (=1 "(1- 3 o X cl:) W
0] (SKIP TO GO
G6. Here are some reasons why people stop receiving
Unemployment Insurance benefits. Please tell me
whether or not any of these applied to you. Did you
stop receiving Unemployment Insurance because
you (READ REASONS)? YES NO RF DK
a. Wentback t0 WOrK..........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 1 0 8 9
b. Became a full time student............cccooiiiiiiinnnn, 1 0 8 9
c. No longer wanted/needed assistance..................... 1 0 8 9
d. Thought it was too much hassle to continue in the
Unemployment Insurance program...........cococcveeeeee. 1 0 8 9
e. Were denied Unemployment Insurance benefits..... 1 0 8 9
f.  Were no longer eligible for Unemployment
Insurance benefits.........cceeiiiiiiii 1 0 8 9
g. Anything else (SPECIFY) ..ccccouiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeiiiieeeeeen 1 0 8 9
SPECIFY: D:I
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota Page G-2

G7.  You gave the following reasons for why you OCCURRED FIRST oo L |
stopped Unemployment Insurance benefits.
PROGRAMMER: LIST REASONS FROM G6. Which of
these reasons occurred first?

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask G8 only if R answered “3” (No longer wanted/needed assistance), in G6.

G8. You mentioned that one of the reasons you stopped receiving Unemployment Insurance was because you
no longer wanted or needed assistance. Why did you no longer want assistance?

SPECIFY REASON:

G9. Would you like to add any comments? YES i, (SPECIFY).oiiiiiiicics

SPECIFY REASON:
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The Unemployment Insurance Benefits Study — Minnesota

Ending Script for Tracking:

Thank you for your time and cooperation. Your answers, together with the answers of other participants will
be used to improve programs that help people succeed in finding a job. To complete this study, we may
need to talk to you one more time to get an update on your opinions and experiences. To help us reach you
for the next interview, we would like to confirm the correct spelling of your name and address.

CHECK NAME/ADDRESS AND EDIT AS NEEDED

Is there another number where you can usually be reached?
Yes
IF YES, ASK: Under whose name is that number listed?
First, Last Name
(IF SELF, SKIP NEXT QUESTION)
Who does that number belong to? (friend, neighbor, etc)
Is this a cell, home, or office phone number?
No

Do you expect to change your name in the next year or so?
Yes
IF YES, ASK: What do you expect to change it to?
First, Last Name
No

Do you expect to move in the next year?
Yes
IF YES, ASK: Approximately when do you expect to move?
MONTH
YEAR
Where do you expect to move?
RECORD ADDRESS, IF SPECIFIC ADDRESS UNKNOWN, PROBE FOR CITY, STATE, ETC

No
Do you have an e-mail address?
Yes
IF YES, SAY: Would you please spell that?
No

That completes all the questions | have for you. Thank you again for your time and cooperation.

IMPAQ International Page 111-13 Appendix I11.
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Evaluation of the Unemployment Insurance Benefits Program — North Dakota
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Evaluation of the Unemployment Insurance Benefits Program — North Dakota

Beginning Scripts for Tracking:

Hello, my name is . I am calling from IMPAQ International, a research firm in
Columbia, MD, on behalf of Job Service North Dakota.

May | please speak with (RESPONDENT)?

IF AVAILABLE:

| am calling concerning an important research study involving people who applied for Unemployment
Insurance Benefits in your area. We recently sent you a letter letting you know that we would be calling to
conduct a brief telephone survey about your experiences since you applied for Unemployment Insurance
benefits in (Ul CLAIM DATE).

The interview lasts approximately 10 minutes, depending on your answers.

Your opinions and experiences are extremely important. Participation is voluntary and you may refuse to
answer any gquestions or stop the interview at any time. Also, my supervisor may listen in at times for
quality control purposes.

Your responses are strictly confidential and any information you provide will be grouped with answers
collected from other respondents and only reported in summary format. Your name will not be provided to
the State of North Dakota or any other agency, except as required by law. Participating in this survey will
not affect any benefits you get now or may receive in the future.

Is this a good time to conduct the interview?

IF NOT AVAILABLE:

When would be a good time for one of our interviewers to call back?
RECORD APPOINTMENT IN TRACKING.

IF RIS RELUCTANT OR REFUSES TO COMPLETE THE INTERVIEW:

(I'd really like you to reconsider your decision because /I understand, but) your answers, combined with
other people’s answers, will be used to improve programs that help people succeed in finding a job.

CALL BACK (FOR PARTIALS):

Hello, my name is and | am calling back from IMPAQ International to complete the
interview we began with (RESPONDENT) several days ago. Is (RESPONDENT) available?

IF R IS AVAILABLE, BEGIN INTERVIEW.
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Evaluation of the Unemployment Insurance Benefits Program — North Dakota

Page A-1

SECTION A: FIRST JOB SINCE Ul CLAIM

AO.

Al.

A2.

A3.

A4.

A5.

AG.

A7.

A8.

A9.

This first set of questions is about your employment experiences since you applied for Unemployment

Insurance Benefits in (Ul CLAIM DATE).

First, at the time you applied for Unemployment
Insurance Benefits in (Ul CLAIM DATE), were
you...

Have you done any work for pay since applying for
Unemployment Insurance benefits in (Ul CLAIM
DATE)?

Let’s talk about the first job you had after claiming
Unemployment Insurance benefits. If you worked
more than one job at the same time, please tell me
about the job where you worked the most hours.
When did you start working at this job?

>>>\We want to keep it the same as the MN survey.
As long as the date field allows for dates prior to
CLAIM Date. Thanks!

Are you still working at this job?

When did you stop working at this job?

How many hours did you usually work in an
average week at that job? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE:
Just give me your best guess.

At that job, what was your hourly rate of pay,
before taxes and other deductions? IF R SAYS DK,
PROBE: Just give me your best guess.

Was this job permanent, temporary, or seasonal?

A. Was this job seasonal and permanent, that
is, a job that you had during only certain times
of the year that continue each year such as a
farm worker, or was it seasonal and
temporary, that is, a job that you do not
necessarily expect to go back to, such as
holiday retail work?

Aside from this first job, were you employed in
another job since (Ul CLAIM DATE)?

Are you currently employed?

Out Of WOrK €NtIrely.......cooiiiiiiiiiieeiecceee e
Working part-time only
Other (SPECIFY) ..ot ittt

........................................................................................ 1

(SKIP TO D11 0

(SKIP TO D). 8

(SKIP TO D1 9

DATE oo T
MM DD YY

YES oo (SKIP TOB2) oo 1

PERMANENT ....rvvervrnenenn. (SKIP TO A8)..eooeveerrereer. 1
(SKIP TO AB)..eooveerrn. 2
............................... (ASK A) ..o 3

SEASONAL AND PERMANENT
SEASONAL AND TEMPORARY

........................................................................................ 1
(SKIP TO D11 0
(SKIP TO D1 8
(SKIP TO D1 9
........................................................................................ 1
(SKIP TO C1).oveeeveeereeeeerreeee 0
(SKIP TO C1).oveoeveeecesee e 8
(SKIP TO C1).veeeveeeeceeevreeer 9
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Evaluation of the Unemployment Insurance Benefits Program — North Dakota Page B-1

SECTION B: CURRENT JOB DESCRIPTION

We just talked about the first job you had after filing for Unemployment Insurance benefits. Now, let’s talk
about your current job. If you worked more than one job at the same time, please tell me about the job
where you worked the most hours.

B1. When did you start working at this job? DATE oo, O I O
MM DD YY
B2.  How many hours do you usually work in an HOURS PER WEEK Ll
average week at this job? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE:
Just give me your best guess.
B3. What is your hourly rate of pay, before taxes and PAY RATE oo L | ’ _
other deductions? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE: Just give HOURLY .o 1

me your best guess. WEEKLY L.t 2
MONTHLY oo 3

B4. Is this job permanent, temporary, or seasonal? PERMANENT (SKIPTOBYS)...ocvi, 1
TEMPORARY (SKIP TO B5)..oocvvvriiieirians 2
SEASONAL ...oovvoiiiriieienins (ASK A) oo, 3

A. s this job seasonal and permanent, thatis, a
job that you had during only certain times of
the year that continue each year such as a
farm worker, or is it seasonal and temporary,
that is, a job that you do not necessarily
expect to go back to, such as holiday retail

work?
B5. Aside from your current job, were you employed in YES. oo 1
another JOb since (U| CLAIM DATE)f) NO oo (SKIP TO D1)uuveevviieeiiee e 0
IMPAQ International Page 111-17 Appendix III.

REA Study Final Report



Evaluation of the Unemployment Insurance Benefits Program — North Dakota Page C-1

SECTION MOST RECENT PAST JOB

C1. Thinking about the most recent past job, when did DATE STARTED oo, Y e O
you start working at that job? MM DD YY
C1_0 Are you still working at this job? YES s (SKIPTO C3)coviiiiiiiiiiiis 1

C2. When did you stop working at that job? DATE STOPPED............ I I I Y O
MM DD YY
C3.  How many hours do/did you usually work in an HOURS PER WEEK .. oooovooeooeoooeoeoeooeeeoeoo Ll |

average week at that job? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE:
Just give me your best guess.

C4.  Whatisiwas your hourly rate of pay, before taxes PAY RATE .. LIt Ll
and other deductions? IF R SAYS DK, PROBE: Just HOURLY ..ottt 1
give me your best guess. WEEKLY oo 2
MONTHLY oot 3
ANNUALLY oot 4
C5. Is/Was this job permanent, temporary, or PERMANENT ................ (SKIP TO SECTION D)....coouvnvnee. 1
seasonal? TEMPORARY ................ (SKIP TO SECTION D) .....cc0ooeec.. 2
’ SEASONAL .....oovvrererririniian, (ASK A) oo, 3
A. Was this job seasonal and permanent, that SEASONAL AND PERMANENT ..o 1
is, a job that you had during only certain times EEASONAL AND TEMPORARY ...vcvvvssssvvversssvssees g
of the year that continue each year such as a DK oo oo oo oo O
farm worker, or was it seasonal and
temporary, that is, a job that you do not
necessarily expect to go back to, such as
holiday retail work?
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SECTION D: JOB SEARCH EFFORTS

D1. The State of North Dakota provides tools, YES s
resources, and training services to assist job NO v (SKIPTO DA).covsvvnssvvnssvne
seekers in finding employment. Did you use any
services offered through Job Service North Dakota
in your job search?

Did you use/attend (READ CHOICES)? YES NO RF DK
a. Ul Reemployment Orientation.............ccccuvveeeeieeeninnane 1 0 8 9
(IF R ASKS: By this we mean a group session
explaining unemployment insurance procedures
and reemployment services available through Job
Service.)
b. Workshops (if yes, ask b1-b5).........cccooeiiiiiniiinnen. 1 0 8 9
bl. BasicJob Search.................coiiiiiiinl, 1 0 8 9
b2. Employment Documents.............cccevvenennn. 1 0 8 9
b3. Interview SKills............ocooviiiiii 1 0 8 9
b4. Transferable SKills.............coovviiviiiiin s 1 0 8 9
b5. Job Retention Skills.............ccccoovviiini e, 1 0 8 9
c. Referrals to available job openings.........cccccceveeeiinnns 1 0 8 9
(IF R ASKS: By this we mean services that provide
leads on job openings.)
d. SKills teStiNG.....ccoeiiiiiiieiie e 1 0 8 9
(IF R ASKS: By skills testing we mean testing to
determine skills in areas such as typing, spelling,
software, alpha-numeric, etc.)
e. Reemployment REVIEWS........cccvveeeeeeeiiiiiiiiineeee e e e 1 0 8 9
(IF R ASKS: By this we mean individual or group
meetings with your case manager(s) to review your
continued eligibility for Ul and assist with your job
search.)
f. ASSESSMENt SEIVICES.....cuviieiiiiiee e 1 0 8 9
(IF R ASKS: By this we mean the initial meeting with
your case manager.)
g. Occupation and labor market information
(IFR ASKS: By this we mean discussion of job
opportunities in your field/in your area)...................... 1 0 8 9
h. Did you receive WIA training assistance/funding?..... 1 0 8 9
i. Instruction on the use of jobsnd.com web site. ........... 1 0 8 9
j.  Job clubs or group support activities.................cc...... 1 0 8 9
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k. Did you use any other Services.........cccocccveeeeeiicvvnnnnn. 1 0 8 9
(ASK D2)

D2. What other services did you use?

SPECIFY #1:

(1]
SPECIFY #2: |:|:|

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask D3 only if multiple “YES” answers are given in D1. Otherwise, skip to D4.

D3. You said that the following services were part of SERVICE #1
your job search. (PROGRAMMER: LIST FROM D1.)
Which of these services did you find helpful? CODE

SERVICE #2 ..ot

UP TO 3 SERVICES. SERVICE#3...
NONE ...ttt
RE ¢ttt ettt 98
DK ettt bttt 99

DA4. Aside from services offered through Job Service

North Dakota, please tell me which of these other

activities were part of your job search efforts. Did

you (READ CHOICES)? YES NO

A, NEWOIrK ... 1 0

(IF R ASKS: By networking we mean informally
contacting friends, family, or acquaintances in an effort
to find a job.)

b. Check internet job postings on jobsnd.com

c. Check internet job posting sites other than

JODSNA.COM L 1 0
d. Place, answer, or browse newspaper print ads........ 1 0
e. Send resumes or complete job applications............. 1 0
f.  Contact an employer directly for an interview.......... 1 0
g. Use the resource room at your local Job Service.... 1 0
h. Use a private employment/temp agency................. 1 0
i. Use a union hall or professional register.................. 1 0
j-  Use a faith based organization ...........ccccccoecverennnnnn 1 0
k. Use a library, school, or university .............ccccceeenee. 1 0
I.  Attend job training programs or courses.................. 1 0
m. Did you do something else........cccccccoovvviiiiiereeninnnns (Asi b5) 0

D5. What else did you do?

SPECIFY #1: |:|:|
L]

SPECIFY #2:
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PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask D6 only if multiple “YES” answers are given in D4. Otherwise, if R is in the
Treatment Group, skip to Section E. If R is in the Control Group, skip to Section G.

D6. You said that you did the following things to find a ACTIVITY #1
job: (PROGRAMMER: LIST ANSWERS FROM D4).
Which of these did you find helpful? CODE UP TO 3

ACTIVITY #2.oiiiiiiiiiiii

ITEMS. ACTIVITY #3....
NONE ..o e
RE e 98
DK o 99
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SECTION E: WORK FIRST INTERVIEW

E1l. During your period of unemployment, the State of YES 1
North Dakota sent you a letter instructing you to go N o EEE:E $8 Egg """""""""""""""""" g
to a Job Service North Dakota office. After oSO =4[ e 1 =) MY
receiving this letter, did you attend a group
reemployment review meeting?

E2. How helpful was completing the group Very helpful ... 1
reemployment review meetings? Was it (READ Somewhat helpful, Or ... 2
CATEGOR'ES)’? Not at all helpful .................................................................. 3

RE ettt 8

DK vttt 9

E3. Did you attend at least one of your scheduled \N(ICE)S -------------------------------- '(é'kiﬁ?énl':'é')' ---------------------------------- é
H H f) ..................................................................

reemployment interviews: RE oo (SKIP TO F2) oo 8

5] QTR (SKIP TO F2) oo, 9

EA4. As a result of the interview, did you Comp|ete an Lgs ................................ (5K|pTOE6) .................................. (1)
Nt 1 ’) ..................................................................
initial assessment and job search plan RE (SKIP TO E6) i 8

5] T (SKIP TO EB)..ovvvvvveeceeieierias 9

ES. How helpful was completing the job search plan in Very helpful ... 1
focusing your job search efforts? Was it (READ Somewhat helpful, or..........oooiin 2
CATEGOR'Es)’) Not at all heIpfuI .................................................................. 3

RF ettt 8
DK oottt 9

E6. Did the interviewer refer you to other community YES 1
agencies, services at a library, a faith-based ES """""""""""""""""""" EEE:E $8 E;g """"""""""""""""""""" g
agency, or the Internet? DK ororoeseeesoeoesoes (SKIP TO E7) oo O

E7. How useful were these agencies or services in VEIY USETUL ... 1
helping you in your job search? Were they (READ Somewhat useful, Or ..o, 2
CATEGORlEs)’) Not at all USETUL........cooeiiiieeeeeeceee e, 3

ES8. Which part of the reempk)yment review process Bhgglgléﬁsgﬁspsl-hiﬁNT ......................................................... é
was the most helpful to you in trying to retur to GROUP REEMPLOYMENT INTERVIEWS .+ 1 i3
work: the initial assessment, the job search plan, REFERRALS TO OTHER AGENCIES/SERVICES................ 4
the group reemployment interviews, the referrals to SOME OTHER PART ....covvvviveann. (SPECIFY) ..ocvovvernne. 5
other agencies or services, some other part, or was NONE OF THE INTERVIEW PROCESS WAS HELPFUL .... 6
none of the interview process helpfur; SE .......................................................................................... g
SPECIFY: I:I:I

E9. Overall, how much did the reemployment review A0t s 1
process help you understand what you needed to SOMEWNAL....oooo 2
do to look for work? Was it (READ CATEGORIES)? ’};‘I‘:’t AL g

DK ettt 9
E10. Overall, do you think the reemployment reviews MORE QUICKLY ..o 1
helped you return to work more quickly, delayed DELAVED -oooosoovvvnessssvnssssss s 2
NO EFFECT oottt st sssssnen 3
your return to work, or had no effect on how soon RE. . oo 8
you returned to work? DK ettt eeee ettt ettt ten s 9
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SECTION F: REA: NO-SHOW EXPLANATION

F1. Did you miss any other interviews that were
scheduled for you?

F2. We know that sometimes people can’'t make their RETURNED TO WORK ..o, 1
scheduled interviews. What factors caused you to HAD A JOB INTERVIEW ..o, 2
miss your Scheduled interview(s)? Anyth|ng e|se? TRANSPORTATION ISSUES ...t 3

CODE ALL THAT APPLY. COULD NOT ARRANGE CHILD CARE OR HAD OTHER
FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES .....ooovveecieieeiesisseesieenns 4
SICK ottt 5

DECIDED NOT TO CLAIM UNEMPLOYMENT

INSURANCE BENEFITS......oovviiriiririeeeeiseisissiessesenns 6

SPECIFY:

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask F3 only if multiple answers given in F2. Otherwise, skip to G1.

F3. You said that these factors caused you to miss
your scheduled interview(s): (PROGRAMMER: LIST
FACTORS FROM F2). Which one of these would
you say was the major factor in missing your
interview? CODE ONLY ONE.
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Page G-1

SECTION G: EXHAUSTION/STOP CLAIMING

The next few questions are about your Unemployment Insurance benefits.

Gl1. Are you currently receiving Unemployment YES (SKIP TO G9)..ooviiiiiiis
Insurance benefits? E(FD .........................................................................................
RE Lottt
G2. Have you received any Unemployment Insurance ;(E)S -------------------------------- ('éil{llﬁlT"(S"c';'é’)' ----------------------------------
H 1 1 1 ? ..................................................................
benefits since applying in (Ul CLAIM DATE)~ RE (SKIP TO GO).
0] (SKIP TO G9)..vooveercerecreeeeereeenns
G3.  When did you stop receiving Unemployment STOPPED...... Lt
Insurance benefits? IF R SAYS DK, SAY: Just give MM DD YY
me your best guess.
G4. Did you use up the maximum amount of money ;(E)S ------------------------------- (SKIPTO G9)..o
you were eligible to receive as Unemployment R K TS Gy
nsurance: DK oo (SKIP TO G9)..voeeeeeeeereereea.
Gb. Did you voluntarily stop claiming benefits? ;55 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TN (=1 "(1- 3 o X cl:) W
0] (SKIP TO GO
G6. Here are some reasons why people stop receiving
Unemployment Insurance benefits. Please tell me
whether or not any of these applied to you. Did you
stop receiving Unemployment Insurance because
you (READ REASONS)? YES NO RF DK
a. Wentback t0 WOrK..........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 1 0 8 9
b. Became a full time student............cccooiiiiiiinnnn, 1 0 8 9
c. No longer wanted/needed assistance..................... 1 0 8 9
d. Thought it was too much hassle to continue in the
Unemployment Insurance program...........cococcveeeeee. 1 0 8 9
e. Were denied Unemployment Insurance benefits..... 1 0 8 9
f.  Were no longer eligible for Unemployment
Insurance benefits.........cceeiiiiiiii 1 0 8 9
g. Anything else (SPECIFY) ..ccccouiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeiiiieeeeeen 1 0 8 9
SPECIFY: D:I
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G7. You gave the following reasons for why you OCCURRED EIRST oo |_|
stopped Unemployment Insurance benefits.
PROGRAMMER: LIST REASONS FROM G6. Which of
these reasons occurred first?

PROGRAMMER NOTE: Ask G8 only if R answered “3” (No longer wanted/needed assistance), in G6.

G8. You mentioned that one of the reasons you stopped receiving Unemployment Insurance was because you
no longer wanted or needed assistance. Why did you no longer want assistance?

SPECIFY REASON:

G9. Would you like to add any comments? YES i, (SPECIFY).oiiiiiiicics

SPECIFY REASON:
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Ending Script for Tracking:

Thank you for your time and cooperation. Your answers, together with the answers of other participants will
be used to improve programs that help people succeed in finding a job. To complete this study, we may
need to talk to you one more time to get an update on your opinions and experiences. To help us reach you
for the next interview, we would like to confirm the correct spelling of your name and address.

CHECK NAME/ADDRESS AND EDIT AS NEEDED

Is there another number where you can usually be reached?
Yes
IF YES, ASK: Under whose name is that number listed?
First, Last Name
(IF SELF, SKIP NEXT QUESTION)
Who does that number belong to? (friend, neighbor, etc)
Is this a cell, home, or office phone number?
No

Do you expect to change your name in the next year or so?
Yes
IF YES, ASK: What do you expect to change it to?
First, Last Name
No

Do you expect to move in the next year?
Yes
IF YES, ASK: Approximately when do you expect to move?
MONTH
YEAR
Where do you expect to move?
RECORD ADDRESS, IF SPECIFIC ADDRESS UNKNOWN, PROBE FOR CITY, STATE, ETC

No
Do you have an e-mail address?
Yes
IF YES, SAY: Would you please spell that?
No

That completes all the questions | have for you. Thank you again for your time and cooperation.
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Table 1. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of Single REA on Ul-related Outcomes
(Minnesota UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Claims and Payments (A - C) Exhaustion (D) Overpayment (E - G)
A B C D E F G

Amount of  Number of
overpayment overpayment

o s
Number of % with some

Number of Likelihood of overpayment -
. weeks Total . among initial weeks among
Independent Variables weeks . exhausting Ul detected Lo
. Claimed and Payments ($) . . claims with  initial claims
claimed benefits during the R
compensated overpayment with
benefit year
©) overpayment
Single REA Interview (1, T1; 0, C) -0.453 0.731 13.002 -0.000 -0.035 99.216 -0.916
[0.496] [0.483] [168.362] [0.022] [0.018}¢ [174939] [0.672]
Age 0.207 0.199 246.185 0.023 -0.003 97.091 0.178
[0.098]# [0.006]* [33.390[¥  [0.004]* [0.003] [36.229] %+ [0.139]
Age square 0.000 0.000 -2.484 0.000 0.000 -1.272 -0.002
[0.001] [0.001] 04097 0,000+ [0.000] 04447 [0.007]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.763 -0.556 401.335 -0.013 -0.004 143.899 -0.03
[0.363]* [0.357) [123.873] [0.016] [0.012] [138.367] 0537
White (1, yes; 0, no) -1.142 0.769 68.69 -0.074 -0.087 -272.391 -1.487
[0.446) [0.436)* [151274) [0020p%  OITpRE (151392 [0.582]*
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) -0.652 -0.83 -50.774 -0.06 0.021 53.766 0.5
[0677) [0.667) [231.433) [0.020]# [0.023] [246.434) [0947)
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) -0.687 -0.983 341.192 -0.078 0.001 84.695 -0.42
[0.691] [0.681] [236.067) [0.029] [0.023] [254.904] 0.980]
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) -1.7 -1.995 501.701 0.144 -0.021 -176.436 -1.774
[0.763]* 07500 [259.989)  [0.028]%x* [0.024] [291.173] [1.119]
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) -1.062 -1.136 1,177.63 -0.087 -0.035 265.247 1.009
[1.065] [1.043] (61705 [0.041] [0.031] [437.520] [1.681]
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) 2182 -1.823 -492.884 -0.056 -0.008 -9.091 -0.856
[0.741 ] [0.727 ) [252.058]* [0.031]* [0.024) [290.774) [1.117)
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) 2.261 1.724 199.9 0.085 -0.01 063.574 2138
[0.878* [0.863]* [299.274] [0.041]+ [0.029] [350.401]* [1347)
Number of claim weeks allowed 0.628 0.592 275318 0.001 0.005 71712 0.147
(0049765 [0.048F 16737 [0.002] [0.0027%  [19.956* [0.077)*
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 1) -2.054 -1.932 -125.459 -0.046 -0.054 -1,787.64 -5.27
[2.502] [2:449] [849.508] [0.111] [0.086] [1,148.506] [4.414]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 2) -0.593 -0.657 -239.786 0.068 0.031 812,901 5975
[1.833] [1.792] [621.662] [0.080] [0.062] [794.249] [3.052
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 3) 1.405 1.399 258.637 -0.025 0.08 6785 0225
[2.561] [2.503] [868.088] [0.113] [0.088] [1,121.779] [4311]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 4) 1.363 1.276 124.84 0.023 -0.113 -620.396 -3.837
[2.408] [2.356] [817.021] [0.105] [0.084] [1,039.326] [3.994]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 1) 1.078 145 75.183 0.027 0.102 1,674.93 4,601
[3.110] [3.046] [1,056.300] [0.138] [0.10] [1,461.017) [5.613]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 2) 2.361 1726 -488.962 -0.008 -0.032 -678.936 -0.401
[2.028] [1.983] [688.419] [0.090] [0.069] [912.043) [3.503]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 3) -3.749 -2.64 166.898 0.011 -0.019 -1169.273 -2.255
[2715] [2.657] [919.807) [0.121] [0.092] [1,094.909] [4.208]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 4) 1.244 0.365 150.966 0.02 -0.01 504.278 243
[1.972] [1.927] [668.356] [0.087] [0.067] [842.834] [3.239]
Years in Current Occupation 0.021 0.008 44.403 0.000 0.000 15.568 0.026
[0.024] [0.023] [8.140] %+ [0.001] [0.001] [9.318]* [0.036]
Constant -6.596 -1.721 -8,966.38 - 334589 13.124
[3.659] [3.586]  [1,243.815)%+ - - [1,647.151] [6.330]+
Obsetvations 3,554 3,510 3,510 3,554 3,554 534 534
R-squared 0.1 0.09 0.17 - - 0.09 0.06

Note:
1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1, # P < 0.05. #* P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squates Models are used for continuous outcomes (Model A, B, C, F, G), and probit models are used for dichotomous outcomes (Model D and E).

3) Coefficients in model D and E (probit models) have been converted to marginal values.
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Table 2. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of Multiple REAs on Ul-related Outcomes
(Minnesota UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Claims and Payments (A - C)

Exhaustion (D)

Overpayment (E - G)

A B C D E F G
o s Amount of  Number of
% with some
Number of Number of Likelihood of overpayment overpay.m.e.nt overpayment
weeks Total . among initial weeks among
weeks . exhausting Ul detected Lo
. Claimed and Payments ($) . . claims with  initial claims
claimed benefits during the .
compensated overpayment with
benefit year
$) overpayment
Multiple REA Interviews (1, T2; 0, C) -0.932 -1.163 -99.987 -0.037 -0.038 -81.522 -0.926
[0.502]* [0.482]+* [169.389] [0.023]* [0.018]** [198.556] [0.663]
age 0.303 0.284 233.986 0.016 0.002 65.45 0.021
[0.114]#% [0.110p*** [38.604]#% [0.005]*** [0.004] [53.181] [0.177)
Age square -0.001 -0.001 2.22 0.000 0.000 0.777 0.000
[0.001] [0.001] [0.475]+% [0.000p** [0.000] [0.668] [0.002]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -1.189 -0.839 446 -0.027 -0.003 48.752 0438
[0.406]#+* [0.391]+* [137.109]%** [0.018] [0.014] [170.514] [0.569]
White (1, yes; 0, no) -1.104 -1.01 -107.459 -0.073 -0.079 -239.642 -1.162
[0.490]+* [0.474]+* [166.389)] [0.022]#* [0.018x#x [186.954] [0.624]*
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.079 0.249 97.603 -0.001 -0.025 -516.06 -2.09
[0.756] [0.731] [256.568) [0.033] [0.023) [286.8207* [0.957)**
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 0.062 -0.044 345.774 -0.056 -0.024 -311.698 -1.576
[0.765] [0.739] [259.369] [0.032]* [0.024] [291.978] [0.974]
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) -0.291 -0.311 970.191 -0.094 -0.044 -307.086 -2.831
[0.849] [0.819] [287.502]*** [0.033]*** [0.024]* [338.753] [1.130]**
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) -1.776 -1.745 720.345 0.133 -0.076 -456.283 -2.967
[1.260] [1.213) [425.804)* [0.042% [0.0297%# [623.541] [2.081]
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) -0.194 0.243 281.356 -0.004 -0.03 465197 1.701
[0.808] [0.785] [275.520] [0.035] [0.026] [380.536] [1.270]
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) -0.32 -0.317 -328.42 -0.022 -0.013 215.836 0.929
[1.014] [0.982] [344.811] [0.043] [0.034] [471.465] [1.573]
Number of claim weeks allowed 0.572 0.52 208.324 -0.003 0.007 05.048 0.089
[0.053]#+x [0.052]#* [18.227]F** [0.002] [0.002]#** [25.870]%* [0.086]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 1) 0.515 0459 257.779 0.007 0.057 1,787.95 7.319
[2.567) [2471) [867.612] [0.113] [0.091] [1,259.523) [4.203])*
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 2) -0.274 0.218 171.561 0.011 -0.094 -831.418 -4.536
[2.103] [2.022] [710.007] [0.091] [0.073] [1,012.592] [3.379]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 3) 0.638 0.252 -260.124 0.033 -0.021 -512.359 -1.517
[2.682] [2.601] [913.151] [0.117] [0.094] [1,283.112] [4.282]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 4) -0.125 -0.84 -668.474 -0.04 0.118 697.865 4.489
[2.375] [2.286] [802.567] [0.104] [0.082] [1,089.821] [3.637]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 1) -0.479 0.803 16.577 -0.026 -0.045 -2,251.86 9.332
[3.141] [3.037] [1,066.271] [0.138] [0.113] [1,575.387] [5.257]*
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 2) 0.986 0.049 -402.17 0.041 0.065 934.261 5401
[2.093] [2.026] [711.251] [0.092] [0.072] [946.249] [3.158]*
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 3) -1.01 -0.167 851.072 -0.054 0.043 494.843 0.785
[2.937] [2.841] [997.524] [0.129] [0.100] [1,306.377] [4.359]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 4) 1.165 1313 128.871 0.089 -0.123 -79.753 -1.605
[2.232] [2.162] [759.061] [0.098] [0.077] [1,052.507] [3.512]
Years in Cutrent Occupation -0.027 -0.035 20.146 0.000 0.000 4.371 0.001
[0.025] [0.024] [8.581]** [0.001] [0.001] [10.637] [0.035]
Constant -10.139 -9.467 -8,468.40 - - -1,814.87 2,002
[4.120%* [3.982]*+* [1,398.227] %+ - [1,963.527] [6.552]
Observations 2,833 2,788 2,788 2,833 2,833 426 426
R-squared 0.09 0.08 0.16 - - 0.06 0.00
Note:
1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. #* P < 0.05. *#* P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squares Models ate used for continuous outcomes (Model A, B, C, F, G), and probit models are used for dichotomous outcomes (Model D and E).
3) Coefficients in model D and E (probit models) have been converted to marginal values.
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Table 3. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of REA (T1 & T2) on Ul-related Outcomes
(Minnesota UI Administrative Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Claims and Payments (A - C) Exhaustion (D) Overpayment (E - G)
A B C D E F G

) Amount of  Number of
% with some

Number of Number of Likelihood of overpayment overpay.m.e.nt overpayment
weeks Total . among initial weeks among
weeks . exhausting Ul detected . L .
. Claimed and Payments ($) a . claims with  initial claims
claimed benefits during the R
compensated overpayment with
benefit year
$) overpayment
REA Interview(s) (1, T1&T2; 0, C) -0.663 -0.924 -38.886 -0.020 -0.036 -82.973 -0.916
[0.478] [0.464)% [162.297] 0.021] [0.017)+ [175.145] [0.626]
age 0.248 0.232 251.28 0.02 -0.001 93.336 0.121
[0.077)%¢* [0.075]%+* [26.252]* [0.003)** [0.003] [31.695)** [0.113]
Age square -0.001 -0.001 -2.476 0.000 0.000 -1.16 -0.001
[0.001] [0.001] [0.321] ¢+ [0.000p%** [0.000] [0.391] %+ [0.001]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.78 0.541 482.214 0.014 0.000 58.861 -0.269
[0.284] ¢+ [0.276]%* [96.368]** [0.013] [0.009] [113.694] [0.406]
White (1, yes; 0, no) -0.99 0.764 39.057 -0.072 -0.082 -274.699 -1.33
[0.345) ¢+ [0.336]* [117.578] [0.016)%** [0.013]** [125.002] [0.447pex
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.392 0.395 -10.021 -0.028 0.000 -159.369 0.902
[0.531] [0.520] [181.616] 0.023] 0.017] [197.714] [0.706]
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) -0.513 -0.683 3143 -0.065 -0.012 -45.219 0.541
[0.539] [0.527] [184.124]% [0.023] %%+ [0.017] [202.630] [0.724]
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) -0.971 -1.15 744.28 0.112 -0.031 -112.759 -1.638
[0.596] [0.581] [203.199] %% [0.023] %% [0.018]* [232.552] [0.831]**
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) -1.087 -1.132 1,091.01 -0.096 -0.001 16.334 -0.033
[0.850] [0.827] [288.963]** [0.032+* [0.021] ¢ 389.695] [1.393]
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) -1.37 -0.951 -190.682 -0.032 -0.025 213.225 0.411
[0.570p [0.558]* [194.890] 0.024) [0.018] [247.980] [0.886]
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) 1185 0.992 27.017 0.052 -0.011 342.867 1.351
[0.701} [0.686] [239.585] [0.032] [0.023] [299.581] [1.070]
Number of claim weeks allowed 0.615 0.574 278064 0.000 0.006 70.045 0.111
[0.038]xx* [0.037)%¢* [13.029] %% [0.002] [0.001 ¢+ [16.805] % [0.0607
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 1) -0.389 -0.951 174.871 -0.019 -0.017 309.518 148
[1.882] [1.830] [639.545] 0.083] [0.064] 892.184] [3.188]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 2) -0.046 0.319 8.569 0.067 -0.018 239.271 2.245
[1.441] [1.399] [488.897] 0.062] [0.048] [659.121] [2.355]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 3) 0.236 0.267 -83.324 0.013 0.01 -38.592 -1.832
[1.911] [1.863] [651.163] [0.084] [0.064] [870.099] [3.109]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 4) 0.714 0.28 -241.516 -0.001 0.001 -230.366 -0.623
[1.755] [1.707) [596.475] [0.077] [0.059] [740.783] [2.647)
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 1) -0.263 0.77 70.189 -0.007 0.047 -612.66 -3.09
[2.307) [2.249) [785.983] 0.102] [0.079] [1,128.929) [4.034]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 2) 1.945 1.037 -482.086 0.015 -0.004 195454 2.501
[1.513] [1.475) [515.619] 0.067) [0.051] 682.438] [2.439]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 3) -1.702 -1.089 622.995 -0.026 0.032 -270.178 -0.205
[2.084] [2.028) [708.792) [0.092] [0.069] [862.434] 3.082]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 4) 0.72 0.332 11.954 0.040 -0.049 75432 2172
[1.544] [1.504] [525.634] [0.068] [0.052] [689.803] [2.465]
Years in Current Occupation 0.001 -0.008 32.504 0.000 0.000 8.680 0.004
[0.018] [0.018] [6.207)+* 0.001] [0.001] [7.368] [0.026]
Constant -8.607 -8.669 -9,143.03 - - -031.467 8.696
[2.850] [2785p  [973.153 - - [1,307.895) (4,674}
Observations 5,849 5,766 5,766 5,849 5,849 863 863
R-squared 0.100 0.0800 0.170 - 0.060 0.040

Note:
1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1 ** P < 0.05. ¥ P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squares Models are used for continuous outcomes (Model A, B, C, F, G), and probit models are used for dichotomous outcomes (Model D and E).

3) Coefficients in model D and E (probit models) have been converted to marginal values.
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Table 4. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of Single REA on Employment-related
Outcomes (Minnesota Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005

Initiative)
Likelihood of 110Uty wage  Hours o pp 0 age  Hours
R at first job worked per . worked per
fEUNing o e 42/in 6 wh at firstjob % PEIOPA L the job
Independent Variables work w/in 6 R the time of R
months of w/in 6 at the time of
month of .. R the follow-up
. K initial claims  months of | . the follow-up
initial claims . . interview ($) . .
%) initial claims interview
REA Interview (1, T1; 0, C) -0.021 0.484 1.892 0.548 2.495
[0.029] [0.729] [0.872]** [0.737] [0.864]F**
age 0.004 0.379 0.152 0.543 0.369
[0.008] [0.203]* [0.255] [0.207F** [0.254]
Age square 0.000 -0.003 -0.002 -0.006 -0.005
[0.000] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]** [0.003]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.016 1.710 3.732 1.805 3.318
[0.030] [0.756]** [0.887]+** [0.744]** [0.861]F**
White (1, yes; 0, no) 0.145 1.065 -0.367 1.242 -0.285
[0.038]#** [1.002] [1.217)] [1.003] [1.183]
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.003 0.309 -2.699 0.251 -1.348
[0.059] [1.548] [1.913] [1.617] [1.889]
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 0.071 1.683 -2.811 1.951 -2.126
[0.059] [1.538] [1.888] [1.599] [1.844]
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.200 6.507 0.073 5.406 0.600
[0.058]#*+* [1.624)+** [1.951] [1.680]*** [1.915]
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) 0.192 14.931 -1.826 13.046 -0.109
[0.075]** [2.215]4%* [2.517] [2.218]F** [2.482]
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) 0.125 -0.272 3912 0.384 3.242
[0.055]** [1.412] [1.064]** [1.442] [1.709]*
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) -0.188 -3.139 -6.744 -2.891 -0.792
[0.064]#+* [1.979] [2.462]%*+* [1.884] [2.408]
Profiling score -0.078 7.233 23.066 9.349 21.791
[0.296] [7.516] [8.898]#** [7.717] [9.053]*+*
Number of claim weeks allowed -0.009 0.348 0.359 0.382 0.351
[0.004]** [0.101 ]+ [0.125]%** [0.112]F#* [0.129]#**
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 1) 0.171 2.972 2126 -0.204 2.000
[0.197] [4.996] [5.961] [4.861] [5.710]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 2) -0.230 -1.328 -3.732 4.070 -0.047
[0.149] [3.525] [4.361] [3.862] [4.664]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 3) -0.018 3.517 8.243 6.563 5.300
[0.202] [5.088] [6.048] [4.970] [5.922]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 4) 0.297 -3.998 -8.114 -9.128 -5.920
[0.177) [4.396] [5.265] [4.319]+* [5.117]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 1) -0.159 -3.543 -0.923 -1.277 -3.687
[0.248] [6.343] [7.533] [6.236] [7.294]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 2) 0.136 -0.931 6.925 -3.376 8.343
[0.156] [3.789] [4.543] [3.939] [4.686]*
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 3) 0.086 -4.319 -9.104 -11.024 -10.203
[0.215] [5.042] [6.284] [5.151]** [6.420]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 4) -0.238 6.245 2.165 11.878 1.819
[0.155] [3.7407* [4.586] [3.788]F** [4.589]
Constant - -4.290 22.865 -5.148 19.953
- [7.491] [8.911]** [7.764] [9.077]**
Observations 1,299 528 677 545 748
R-squared - 0.270 0.110 0.230 0.080
Note:

1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. #* P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squares Models are used for continuous outcomes and probit models are used for dichotomous outcomes.

3) Coefficients in probit models have been converted to marginal values.
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Table 5. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of Multiple REAs on Employment-related
Outcomes (Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

A B C D E

Hourly wage Hours Hours

Likelihood of at first job worked per Hourly wage worked per

, reuMming 0 -y d2/in6 wkatfirsejob °" TEIPA O o the job
Independent Variables work w/in 6 . the time of .
months of w/in 6 at the time of
months of . .. . the follow-up
. . initial claims  months of . the follow-up
initial claims . . interview ($) . .
($) initial claims interview
Multiple REA Interviews (1, T2; 0, C) 0.056 0.381 1.250 0.609 1.037
[0.0317* [0.870] [0.971] [1.008] [0.917)
age -0.016 0.593 0.669 0.703 0.371
[0.0097* [0.231]** [0.269]** [0.274]** [0.262]
Age square 0.000 -0.007 -0.008 -0.009 -0.005
[0.000] [0.003]** [0.003]** [0.003]+** [0.003]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.040 3.554 4.847 3.345 4.904
[0.032] [0.904]** [0.989]** [1.039]#*+* [0.936]+**
White (1, yes; 0, no) 0.136 1.846 0.886 2.722 0.980
[0.042x* [1.261] [1.389] [1.429]* [1.311]
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.038 -1.065 -4.344 -0.301 0.197
[0.066] [1.980] [2.243]* [2.122] [2.031]
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 0.085 1.467 -3.487 3.008 0.470
[0.066] [2.021] [2.259] [2.139] [2.013]
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.189 4.092 -3.022 4.460 1.154
[0.064]+** [2.097)* [2.321] [2.252]%* [2.087]
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) 0.279 7913 -1.652 12.352 2.432
[0.068]** [3.062]** [3.003] [3.622p0** [2.829]
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) 0.082 0.121 3.569 -0.223 1.324
[0.060] [1.692] [1.895]* [2.041] [1.805]
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) -0.160 -2.638 -4.134 -2.840 -0.284
[0.076]** [2.285] [2.740] [2.649] [2.591]
Profiling score -0.501 14.985 10.822 15.522 6.035
[0.312] [9.215] [9.933] [10.456] [9.479]
Number of claim weeks allowed -0.005 0.307 0.272 0.340 0.133
[0.005] [0.136]** [0.151]* [0.173]* [0.152]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 1) 0.127 5.007 4.532 -0.098 -5.146
[0.207] [5.835] [6.478] [6.639] [5.929]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 2) -0.081 -0.627 -3.910 -3.268 0.091
[0.171] [4.397] [5.119] [5.286] [5.068]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 3) -0.190 -1.226 7.767 7.348 11.732
[0.215] [5.651] [6.438] [6.654] [6.233]*
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 4) 0.198 -0.192 -4.079 -1.635 -7.766
[0.197] [5.037] [5.781] [5.887] [5.460]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 1) -0.148 -7.535 -5.816 -0.547 5.030
[0.258] [7.401] [8.262] [8.345] [7.513]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 2) 0.010 1.074 7.917 -2.551 5.169
[0.168] [4.515] [5.189] [5.158] [4.890]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 3) 0.157 -1.100 -10.361 -7.539 -17.403
[0.234] [6.015] [6.810] [7.203] [6.680]***
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 4) -0.019 4.837 1.679 6.595 2.260
[0.167] [4.407] [5.072] [5.200] [4.891]
Constant - -12.942 17.914 -11.441 38.752
- [8.824] [10.153]* [10.026] [9.536]**
Obsetvations 1,063 455 595 468 642
R-squared - 0.180 0.100 0.150 0.080
Note:
1) Standard etrors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. %% P < 0.05. ** P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squares Models are used for continuous outcomes and probit models are used for dichotomous outcomes.
3) Coefficients in probit models have been converted to marginal values.
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Table 6. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of Single and Multiple REAs on Employment-
related Outcomes (Minnesota Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

A B C D E
Likelihood of Hourly wage Hours Hourly wage Hours
returning to at first job worked per on the job at worked per
. ; found 2/in 6 wk at first job . wk on the job
Independent Variables work w/in 6 . the time of R
month of months of w/in 6 the follow-up at the time of
L. . initial claims  months of . . the follow-up
initial claims .. . interview ($) . R
(%) initial claims interview
REA Interview(s) (1, T1&T2; 0, C) 0.011 0.416 1.491 0.585 1.766
[0.026] [0.727] [0.796]* [0.793] [0.783]**
Age -0.005 0.524 0.383 0.669 0.449
[0.007] [0.176]++* [0.203]* [0.197]++* [0.204]**
Age square 0.000 -0.006 -0.005 -0.008 -0.006
[0.000] [0.002]** [0.002]** [0.002]+** [0.002]**
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.009 2.411 4.672 2.538 4.078
[0.025] [0.678]*F** [0.734] k% [0.737]** [0.715]+*
White (1, yes; 0, no) 0.150 1.718 0.719 2.278 0.647
[0.032]F** [0.928]* [1.0206] [0.996])** [0.987]
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.061 -0.172 -2.762 0.476 0.468
[0.050] [1.481] [1.682] [1.596] [1.619]
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 0.118 1.972 -2.447 3.039 0.248
[0.050)** [1.491] [1.678] [1.592]* [1.595]
College graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.216 5.852 -0.602 5.234 2.33
[0.048]*** [1.568]*+** [1.734] [1.682]#k* [1.656]
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) 0.240 12.928 -0.960 12.481 2.637
[0.057]F** [2.132] % [2.191] [2.284]F** [2.130]
Veteran (1, yes; 0, no) 0.043 -0.457 2.763 -0.934 1.474
[0.047] [1.300] [1.421]* [1.452] [1.411]
Disabled (1, yes; 0, no) -0.182 -2.666 -5.014 -2.749 -0.614
[0.055]*** [1.804] [2.082]** [1.862] [1.979]
Profiling score -0.157 16.695 17.128 21.826 13.493
[0.248] [6.961]** [7.552]** [7.639]+* [7.538]*
Number of claim weeks allowed -0.009 0.347 0.357 0.346 0.273
[0.004]** [0.093 )¢ [0.105]** [0. 1T 1 w* [0.108]**
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 1) 0.097 2.943 2.781 0.167 -2.3
[0.161] [4.380] [4.835] [4.669] [4.581]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 2) -0.153 0.386 -2.649 1.189 1.136
[0.126] [3.169] [3.608] [3.687] [3.763]
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 3) -0.059 -0.026 7.052 4.515 8.033
[0.166] [4.2806] [4.748] [4.666] [4.703]*
Unemployment rate (2004, quarter 4) 0.185 -2.976 -7.679 -5.049 -7.977
[0.147] [3.813] [4.268]* [4.137] [4.143)*
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 1) -0.087 -4.247 -1.881 -1.23 2.247
[0.201] [5.550] [6.110] [5.913] [5.801]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 2) 0.074 -0.367 5.777 -3.318 4.275
[0.128] [3.317] [3.714] [3.663] [3.708]
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 3) 0.074 -1.596 -7.37 -6.906 -12.139
[0.178] [4.398] [4.993] [4.980] [5.110]**
Unemployment rate (2005, quarter 4) -0.072 5.298 1.777 8.811 2.834
[0.129] [3.258] [3.665] [3.619]** [3.678]
Constant - -11.336 18.527 -12.32 24.925
- [6.454]* [7.217]%* [7.091]* [7.160]#+*
Observations 1,843 772 996 790 1,090
R-squared - 0.21 0.1 0.17 0.07
Note:
1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: ¥ P < 0.1. #f P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squares Models are used for continuous outcomes and probit models are used for dichotomous outcomes.
3) Coefficients in probit models have been converted to marginal values.
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Table 1. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of REA on Ul-related Outcomes
(North Dakota UI Admin Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

Number of weeks

Independent Variables claimed and Total payments ($)
compensated
REA interview (1, treatment; 0, control -1.051 -135.597
[0.742] [207.078]
Age (30 - 45) 3.345 959.419
[0.882]*** [246.102]%**
Age (46 - 55) 5.43 1628.26
[1.047]*** [292.335]***
Age (56 - 65) 5.39 1702.31
[1.330]*** [371.291]#**
Age (65 +) 1.125 702.256
[4.071] [1,136.269]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.007 -133.696
[0.709] [197.832]
Hispanic (1, yes; 0, no) -1.955 -315.445
[3.585] [1,000.681]
White (1, yes; 0, no) -0.076 40.427
[1.510] [421.568]
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 1.700 434.065
[1.470] [410.225]
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 1.527 429.413
[1.473] [411.100]
College graduate (1, yes; 0 no) 3.084 1064.711
[1.557]** [434.467]**
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) 6.402 2035.537
[2.711]** [756.575]***
Profiling score -0.005 -0.745
[0.048] [13.401]
Total wages amount 2005 0.000 0.018
[0.000]*** [0.008]**
Constant 8.046 847.662
[3.302]** [921.719]
Observations 570 570
R-squared 0.090 0.130
Note:

1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1. ** P < 0.05. *** P < 0.01.
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Table 2. Multivariate Analysis of the Impact of REA on Employment-related Outcomes
(North Dakota Follow-up Interview Data, Fiscal Year 2005 Initiative)

A B C D E
Hourl H H
Likelihood of 02" " o8¢ T Hoidywage o
etumingto firstjob  worked per on the iob at worked per
, 8 found2/in6 wkatfirstiob ° "% wkon the job
Independent Variables work w/in 6 , the time of ,
monthof months of w/in 6 he follo at the time of
W-U
e . initial claitms  months o . . the follow-u
initial clai s of P the follow-up
initial claims .. ., interview (§)
$) initial claims interview
REA interview (1, treatment; 0, conttol) -0.013 -0.088 -2.853 -0.12 -1.695
0.042] 0.869] [1.6707* 0.798] [1.641]
Age -0.031 -0.129 0447 -374 0.054
[0.013]* 0.247] [0.476] 0.242] [0.474]
Age square 0.000 0.002 -0.007 0.004 -0.003
[0.0007* 0.003] [0.000] [0.003] [0.000]
Gender (1, male; 0, female) -0.024 -0.585 -9.321 0343 -0.772
[0.041] [0.886] [1.671] [0.801] [1.608]***
White (1, yes; 0, no) 0.14 -2.045 6813 1441 5707
0.095] [1.758] [3.320* [1.634] 3.379]
High school graduate (1, yes; 0, no) 0.052 1.076 -0.423 1.388 -3.336
[0.112] (1.922) [3.871]* [1.917] 3.900]
Some college (1, yes; 0, no) 0.09 1.309 -8.244 2.79 27143
[0.097) [1.944] [3.884]% [1.924] [3.899]
College graduate (1, yes; 0 no) 0.086 4716 -5.422 5.538 -1.869
[0.090] [1.971]x* [3.967] [1.958]x* [3.977]
Postgraduate education (1, yes; 0, no) 0.051 11.22 -23.251 8978 -5.34
[0.153] [0.322]* [9.005] [3.816] [7]337
Profiling score 0.000 -0.053 -0.307 -0.014 -0.073
[0.003] [0.066] [0.121] [0.058] [0.116]
# of mons elapsed btw interview and claim date -0.058 -0.082 -1.363 0.007 -2.056
[0.051] [1.012] [1.850] [0.893] [1.711]
Squared # of mons elapsed btw intetview and claim date 0.003 0.006 0.047 -0.005 0077
[0.002] [0.043] [0.079] [0.038] 0.072]
Hispanic (1, yes; 0, no) - -0.547 1.92 4953 8.289
- [3.276] [6.513] [3.243] [7.064]
Constant - 17385 64.465 19.238 58.535
[8.586]*** [15.782] [8.0007% [15.368]**
Observations 363 174 193 218 256
R-squared - 0.1 0.26 0.12 0.14
Note:
1) Standard errors in brackets; and statistical significance level: * P < 0.1 ** P < 0,05, #* P < 0.01.
2) Ordinary Least Squares Models are used for continuous outcomes and probit models ate used for dichotomous outcomes.
3) Coefficients in probit probit models have been converted to marginal values.
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	Follow-up Interview Data.  As was done in the Minnesota analysis, follow-up interview data were used to assess impacts on employment-related outcomes in North Dakota (See Appendix IV for the follow-up interview instrument).  The follow-up interview sample in North Dakota, however, is considerably smaller than the Minnesota sample.  In North Dakota, 645 follow-up interviews (approximately one-third of the full sample) were completed.  As seen in Table 5.3, however, the control and treatment groups are similar on most demographic characteristics.  The only statistically significant difference between the two groups is in education.
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	OVERVIEW OF THE REA (PEERS) INITIATIVE
	GENERAL CLIENT FLOW/REA DELIVERY STRUCTURE
	Eligibility/Selection/Notification Process/Scheduling.  PEERS participants were selected using the same process employed to select claimants required to participate in ERS.  Although the PEERS clients were also selected weekly by staff in the local JCs from the top of the WPRS list down, those identified for PEERS had been filing for benefits for only one or two weeks.  Each JC had a specific goal (based on the size of the claimant population) set by the central office for the number of ERS and PEERS claimants to be selected each week.  For example, staff in a local JC might draw the top-ranked 35 claimants from the weekly WPRS list.  The top 10 that had filed most recently would be identified as PEERS participants, while the remaining 25 would be designated as ERS participants.  
	UI claimants selected for both ERS and PEERS received the same letter from the state office informing them that they had been selected for the ERS program and indicating a time and date to report to the local JC.  PEERS clients were not informed at that time that they had been selected for the Initiative. 
	Some local JC staff noted that there initially were some problems related to having an inadequate number of UI claimants to fulfill their PEERS requirements, but these problems were later addressed.  

	SOUTH CAROLINA
	OVERVIEW OF THE REA INITIATIVE
	Implementation Adjustments and Experiences.  South Carolina operated the REA Initiative using FY 2005 funding between May 1, 2005 and December 31, 2005.  Their initial goal was 30,000 completed initial or follow-up REA interviews, assuming a January 1 start date and a twelve-month project period.  However, the delay in grant approval forced them to push back their kick-off date, leaving the state with only eight months to meet their goals.  Recognizing that they would not meet their goals at their current pace, they added an additional REA staff person in each of the REA sites, so that two REA interviewers were each tasked with completing 12-14 interviews per day.  A second adjustment was made in October when ten new WCs were added to the Initiative.  Each of the new WCs assigned one staff person to conduct REA interviews.  As a result, 30 REA interviewers were responsible for conducting REA meetings during the last three months of the project period.  By the end of the project period, over 22,000 REA interviews were completed.

	GENERAL CLIENT FLOW/SERVICE DELIVERY STRUCTURE
	Eligibility/Selection/Notification Process/Scheduling.  Any UI claimant required to report for an ER – that is, any UI claimant whose claim was not employer-attached and who received benefits for six or more weeks – was eligible for and could potentially be selected for REA if that person was assigned to one of the 10 WCs implementing the Initiative.  Claimants scheduled by the data management system for both initial and repeat ERs were assigned REA appointment slots via a lottery system to receive more intensive REA interviews rather than the standard ER.  If the number of no-shows among those with scheduled appointments with the REA interviewer made it impossible to meet daily goals, the REA interviewer would conduct REA meetings with other claimants who did report for their ER meetings.  WC staff understood that meeting the daily goals for REA interviews was a priority.  If there were a high number of no-shows on any given day, the REA interviewer had priority with those who did keep their appointments.  As a result, it would have been possible for all claimants reporting for an ER on a particular day to participate in REA.  REA interviewers were able to meet, and in some cases exceed, their goal to conduct 12-14 interviews per day.  
	No special letter or notification was provided to UI claimants prior to their appointment informing them that they would be receiving the more intensive REA services, since that determination was not made until the claimant arrived for the appointment.  Likewise, WC staff did not have any prior information as to which claimants would be REA appointments. 
	Since a new non-selective assignment was made for each REA appointment, it was theoretically possible for a claimant to participate in a more intensive REA assignment at the initial meeting and be assigned for the standard ER at a subsequent meeting.  Conversely, an initial ER meeting could have been followed-up with a more intensive REA meeting.  The Initiative was not designed to ensure a “once an REA, always an REA” categorization.  However, REA staff in two WCs noted that claimants often asked to meet with them specifically when they were required to report for follow-up meetings.  In addition, staff noted that many REA claimants returned to the WCs to work on job search activities and check-in with the REA interviewer prior to the time required for their next official ER.
	Content of the REA Meeting.  REA meetings did not include a formal group orientation to the REA Initiative.  Instead, each REA interviewer provided an at-desk, one-on-one explanation of the more intensive REA services.  Since the REA meeting encompassed the regular ER meeting described above, it always included a detailed review of the work search activities form to confirm that adequate weekly job contacts were made, as well as a review of the standard questions to determine availability for employment.  The latter included a discussion of work history, educational background, type of work the claimant was seeking, and rate of pay desired.  This discussion often brought out information about potential barriers to work, which were then discussed and addressed.  Claimants were referred to and provided employment-related activities, as needed, based on the specific needs of individual claimants.  Staff estimated that the time required for an REA interview averaged about 12-15 minutes, but could range from 10 to 30 minutes.
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