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1. Background

The Unemployment Insurance (UI) program was established as part of the Social Security Act (SSA) of 1935 to provide partial income replacement for involuntarily unemployed workers who meet eligibility requirements. During the past 90 years, numerous federal reemployment programs and mandates to provide reemployment services have been in effect. The Reemployment Eligibility Assessment (REA) grant program is a recent example that was administered by the US Department of Labor (DOL) to state workforce agencies who, in turn, implemented the REA program to their UI claimants. States had latitude in operating REA programs as long as federal requirements were met, resulting in highly varied REA programs (Klerman et al., 2019; Minzner et al., 2017). Evaluations of the REA program consistently found significant reductions in UI duration but more modest impacts on employment and earnings (Michaelides et al., 2012; DOL & Employment and Training Administration [ETA], 2021). 

DOL announced the new Reemployment Services and Eligibility Assessment (RESEA) program in 2015, and RESEA was permanently authorized in 2018 in an amendment to the SSA (see Section 306). The RESEA program adopts many elements from the REA program but allows for greater flexibility in the use of funds for reemployment services, so long as such services are evidence-based or actively undergoing evaluation. RESEA, as described in Unemployment Insurance Program Letter (UIPL) No. 13-15 (2015), also required a new method for targeting UI claimants, such that selection prioritized claimants with a high likelihood to exhaust benefits or transitioning veterans receiving Unemployment Compensation for Ex-Servicemembers (UCX). Beginning in FY 2019, states are no longer required to target these populations and are given discretion to select claimants from the regular UI program. 

As described in Section 306(b) of the SSA (1935/2018), the RESEA program has four primary purposes: 
1) reduce UI duration through improved employment outcomes; 
2) strengthen UI program integrity (i.e., reduce improper payments); 
3) align with objectives of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA);
4) establish RESEA as an entry point to other workforce system partners.

The two central RESEA program components include assessment of ongoing UI eligibility and provision of reemployment services. In particular, claimants complete an eligibility review where they report recent job search activities and ongoing UI eligibility, later reviewed by program staff (ETA, n.d.). States also are required to provide claimants the following services: (1) individual reemployment plan, (2) Wagner-Peyser Employment Service enrollment, (3) tailored career and labor market information, and (4) referrals to employment workshops and resources, typically offered at American Job Centers (ETA, n.d.). 

The primary aim of the current evaluation is to assess the impact of Utah’s RESEA program in reducing UI duration and increasing the likelihood of reemployment. This evaluation will be conducted to meet federal legislative requirements that RESEA grant funds are used for either evidence-based services or services actively undergoing evaluation (DOL & ETA, 2022; ETA, n.d.). 

1.1 The RESEA Program in Utah

The Utah RESEA program is a statewide intervention for UI claimants administered by the Utah Department of Workforce Services Unemployment Insurance Division (DWS UI). Every week, around 300 to 400 claimants are selected for the RESEA program, with approximately 70% of selected claimants participating. During 2021 and 2022, 7,257 and 11,226 UI claimants, respectively, participated in RESEA (i.e., completed an eligibility review and attended the RESEA meeting). 

Figure 1 depicts a logic model for the RESEA program in Utah. Key resources and activities are shown along with intended program outputs and claimant outcomes. In particular, the RESEA program is enabled by a DOL grant, established administrative procedures and software programs, DWS UI personnel, and evidence-based reemployment services. Such inputs help DWS UI select priority claimants for participation, notify claimants of required participation in RESEA, conduct an eligibility review (ER), and provide a one-on-one meeting where counselors deliver reemployment services tailored to claimant needs. Claimants must complete an ER and then schedule and attend one meeting with a RESEA employment counselor. Failure to complete program requirements results in denial of UI benefits until the requirements are completed. The logic model illustrates two hypothesized outcomes based on claimant experiences with RESEA: 1) mixed employment outcomes but reduced UI duration for claimants who are disqualified for UI benefits due to non-participation or ineligibility, particularly if denial of UI benefits lasts for a period of multiple weeks (shown in yellow); and 2) improved employment outcomes for claimants who participate in the RESEA appointment and do not experience sustained disqualification (shown in green). Such diverging program outcomes are consistent with the central components of the RESEA program—namely, enforcement of UI eligibility requirements and provision of reemployment assistance. The RESEA program in Utah is described in greater detail below.

Eligibility for Utah’s RESEA program and procedures for participant selection have varied over time. Currently, claimants are eligible for RESEA after receiving a UI payment if they do not have a job search deferral. Deferrals are provided for the following conditions: expected date of recall, unemployed due to seasonal factors, in department-approved training, new hire where start date is within 21 days, or part of union hiring hall. Eligible claimants are rated for likelihood to exhaust UI benefits, as determined by a profiling model incorporating more than a dozen variables on claimant and occupational characteristics (e.g., number of employers in claimant’s recent employment history, prior claims that UI benefits were exhausted, UI payment amount, and industry of separating employer). UI claimants with a high profiling score receive priority for RESEA. This is consistent with Section 303(j) of the SSA (1935/2018) that requires use of a profiling model to identify claimants who are most likely to exhaust benefits, and that reemployment services be provided for such individuals. 

Following selection for RESEA, DWS UI notifies claimants of their required participation in RESEA via their preferred communication medium (i.e., E-mail, postal service mail). The notification letter describes the mandatory requirement to complete an ER and to schedule and participate in the RESEA meeting, and notes that failure to complete these requirements may result in denial of UI benefits. These tasks are listed on the To Do List of claimants’ UI online account through the state jobs.utah.gov webpage, and claimants receive automated E-mail reminders to complete the tasks. Claimants must schedule the RESEA appointment within ten business days of notification. Upon completing the ER, claimants can schedule the RESEA appointment online, and, if opting out of scheduling, must acknowledge that their UI benefits may be denied if not scheduling within the allotted time. The scheduling process is flexible and can also be completed via chat or over the phone. When scheduling the appointment, only the three soonest appointments are shown, and the claimant has to call to schedule an appointment if more than three weeks in the future. DWS UI staff may call claimants who schedule an appointment further than one week from the scheduling date if sooner appointments are available. Notably, the use of virtual RESEA meetings may simplify the process of scheduling and attending as claimants are not required to travel to an employment center. Accommodations are provided for individuals without the technological capability to participate in a virtual meeting (e.g., in-person and telephone appointments are permitted). 
The mandatory ER includes an assessment of recent job search activities and continued eligibility for UI. As a check on continuing eligibility, the ER is expected to increase the disqualification rate among claimants selected for RESEA than would otherwise be the case absent the ER. However, few eligibility issues are identified during the ER and RESEA meeting, affecting approximately 2-4% of claimants. In contrast, nearly one-quarter of claimants do not attend the RESEA meeting, such that the requirement to participate results in much higher denial rates of UI benefits. For appointments when a claimant does not attend punctually, counselors call five minutes after the start time and send an email after another five minutes notifying claimants of the missed appointment and need to reschedule. Claimants can reschedule a RESEA appointment, but an eligibility issue will be created until claimants attend the meeting. Eligibility issues due to failure-to-schedule or failure-to-attend are referred for adjudication and result in temporary disqualification if not judged as ‘good cause.’ An increased denial rate of UI benefits, even if some eligibility issues are only temporary, results in fewer total UI payments for DWS and thus cost savings to the UI program. Therefore, the required ER aligns with the second purpose of RESEA described above—to strengthen the UI program integrity by reducing improper payments—but the majority of avoided payments stem from non-participation in RESEA, such that the appropriateness of these avoided payments, at least based on UI eligibility, is unknown. 

Upon scheduling the RESEA appointment, DWS UI sends claimants information on how to participate in the appointment and requests that claimants send in a recent resume. To prepare for the meeting, the employment counselor reviews the claimant’s ER, prior claims, and resume. During the meeting, the counselor delivers reemployment services tailored to claimant needs. Services include presenting the Smart Start Guide and other informational resources, discussing job search strategies and registering the claimant with the Utah job search webpage (partially funded through Wagner-Peyser grants), reviewing best practices for resumes and interviewing, teaching how to use Labor Market Information to conduct a demand-driven job search, and developing an employment plan. The individualized employment plan is a step-by-step plan establishing realistic goals to assist with reemployment. Employment counselors provide information about reemployment services offered at employment centers, also known as American Job Centers, and can refer claimants to specific workshops based on individual needs; attendance at such workshops can be mandated by counselors but this is not required. Employment counselors may provide information on specialized services available to claimants based on individual eligibility (e.g., Federal Bonding Program, Disabled Veterans Outreach Program, Vocational Rehabilitation workshops). RESEA meetings typically last for up to 45 minutes, with an additional 15 minutes post-meeting for counselors to complete the employment plan and upload their notes. 


As a result of the added eligibility and participation requirements and the reemployment assistance, assignment to the RESEA program is expected to reduce duration of UI benefits and increase the likelihood of employment for claimants relative to participation in only the UI program. Part of the reduced UI duration likely stems from disqualification due to failure to participate in RESEA and to a lesser degree from identification of eligibility issues. Notably, the increased disqualification risk for claimants may cause greater financial strain for individuals who lose UI benefits. Such financial strains may be offset by referrals to other social services as provided by RESEA counselors during the one-on-one meeting; yet, the frequency of this outcome is likely rare given that disqualification typically arises from failure to participate in RESEA and thus claimants have no interactions with counselors. Loss of UI benefits is expected, on average, to increase the immediacy of securing reemployment, and thereby to encourage individuals to obtain reemployment more quickly—but the ensuing employment may be less desirable (e.g., lower wages) than if individuals completed a less urgent search. Thus, claimants who receive reemployment services and do not experience sustained disqualification also are expected to obtain higher wages as a result of securing better employment. 
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Figure 1. Logic model for Utah Department of Workforce Services (DWS) Reemployment Services and Eligibility Assessment (RESEA) Program. 
[bookmark: _Hlk138285648]The logic model depicts how RESEA program components are expected to reduce the duration of UI benefits and improve employment outcomes for claimants and thus lower UI costs to DWS. Two hypothesized pathways are illustrated: mixed employment outcomes for claimants who are disqualified for UI benefits, at least for a few weeks (in yellow); and improved employment outcomes for claimants who participate in the RESEA appointment and do not experience sustained disqualification (in green). Contextual factors with potential to influence program impact are shown at the bottom. 

1.2 Literature Review and Evidence Base

Multiple evaluations have been conducted to estimate the impact of the REA program on claimant UI and employment outcomes (Benus et al., 2008; Klerman et al., 2019; Michaelides et al., 2012; Poe-Yamagata et al., 2011). Tables 1 and 2 summarize their findings. 

Table 1 presents REA impact estimates from ten states and meta-analyzes these estimates. Estimates were obtained from multivariate regression analyses after controlling for relevant covariates. To estimate the overall effect size (labeled as Theta), the coefficients and standard errors are included in a random-effects meta-analysis using restricted maximum likelihood (REML). Results show that assignment to REA, on average, reduces the total UI benefits received and UI duration while improving claimant employment outcomes. Compared to the control group, claimants assigned to REA had a 4.0 percentage point lower probability of exhausting UI benefits, received approximately 1 fewer week of UI benefits, and received $186.27 less UI benefits. REA increased the probability of employment by 1.7 to 2.7 percentage points and quarterly wages by $125.98 to $229.87, depending on the quarter in which these outcomes were measured. Estimates appear to be largest two quarters after the claimant initially filed for UI benefits.

Table 2 presents standardized mean differences in outcomes between the REA and control groups, derived using the unadjusted means and standard deviations, and meta-analyzes these differences to estimate overall effect sizes. These standardized effect sizes are used for power analyses in a later section. Few studies provided the standard deviations of means for the treatment and control group outcomes. As a result, the overall effect size (Theta) for UI outcomes is calculated using four states (FL, ID, IL, NV), and for employment and wage outcomes using only two states (FL, NV). Thus, conclusions of the REA impact included here are less valid due to the limited number of included states relative to the meta-analysis using regression analyses above. Results indicate that REA reduces UI benefits and duration but may not significantly improve UI recipients’ employment outcomes. The overall standardized effect size of participating in REA is -0.131 for UI duration and -0.082 for UI benefits received, respectively. No significant differences in likelihood of employment and total wages per quarter were identified between REA treatment and control groups, but estimates were in the expected direction—between 0.08 to 0.11 for employment likelihood and 0.06 to 0.09 for wages.

Three distinct pathways may account for the impact of REA: enforcement of ongoing UI eligibility requirements, the procedural requirement to participate in REA, and provision of reemployment assistance (Klerman et al., 2019). Enforcement of UI eligibility requirements is intended to achieve the goal of strengthening UI program integrity and involves a required ER where claimant compliance with UI eligibility requirements is verified (e.g., review of recent job search activities, assessing “able and available” to work). Yet, identification of eligibility issues is relatively rare and affects only a few percent of claimants participating in REA. In contrast, estimates indicate that the requirement to participate in REA likely accounts for at least half of the impact on UI duration due to moderately high rates of non-participation that result in denial of UI benefits (Klerman et al., 2019). Finally, provision of reemployment services is intended to achieve quicker reemployment by providing claimants job search assistance, reemployment services, and referrals to relevant trainings or workshops, but such services can only be provided to claimants who attend the required REA meeting (Klerman et al., 2019). 

Table 1. Meta-analysis on the REA impact, regression results. 
	outcome measure 
	FL
	ID
	IL
	NV
	MN
	ND
	IN
	NY
	WA
	WI
	Theta

	exhaust UI benefits, pr. 
	-0.034
	-0.032
	-0.011
	-0.104
	-0.006
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	-0.040*
(0.018)

	UI Duration, weeks
	-0.430
	-0.450
	-0.830
	-1.820
	-0.731
	-1.051
	-1.678
	-1.452
	-0.795
	-0.517
	-0.989***
(0.189)

	UI benefits Received, $
	-101.00
	-97.00
	-148.00
	-536.00
	13.00
	-135.60
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	-186.27*
(88.47)

	Employment in Q1, PR.
	0.012
	NA
	NA
	0.074
	NA
	NA
	0.015
	0.021
	0.091
	0.013
	0.025**
(0.009)

	Employment in Q2, PR.
	0.017
	NA
	NA
	0.081
	NA
	NA
	0.026
	0.024
	0.007
	0.009
	0.027*
(0.011)

	Employment in Q3, PR.
	0.022
	NA
	NA
	0.061
	NA
	NA
	0.020
	0.010
	0.004
	0.001
	0.019*
(0.009)

	Employment in Q4, PR.
	0.015
	NA
	NA
	0.059
	NA
	NA
	0.016
	0.007
	0.006
	0.001
	0.017*
(0.008)

	Wages in Q1, $
	52
	NA
	NA
	376
	NA
	NA
	0
	128
	25
	140
	125.98*
(63.01)

	Wages in Q2, $
	206
	NA
	NA
	498
	NA
	NA
	195
	264
	-108
	157
	229.87**
(68.99)

	Wages in Q3, $
	129
	NA
	NA
	508
	NA
	NA
	175
	152
	89
	115
	201.79**
(67.27)

	Wages in Q4, $
	89
	NA
	NA
	473
	NA
	NA
	90
	82
	190
	081
	146.89
(76.31)

	Treatment N
	38,600
	3,021
	2,175
	5,157
	3,038
	560
	42,322
	127,185
	33,742
	16,097
	 

	Control N
	41,931
	3,867
	937
	27,594
	544
	1,375
	7,685
	33,961
	9,576
	8,073
	 


Note. Common covariates in regression models include gender, race, ethnicity, education, age, occupation group, citizenship, veteran status, disabled status, maximum benefit amount, weeks of eligibility, prior wages, One‐Stop Career Center in which the claim was filed, and date of claim. The specific covariates vary across studies. 
Table 2. Meta-analysis on the REA impact, standardized mean differences between treatment and control groups. 
	Outcome Measure
	FL
	ID
	IL
	NV
	Theta

	exhaust UI benefits 
	-0.045
	-0.060
	-0.025
	-0.261
	-0.100

	UI Duration
	-0.056
	-0.098
	-0.105
	-0.263
	-0.131**

	UI benefits Received
	-0.070
	-0.067
	-0.007
	-0.163
	-0.082**

	Employment in Q1
	0.021
	NA
	NA
	0.169
	0.094

	Employment in Q2
	0.019
	NA
	NA
	0.207
	0.112

	Employment in Q3
	0.030
	NA
	NA
	0.169
	0.099

	Employment in Q4
	0.010
	NA
	NA
	0.150
	0.080

	Wages in Q1
	-0.005
	NA
	NA
	0.124
	0.059

	Wages in Q2
	0.006
	NA
	NA
	0.175
	0.090

	Wages in Q3
	-0.001
	NA
	NA
	0.171
	0.084

	Wages in Q4
	-0.009
	NA
	NA
	0.146
	0.068


 Note. Estimates are computed as: , where  and  denote the means of the outcome variables of treatment and control groups, respectively, and  and  refer to the standard deviation of treatment and control groups. Estimates of Theta are calculated using random-effects meta-analysis using the REML method.

The DOL funded a multi-state evaluation of the REA program, conducted by Abt Associates with partnering workforce agencies in four different states (i.e., Indiana, New York, Washington, and Wisconsin) (Klerman et al., 2019). The aim of this evaluation was to improve understanding of the impact of REA on multiple outcomes (i.e., UI duration and benefits, employment, and earnings) and examine the mechanisms underlying such impacts. The evaluation involved randomization of claimants into multiple arms or treatment conditions, allowing for comparison of the impact according to specific program conditions to illuminate the causal processes. The treatment arms consisted of a control condition (no REA-related enforcement or assistance), partial REA treatment (enforcement of REA program and UI requirements only), single REA treatment (enforcement of requirements and provision of reemployment assistance through initial meeting), and multiple REA treatments (enforcement of requirements and reemployment assistance through multiple meetings). In total, nearly 300,000 claimants were randomized to one of the treatment conditions. The evaluation thus had statistical power to identify even very small impacts of REA as compared to prior evaluations that were likely underpowered, especially to detect significant effects on employment outcomes. The high statistical power is notable given an expectation of limited program impacts due to the low intensity of the REA intervention, entailing only a few hours of engagement for most claimants. Yet, even very small impacts may justify the costs of the program as direct costs are modest at usually less than $100 per claimant (Klerman et al., 2019). 

The multi-state evaluation results indicated that assignment to REA led to significant reductions in UI duration and benefits paid coupled with more modest but still significant increases in employment likelihood and wages (Klerman et al, 2019). Reductions in UI duration varied across the four states, ranging from half a week in Washington and Wisconsin to one-and-a-half weeks in New York and Indiana (Klerman et al., 2019). These estimates were similar to prior evaluations, as UI duration decreased due to Nevada’s REA program by almost two weeks (Michaelides et al., 2012), and in North Dakota from REA by one week (Benus et al., 2008). Both the enforcement and reemployment assistance components explained a portion of the decrease in UI benefits in Indiana and New York, whereas only enforcement in Washington and only assistance in Wisconsin appeared to influence UI benefits (Klerman et al., 2019). The impacts on earnings (quarter 0: WA; quarter 2: IN, NY, WI) and employment (quarter 1: WA, WI; quarter 2: IN, NY) varied across states but appeared to be largest in earlier quarters (Klerman et al., 2019), similar to prior evaluation of Nevada’s REA program (Michaelides et al., 2012).

While enforcement and assistance components both likely accounted for the impact of REA, the largest proportion of the impact appears to have resulted from the mandatory requirement to participate in REA, a form of enforcement, due to (1) the relatively high rate of non-participation (reported as 24-40% for states in the evaluation) and (2) the large impact on UI duration and benefits received for claimants losing eligibility as a result of non-participation (Klerman et al., 2019). Moreover, strict enforcement policies, where an indefinite hold is placed on UI benefits until the attendance requirement is met, likely led to a larger impact. Table 3 summarizes the scheduling and enforcement strategies used by the four states for the required REA meeting (Klerman et al., 2019) in comparison to Utah’s RESEA program. Compared to New York and Washington, Wisconsin and Indiana had stricter enforcement policies placing an indefinite hold on UI payments until the claimant attended the REA meeting. Utah’s RESEA program scheduling and enforcement strategies appear to be most similar to Wisconsin. 

[bookmark: _Hlk143678678]Table 3. Comparison between state enforcement strategies for the REA program during the multi-state evaluation with Utah’s RESEA program.
	STRATEGY
	IN
	NY
	WA
	WI
	UT

	Who schedules the meeting?
	Department
	Department
	Department
	Claimant
	Claimant

	Attended meeting on time
	39%
	53%
	55%
	57%
	Unknown

	Ever attended meeting
	62%
	76%
	60%
	68%
	70%

	Penalty for “no show”
	Indefinite hold on UI payments until claimant reschedules or attends meeting
	4-week hold on UI payments unless attending meeting sooner
	No hold on UI payments; non-payment for the week of missed meeting
	Indefinite hold on UI payment until claimant reschedules meeting
	Indefinite hold on UI payment until claimant reschedules and attends meeting


Note. Attendance rates refer to the first REA meeting for WI who required multiple meetings.  

Heterogeneity in the impact of REA on UI duration and UI benefits received may also result from the timing of selection into the program. In the multi-state evaluation, states had different timelines for implementing randomization relative to when a UI benefit year began (i.e., the first payment received), with the median number of weeks to randomization being two weeks in Washington, three weeks in Wisconsin and New York, and five weeks in Indiana (Klerman et al., 2019). Earlier selection into REA is likely lead to a larger decrease in UI duration and benefits primarily through earlier enforcement of REA and UI program requirements in the UI benefit year, such that denial of benefits from non-participation would result in a greater number of weeks lost than if claimants were assigned to REA in a later week and thus would have received additional UI payments in the interim. 
Estimates indicate that reemployment assistance decreased UI duration by about one-quarter of a week and increased employment likelihood and job tenure (Klerman et al., 2019). States varied in the duration and content of the required REA meeting, which may account for between-state differences in the impact of REA on employment and wages. Table 4 compares state assistance strategies for the mandatory REA meeting (Minzner et al., 2017) to Utah’s RESEA program. Utah’s RESEA meeting duration and contents are most similar to New York’s REA program, allowing for more tailored and in-depth assistance to claimants. However, other states where evaluations have been conducted had similar meeting duration (i.e., FL: 45, ID: 40, IL: 40, NV: 50) (Poe-Yamagata et al., 2011). 

Table 4. Comparison between required REA duration and meeting content with Utah’s RESEA program.
	STRATEGY
	IN
	NY
	WA
	WI
	UT

	Meeting length (min)
	5-10
	40-50
	5-15
	10-15
	30-45

	Staff attending meeting
	REA staff member
	REA staff member
	REA staff member
	REA staff member and UI adjudicator
	RESEA staff member

	Content discussed
	Barriers, resume review, reemployment plan
	Barriers, online resource demo, resume review, customized LMI, job referral, reemployment plan
	Barriers, resume review, customized LMI, reemployment plan (in-depth for the plan)
	Barriers, resume review, customized LMI, reemployment plan 
	ER, LMI, reemployment plan, referral to employment centers, enrollment in employment services


Note. In addition to the one-on-one meeting, IN, NY, WA, and WI included an orientation to American Job Center Services that ranged from 20 minutes to three hours.

Several gaps in the evidence for the RESEA program exist. Most notably, prior evaluations were conducted for the REA program, which predated the RESEA program. RESEA offers greater flexibility in how funds can be used for reemployment services and changed requirements for how claimants are targeted for selection into RESEA. Relatedly, although prior evaluations of REA have produced credible evidence of its impact on UI duration and employment outcomes, which specific services and contents contribute to this impact is still not well understood. Moreover, who is most affected by RESEA is unknown. The RESEA program historically required priority be given to claimants who are likely to exhaust benefits, but Klerman et al. (2019) found that likelihood to exhaust benefits did not moderate the impact of REA, and that the REA impact was larger among claimants who were younger, had less education, and had lower recent earnings. Thus, future evaluations should assess heterogeneity in the program impact based on claimant characteristics (DOL & ETA, 2022). Larger sample sizes are also required to detect effects on short-term and long-term employment and earnings (see Michaelides et al., 2012) as well as differential impacts of REA by claimant characteristics (Klerman et al., 2019). Additionally, macro-economic conditions, such as state unemployment levels might moderate program effects but prior evidence has been inconclusive (Klerman et al., 2019). Industry-specific unemployment rates may offer a more sensitive test of impact heterogeneity due to greater variation and a closer proxy of likely employment opportunities for respective claimants 

Like REA, RESEA programs vary across states in the enforcement strategies employed, the timing of selection for RESEA, and the duration and content of the RESEA meeting (DOL & ETA, 2022). In 2021, approximately 17 states began experimental evaluations of RESEA, and their public reports are expected starting in 2025 (Klerman et al., 2022). Recommendations for future evaluations include: (1) examining how claimant selection into RESEA influences program impact (e.g., inclusion of claimants with wide range of profiling scores [likelihood to exhaust benefits]); (2) examining use of self-scheduling on RESEA meeting attendance; and (3) use of larger sample sizes to detect differential impacts by claimant characteristics and impacts on short- and long-term employment and earnings (Epstein et al., 2022a; Epstein et al., 2022b; Klerman et al., 2019). These identified gaps and prior REA findings have informed this evaluation to understand the impact of Utah’s RESEA program.

2 Evaluation Purpose and Research Questions

The primary aim of the evaluation is to identify the impact of assignment to Utah’s RESEA program on 1) UI duration and 2) likelihood of reemployment. Secondary aims are to identify the impact of assignment to RESEA on UI benefits received, quarterly earnings, and process-related outcomes (i.e., number of filed claims not paid, identified eligibility issues, use of reemployment services), and examine heterogeneity in the impact of RESEA by claimant and counselor characteristics and by external conditions. The evaluation will use a randomized procedure to assign UI claimants to the RESEA program or the control condition of regular UI program requirements, with random assignment allowing differences between the treatment and control groups to be attributed to the RESEA program. Notably, the estimated impact is for the RESEA program as a whole, and thus encapsulates differences due to the enforcement (i.e., requirement to participate in RESEA, identification of eligibility issues) and assistance pathways (i.e., provision of reemployment services), as control groups experience none or relatively limited versions of these program components. The focus herein is on assignment to RESEA rather than participation as the completion of RESEA requirements, although required for UI eligibility, cannot be compelled. Thus, identified impacts will refer to intent-to-treat estimates and represent the average difference across potentially heterogeneous program experiences. 

	This impact evaluation will address the following research questions: 
A. Impact Outcomes
a. UI Duration (primary outcome) and Benefits
i. Does assignment to the RESEA program reduce UI duration?
Note we will test the difference in average UI duration for claimants assigned to RESEA relative to otherwise identical claimants (i.e., the control group). This comparison is used across research questions. 
ii. Does assignment to RESEA reduce the total UI benefits received?
iii. Does assignment to RESEA reduce the probability of exhausting UI benefits for the claim when randomization occurs?
iv. Long-term: does assignment to RESEA reduce the probability of filing a new UI claim during a subsequent one-year period (i.e., third to sixth quarters)?  
b. Employment (primary outcome) and Earnings
i. Does assignment to RESEA increase the probability of employment, measured in the first and second quarters after the start of a UI claim?
ii. Does assignment to RESEA increase average earnings, measured in the first and second quarters after the start of a UI claim?
iii. Long-term: does assignment to RESEA increase the probability of employment and average earnings, measured in the third through sixth quarters?
B. Process Outcomes
a. UI Eligibility
i. Does assignment to RESEA result in increased denial of benefits (i.e., filed claims not paid) and identification of eligibility issues? 
b. Reemployment Services
i. Does assignment to RESEA generate higher participation in reemployment services at employment centers? 
C. Heterogeneity in Impact of RESEA
i. Does the impact on UI duration and employment vary across claimant socio-demographic characteristics (i.e., by gender, age, race/ethnicity, and educational attainment)? 
ii. Does the impact on UI duration and employment vary across claimants from different work histories (i.e., quarterly wages in prior employment) and profiling scores (representing likelihood to exhaust UI benefits)? 
iii. Does the impact vary across counselors and according to the gender concordance of RESEA counselors and UI claimants (i.e., matched vs discordant gender)? 
iv. Does the impact vary by industry-specific unemployment rates? 




In addition to these questions on the causal impact of RESEA, the evaluation will present descriptive findings to aid in a better understanding of the Utah RESEA program and to situate the findings within the literature. For instance, as the timing of the RESEA program relative to initiating a claim may influence the impact, we will describe when claimants were notified of the requirement to participate in RESEA relative to the beginning of their UI benefit period, and when the RESEA meeting occurred. Description of process-related outcomes also may help explain the program effect sizes relative to the impacts identified in prior evaluations and illuminate different mechanisms of action, and thus the evaluation will present rates for multiple process-related outcomes (failure-to-schedule and failure-to-attend, filed claims not paid, identification of eligibility issues, use of reemployment services). 

A mixed-methods process evaluation will be completed during approximately the first year of the evaluation. The process evaluation goals will include: describing a thorough set of process-related outcomes, comparing process outcomes among claimants assigned to RESEA relative to the control group, examining reasons for non-participation in RESEA, reporting differential participation as a function of claimant socio-demographic characteristics, and describing the implementation of the RESEA program in detail, such as strategies for dealing with eligibility issues, variation in the RESEA meeting structure and content, and how counselors tailor information. The findings from the process evaluation will inform the interpretation of the impact evaluation, and some methods described therein (particularly that rely on administrative date) may be included in the impact evaluation. A report describing the process evaluation is expected to be finalized by early November 2023.   


2.2 Evaluation Sample

[bookmark: _Hlk146631649][bookmark: _Hlk146631627]The RESEA program is currently administered statewide, with consistent selection requirements across the state. The evaluation will be conducted using the regular, statewide pool of UI claimants who are eligible for the RESEA program. RESEA program eligibility criteria include receipt of at least one UI payment and no job deferral. As an additional criterion for the evaluation, only claimants scoring in the 1st through 90th percentile for likelihood to exhaust UI benefits will be eligible for randomization. Claimants with the top decile of profiling scores for exhausting UI benefits will be assigned to RESEA and excluded from the evaluation; this ensures DWS UI can continue to prioritize the inclusion of claimants with the highest likelihood to exhaust benefits. A consistent cut point will be used across the evaluation representing the top decile of profiling scores, with the specific score selected based on recent UI claims from a newly updated profiling model. In particular, a score of 0.40631 or higher will be used as an exclusion criterion to identify claimants likely to exhaust UI benefits. Thus, all RESEA-eligible claimants with a profiling score of less than 0.40631 will be eligible for the evaluation. 

[bookmark: _Hlk146724480]Figure 2 depicts a flow diagram that illustrates the timing of events influencing eligibility, the randomization procedures, and comparison of the treatment and control groups. The randomization will involve two steps: (1) random selection of claimants for the evaluation from the pool of evaluation-eligible claimants, and (2) randomization into the RESEA program or control condition. 

[bookmark: _Hlk146631726]Selecting a subset of all eligible claimants for the evaluation—where the number selected changes on a weekly basis according to RESEA staff capacity, as determined by DWS UI—ensures that the RESEA program can be offered to all RESEA-assigned claimants. This is necessary as the size of the UI claimant pool is likely to vary across the evaluation period (e.g., as a result of seasonal jobs or changes in the unemployment rate), with the potential that an elevated number of UI claimants would otherwise exceed the capacity of DWS UI to meet the scheduling and service delivery needs of all RESEA-assigned claimants. Claimants not selected for the evaluation in a given week will remain eligible for selection in the following two weeks (i.e., for three weeks total after eligibility is established). If not selected for the evaluation within the three-week period, claimants will be excluded from the evaluation. Note, that these excluded claimants could still be selected for the RESEA program, but will not be included in either the RESEA treatment or control groups. 

Next, claimants selected for the evaluation will be randomly assigned to the RESEA program or to the control condition of the regular UI program. A randomization ratio of two claimants assigned to RESEA for each claimant assigned to the control condition will be maintained across the study (i.e., 2/3 probability of being assigned to the RESEA program and 1/3 probability of assignment to the control condition). The randomization will be completed using a random number generator process programmed in the administrative software that DWS UI uses for the RESEA program (i.e., the Comprehensive Unemployment Benefits System). Randomization of selected claimants will occur on a weekly basis after which point all RESEA-assigned claimants will be notified of the mandatory requirement to participate in RESEA. Maintaining a strict randomization ratio across the evaluation will ensure that claimant characteristics and programmatic and labor market conditions are uncorrelated with assignment to the RESEA program relative to the control condition. 

[bookmark: _Hlk143715074]We anticipate that the selection of claimants and random assignment will begin in December 2023 and continue approximately for two years through the month of November 2025. We recommend that the selection of claimants and randomization occurs until the desired numbers of 30,000 claimants assigned to RESEA and 15,000 to the control group are met. The length of time necessary to obtain this sample will depend on the number of eligible claims initiated and the capacity of DWS UI to administer the RESEA program. We anticipate that a total of approximately 25,000 UI claimants will begin a claim per year and be eligible for RESEA, of which 22,500 would be eligible for the evaluation (after claimants in the top decile of profiling scores are automatically selected for the RESEA program). Of 22,500 claimants eligible for the evaluation, around 15,000 claimants would be assigned to RESEA and 7,500 to the control group on an annual basis. Thus, a period of 24 months would result in a sample of 30,000 claimants assigned to RESEA and 15,000 control claimants. DWS UI anticipates being able to largely meet the needs for this number of UI claimants and assignments to the RESEA program, although some periods may exceed program capacity during which non-selected claimants would be excluded from the evaluation. In the case of elevated UI claims, the rule for random selection of claimants for the evaluation will be implemented, such that the claimants included in the evaluation would be a representative sample of the larger pool of claimants (meeting the profiling model criterion). 



[image: ]Figure 2. Flow diagram showing eligibility and randomization process for RESEA program evaluation. Claimants receiving an unemployment insurance (UI) payment without a deferral are ranked for likelihood to exhaust benefits using a profiling model, with claimants in the top decile of scores excluded from the evaluation. Remaining eligible claimants are randomly selected for the evaluation each week based on the capacity of RESEA counselors to meet scheduling needs. Selected claimants undergo randomization into the RESEA program or control, with two randomized into the RESEA intervention for every one selected for the control group. Outcomes of claimants assigned to RESEA are compared with the control group to identify the impact of the RESEA program. 
3. Data and Methods 
3.1 Data Sources

Data for the impact study will come from administrative records maintained by DWS UI and the Utah Department of Workforce Services Workforce Development Division (DWS WDD). Quarterly employment and wage data come from state administrative records, as reported by all employers in the state of Utah and the federal government to the Contributions Unit. 
	
Data for the RESEA program are recorded by DWS UI using the Comprehensive Unemployment Benefits System (CUBS). The CUBS data are transferred to the DWS data warehouse nightly. Data will be extracted from the DWS data warehouse and sent in comma delimited format via WINSCP encrypted file transfer from DWS to our team at the University of Utah. The data will include demographic information, employment service history, historical wage data, profiling model scores, and claim history information.

Use of employment services and workshops is recorded at the Utah employment centers. A total of 96 services are tracked, which broadly include workshops, job referrals, and staff-assisted services. DWS WDD data will be provided through the DWS data warehouse with the service type and date of receipt for each of the services that claimants receive at employment centers, and these data will be provided to our team. 

Employment and wage data are collected as part of quarterly reporting by all employers in the state to the Contributions Unit. Reports include gross wages and UI contributions. Although nearly comprehensive in the employer information obtained, select earning are not captured in the administrative database (i.e., self-employment earnings, earnings from informal jobs, earnings from out-of-state employers). 

Select deidentified employment counselor data (i.e., gender and a unique identifier to link counselors to RESEA meetings) will be collected by DWS UI and transferred to our team. The information will be used to examine heterogeneity in RESEA impact across counselors and identify the influence of gender concordance between RESEA counselors and participants. 

This evaluation will consider monthly county- and industry-level unemployment rates. Such data will be retrieved from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Industry-level unemployment rates will be merged to claimant records based on the employers listed in the claim base period (i.e., five quarters prior to unemployment), with unemployment rates averaged across industries when claimants had multiple employers. Employer North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes will be used to merge industry-level unemployment rates with claimant records. Unemployment rates will be used to control for geographic and industry-specific job-market factors and to examine the heterogenous impact of RESEA by economic conditions. 
 
3.2 Outcome Measures
 
This impact evaluation aims to quantitively measure the impact of RESEA assignment on reducing UI duration and improving employment outcomes among UI claimants. Short-term employment outcomes will be measured in the first and second full quarters after the start of a UI claim (typically beginning one to three months after claiming UI and covering a period of six months). As short-term outcomes, the following outcomes will be used: 
· Duration of UI benefits, in weeks, as a primary outcome 
· Exhaustion of UI benefits 
· UI benefits received, in dollars 
· Quarterly employment status since the first UI payment, with Q2 status as the primary outcome 
· Quarterly earnings since the first UI payment 

Further, this impact study will also assess the following long-term outcomes: 
· Quarterly employment status for the third through sixth quarters after the start of a UI claim
· Quarterly earnings for the third through sixth quarters after the start of a UI claim
· Filing a new UI claim in the third through sixth quarters after the start of a UI claim

We expect to include information on claimants who initiate a UI claim between November 2023 through November 2025. The maximum data collection period would be 20 months for the UI claimants (covering through Q6).

In addition, we will examine key program processes as intermediary outcomes variables. These include:
· Number of filed claims not paid, as a proxy for denial of benefits
· Number of claimant eligibility issues identified. 
· Employment services obtained through employment centers

3.3 Analytic Methods

3.3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Baseline Equivalence Testing

First, descriptive statistics by RESEA assignment status will be examined to test whether pre-assignment differences exist in claimant characteristics, claim history, or employment history. More specifically, the following pre-assignment variables will be considered: gender, race/ethnicity, educational attainment, age, disability status, U.S. citizenship, primary language spoken, month of UI filing, UI claim filing time-lapse, number of previous UI claims, years of employment tenure, receipt of severance pay, industry unemployment rates, number of employers in claimant’s base period, highest quarterly wages in UI claim base period, and profiling model score. Statistically significant differences will be tested using independent samples t-tests and chi square tests. Evidence of differences by RESEA assignment would indicate bias in the randomization procedures or attrition, and thus represent a threat to the internal validity of impact estimates. However, very small differences are possible due to random error or a chance difference even in the case of true randomization; yet, we expect no consistent differences across variables. If the two groups are not systematically different according to the factors described above, we can be confident that the treatment and control groups are balanced on all observed characteristics and likely all unobserved variables as well.

Next, unadjusted differences by RESEA assignment status for process-related and outcome variables (e.g., UI duration, UI benefits received, quarterly wages) will be examined. In the case of no differences in variables measured pre-assignment, differences in post-assignment process-related and outcome variables are likely to represent the impact of assignment to the RESEA program.
3.3.2 Statistical Models to Estimate Impact

Linear regression will be used to estimate the impact of assignment to RESEA on UI and employment outcomes after adjusting for relevant covariates. We will estimate the following regression: 

           (1) 

 is the outcome variable. The short-term outcomes are UI durations in weeks, UI benefits in dollars, exhaustion of UI benefits, and employment status and average earnings in the first and second quarters after the start of a UI claim. The long-term outcomes include filing a subsequent claim, quarterly employment status and average earnings in the third through sixth quarters after the start of a UI claim.  is an indicator of whether a UI claimant was assigned to the RESEA program.  is a vector of covariates (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, education, age, disability status, U.S. citizenship, month of UI filing, UI claim filing time-lapse, number of previous UI claims, years of tenure, severance, industry unemployment rates, number of employers, wages prior to most recent UI claim, county indicators), included to adjust for any random or even systematic differences between the treatment and control groups.  denote the idiosyncratic error. 

The heterogeneity in the impact of the RESEA program will be tested by interacting RESEA assignment with relevant moderators, such as claimant characteristics and macro-economic factors. The regression will be estimated as follows: 

            (2)  

 denotes moderators proxying for claimant socio-demographic characteristics, work histories, programmatic and macro-economic factors. The socio-demographic factors include claimant gender, age, race/ethnicity, and educational attainment. The examples of employment histories are earnings in prior year and profiling scores. Programmatic factors include gender-concordance between counselors and RESEA participants, and macro-economic factors include county-level and industry-specific unemployment rates. For analyses examining programmatic factors as moderators, the analysis sample will include only claimants assigned to RESEA who completed the appointment, with variation in outcomes examined as a function of counselors and counselor-claimant gender concordance. In particular, variations in the impact of RESEA across counselors will be examined using counselor-fixed effects where differences in claimant outcomes are modeled as a function of the counselor completing the RESEA appointment after adjusting for covariates. Month-of-selection fixed effects also will be included to adjust for seasonal and other programmatic factors that may influence claimant outcomes but could be correlated with the assignment to specific counselors. These model results will demonstrate variation in the impact of RESEA but will not be able to identify the contributing factors. 

3.3.3 Supplemental Models and Sensitivity Tests

To test the robustness of estimates of program impact, we will conduct sensitivity tests where alternative sample exclusion criteria are used. In particular, one limitation in interpreting the impact estimates is that some claimants in the evaluation will have been exposed to the RESEA program during a prior claim, and although the rate of prior exposure would be balanced across intervention and control groups, the experience of being in both the RESEA and control group may be different for claimants previously assigned to RESEA. Thus, we will include assignment to RESEA in the prior two years as an exclusion criterion, such that the assumption of no prior treatment can be more fully met. 

As a sensitivity test for the outcome of filing a new claim in the subsequent benefit year, we will exclude claimants from select industries with high rates of seasonal layoffs as the likelihood of recurrent UI claims in each benefit year tend to be high (e.g., construction, hospitality). 

As a supplemental test, we will examine the extent to which there is variation in the timing of selection for the evaluation (and thus assignment to RESEA) and determine whether such variation would be sufficient for identifying how the timing of assignment to RESEA influences the impact on claimant outcomes. Claimants may be selected for the evaluation, and thus randomized to RESEA or control groups, in the first through third week after receiving their first UI payment. Because the selection of claimants for the evaluation is random, variation in timing will be exogenous from claimant characteristics, but not from programmatic factors and labor market conditions. Indeed, any variation in the timing is dependent on DWS UI not selecting all eligible claimants for the evaluation in a given week. Thus, for analyses examining the influence of timing of assignment, we will use regression and matching techniques to control for the probability of selection into the randomization for intervention and control claimants and examine temporal and labor market covariates to adjust for potential confounding influences. 

3.3.4 Power Analysis

We provide power calculations to estimate the required sample size by outcome based on the expected effect size and commonly used thresholds for statistical power and statistical significance (i.e., alpha). Statistical power is the probability of detecting a statistically significant relationship if one exists in the population. As a rule of thumb, the minimum statistical power is 0.80, indicating a relationship would be identified as statistically significant in 80% of random samples when such a relationship exists in the population (Cohen, 1988). In addition to expected effect size and desired power, the required sample size depends on the randomization ratio, inclusion of covariates, the variable type, among other factors. The first scenario we show here is based on simple mean comparisons between treatment and control groups without controlling for any covariates. Table 5 provides the required sample sizes estimated when power and alpha are set at 0.80 and 0.05, respectively. The sample sizes across outcome variables are calculated using the standardized effect sizes (Thetas) from Table 2 and the standard errors for each outcome. The required sample sizes vary from 362 to 1,778. Employment outcomes require a larger sample size to detect a significant effect due to smaller effect sizes. However, these estimates for required sample sizes should likely be considered as best-case estimates given the reliance on only two to four point estimates in our meta-analysis, one of which was for the Nevada REA program. Impact estimates from the evaluation in Nevada are unusually large as compared to all other REA impact estimates, and it is possible that the standardized effect sizes will be considerably smaller than we report here—thus, requiring a larger sample size to detect a significant impact. Moreover, statistical power is decreased when the treatment variable is imbalanced as in the case of a 2:1 randomization ratio, with a 2:1 ratio requiring a larger sample size than would a balanced study (e.g., 12% more participants are required for 2:1 relative to 1:1 randomization; Suresh & Chandrashekara, 2012). However, we note that the 2:1 randomization has advantages when describing process and outcome variables and testing impact heterogeneity as a function of claimant characteristics as individual categories within the treatment group will be larger than if 1:1 randomization was used. 
Table 5. Required sample size based on standardized effect size of REA impact from our meta-analysis of prior evaluations.
	Outcome measure
	REQuired sample sizeb

	exhaust UI benefits
	620

	UI Duration
	362

	UI benefits Received
	921

	Employment in Q1
	702

	Employment in Q2
	495

	Employment in Q3
	633

	Employment in Q4
	968

	Wages in Q1
	1,778

	Wages in Q2
	765

	Wages in Q3
	878

	Wages in Q4
	1,339 


Note. Power β(1- err. Prob.) = 0.8, α=0.05. b The required sample size is calculated using the standardized effect sizes (Thetas) and the standard errors from Table 2. 
The second scenario, depicted in Table 6, shows how sample size requirements vary across different commonly used power thresholds and effect sizes when using multivariate regression analyses after controlling for a rich set of covariates. Cohen's  is a ratio of the explained variance proportion relative to the unexplained proportion (Cohen, 1988). As a rule of thumb, Cohen (1988) suggested using  of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 for small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively, corresponding to standardized coefficients of approximately 0.14, 0.39, and 0.59, respectively. However, we expect that impacts will be small or even very small given our meta-analysis findings, with estimates ranging from 0.059 to 0.131 (See Table 2). Thus, we report power calculations for  of 0.003, 0.008, 0.01, and 0.02, which are equivalent to the standardized coefficients of 0.05, 0.09, 0.1, and 0.14, respectively. As shown in Table 6, the required sample size ranges from 395 to 3,505, depending on power and Cohen's . 
Note, the effect sizes used are likely optimistic based on the influence of findings from the Nevada evaluation in our meta-analysis. A comparison of estimates from Tables 1 and 2 help illustrate how the standardized coefficients are likely inflated. In particular, the overall standardized coefficient for Q2 employment is 0.112 as compared to 0.207 in NV, whereas the overall unstandardized coefficient for Q2 employment is 2.7 weeks as compared to 8.1 in NV. In other words, in the meta-analysis of unstandardized effects, which includes six estimates, the overall unstandardized effect is only one-third the magnitude of the estimate from NV, but the overall standardized effect is more than half the magnitude of the estimate from NV. Similarly, Klerman et al. (2022) meta-analyze all available evaluations of REA and identify an approximately 2.5 percentage point increase in Q2 employment. Power calculations assuming a slightly smaller impact in Q2 employment of 2 percentage points with assignment to RESEA result in an estimated required sample size of approximately 18,000 (Klerman et al., 2022). Klerman et al. (2022) recommend the inclusion of an even larger sample than power calculations suggest, citing approximately 30,000, due to true heterogeneity in the program impact across states, such that the impact is smaller than expected for some states, and to further increase statistical power beyond the norm of 0.8.

 Table 6. The required sample size by power and effect size in a multivariate regression model.
	Power (1- err. prob.)
	Cohen's = 0.003
	Cohen's = 0.008
	Cohen's = 0.01
	Cohen's = 0.02

	0.80
	2,619
	984
	787
	395

	0.85
	2,995
	1,125
	900
	451

	0.90
	3,505
	1,316
	1,053
	528


Note. α(err. prob.)= 0.05. The number of predictors is set to be 25. 

As the final scenario, we show the required sample size when testing whether the impact of RESEA varies or is moderated by claimant characteristics or other factors. Moderation tests require larger sample sizes to detect statistically significant differences as compared to tests of significant differences for individual variables (in this case, assignment to RESEA) (Aguinis et al., 2005). A non-normal distribution for the interaction term (e.g., RESEA assignment by the moderator) (McClelland & Judd, 1993; O'Connor, 2006; Shieh, 2009) and the interaction shapes (ordinal vs. disordinal) (Blake & Gangstead, 2020; Champoux & Peters, 1987) contribute to a lack of power. In a review of the published literature from top-tier applied psychology and management journals over a thirty-year period, the median moderated effect size ( was 0.002 and the 25th percentile was 0.0004. We anticipate a very small effect size for moderation tests, with 0.0004 being a reasonable approximation of the upper-bound of the effect size. Thus, in Table 7, we show the required sample sizes across different Cohen's  values and power levels. Required sample size ranges from 19,625 to 129,950. These results indicate that the present evaluation, with a sample of 45,000 would be statistically powered to detect moderation effects that are equivalent to a very small magnitude of approximately = 0.000225, or just over half of the 25th percentile value from the Aguinis et al. (2005) review. When accounting for the imbalanced design from the 2:1 randomization ratio, the sample size of 45,000 is equivalent to approximately 40,000 claimants in a balanced study design (Suresh & Chandrashekara, 2012). 
In short, based on these power calculations, the effect sizes from the entire REA literature, and evidence-based recommendations from others (Aguinis et al., 2005; Klerman et al., 2022), we conclude that the proposed sample size of 30,000 claimants assigned to RESEA and 15,000 claimants to the control group is adequately powered to accomplish the aims of this evaluation. This sample size will ensure we are well-powered to identify the impact of RESEA on UI and employment outcomes while ensuring adequate power to identify moderation effects of a reasonable but very small magnitude. We will likely not have sufficient power to detect many of the proposed moderation analyses, and possibly even long-term impacts of RESEA, but our estimates can be meta-analyzed with those from other studies to examine heterogeneity in the impact of the RESEA program. 
Table 7. Required sample size for moderating variables by power and effect size.
	Power 
(1- β err. prob.)
	Cohen's = 0.0001
	Cohen's = 0.000225
	Cohen's = 0.0004

	0.80
	78,491
	34,886
	19,625

	0.85
	105,077
	39,906
	22,448

	0.90
	129,950
	46,702
	32,489


 Note. α(err. prob.) = 0.05. The number of predictors is 26. 
3.4 Threats to Validity

3.4.1 Selection Bias

If claimant characteristics are associated with RESEA participation and UI/employment outcomes, the impact estimate could be biased. For example, claimants with higher motivation to return to work may participate in RESEA more intensively, but also to receive fewer UI benefits and be reemployed more quickly relative to claimants with lower motivation to be reemployed. In that case, the program impact may be overestimated, acting as a threat to the internal validity of the estimates. This impact study avoids this selection bias by randomly assigning UI claimants to the treatment and the control groups as described in the study sample section. Given the random assignment, claimant characteristics in the treatment and control groups are expected to be balanced pre-assignment to RESEA. Any differences in outcomes between the treatment and the control groups post-RESEA are thus attributable to the intervention, not to systematic differences in UI claimants. This evaluation design will rely on an Intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis that includes all randomized UI claimants, regardless of their actual participation of RESEA. The ITT analysis results are usually conservative in that non-participation will dilute the impact of, in the present case, reemployment assistance (as some claimants will not participate). Yet, the ITT analysis provides unbiased estimates, and CLEAR also requires that RCTs be evaluated using the ITT analysis. 

3.4.2 Non-response Bias and Attrition Bias

Non-response bias is a potential threat to the internal validity of impact estimates if data are missing non-randomly as a function of RESEA assignment. Attrition bias is a form of non-response bias where follow-up data collection occurs differentially over time based on participant characteristics (e.g., assignment to RESEA). However, we will rely on administrative data for UI claimants that are collected over time regardless of random assignment, thus reducing problems of non-response. Moreover, this evaluation will use an ITT analysis that includes all claimants in the sample even if they do not participate in the intervention.

3.4.3 Multiple Comparison Issues 

Null hypothesis significance testing, in the case of the present evaluation, allows for a formal statistical test of whether the observed difference in the intervention and control group arose by chance or is statistically significant using a threshold p value of .05. The p values of less than .05 indicate a lower than 5% probability that the observed difference or one even larger would be found by chance given an assumed statistical distribution. This commonly used p value for null hypothesis significance testing assumes a single comparison, however, and solutions have been proposed when multiple comparisons are conducted (e.g., in the case of numerous independent or dependent variables). A multiple comparison test is not a substantial concern in the current evaluation because we include only one treatment variable—whether or not a UI claimant is assigned to RESEA—and we differentiate between primary and secondary outcomes. Moreover, we will rely on effect sizes and the broader pattern of observed differences (rather than single estimates) when interpreting evaluation findings. 

3.5 Human Subjects Protections

The impact study is considered exempt research due to the federal policy for protection of human subjects, Common Rule 46.104 (2018). Subsection 5 of 46.104 states: 
Research and demonstration projects that are conducted or supported by a Federal department or agency, or otherwise subject to the approval of department or agency heads (or the approval of the heads of bureaus or other subordinate agencies that have been delegated authority to conduct the research and demonstration projects), and that are designed to study, evaluate, improve, or otherwise examine public benefit or service programs, including procedures for obtaining benefits or services under those programs, possible changes in or alternatives to those programs or procedures, or possible changes in methods or levels of payment for benefits or services under those programs. Such projects include, but are not limited to, internal studies by Federal employees, and studies under contracts or consulting arrangements, cooperative agreements, or grants. Exempt projects also include waivers of otherwise mandatory requirements using authorities such as sections 1115 and 1115A of the Social Security Act, as amended. 
(i) Each Federal department or agency conducting or supporting the research and demonstration projects must establish, on a publicly accessible Federal Web site or in such other manner as the department or agency head may determine, a list of the research and demonstration projects that the Federal department or agency conducts or supports under this provision. The research or demonstration project must be published on this list prior to commencing the research involving human subjects.

These criteria for exempt research are met, as the current evaluation is supported by DOL funds and is designed to evaluate a public benefit program. The independent evaluators designing and conducting the evaluation are funded by a contract with DWS UI that is enabled by RESEA grant funds. Moreover, DOL references the ongoing RESEA state evaluations on public-facing websites and is supporting efforts to track state evaluations (e.g., https://clear.dol.gov/reemployment-services-and-eligibility-assessments-resea; Klerman et al., 2022).

3.5.1 Data Security

The following precautions will be taken to ensure data security:
· Sharing of claimant data is limited to the amount necessary to achieve the aims of the research, so that no unnecessary data is accessed by the evaluation contractors.
· Research data will be stored on encrypted servers and password protected computers.
· De-identification of study data prior to DWS UI sharing with the evaluation contractors.
· Monitor study data regularly, with a monthly frequency in the first few months of the evaluation and quarterly to biannual frequency after this point.

3.6 Reporting

Findings from the impact study will be shared with DWS UI in two impact evaluation reports. Reports also will be submitted to CLEAR for the strength of causal evidence to be rated. Further, we anticipate sharing evaluation results in peer-reviewed journal articles. Prior to the impact study, we will prepare a process evaluation report that will be shared with DWS UI. Process evaluation findings may be integrated into the impact evaluation reports to help explain and contextualize program impact estimates. 
3.7 Evaluation Timeline 

Table 8. Timeline of key milestones and evaluation activities for RESEA impact study
	Key Milestones and Evaluation Activities
	Timing

	Submit draft evaluation design report
	Aug 2023

	Submit final evaluation design report
	Sept 2023

	DWS UI team implements changes to RESEA selection per evaluation design
	Dec 2023

	Randomization of claimants to RESEA and control groups
	Dec 2023 – Nov 2025a 

	Data analysis begins for the first impact evaluation report
	July 2025

	First impact evaluation report completed testing impact of RESEA on UI duration and employment
	Oct 2025

	First impact evaluation report submitted to CLEAR
	Nov 2025

	Data collection for Q2 employment complete
	June 2026a

	Data analysis begins for the second impact evaluation report
	July 2026a

	Second impact evaluation report drafted testing impact of RESEA on primary and secondary outcomes and impact heterogeneity using full sample 
	Nov 2026a

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Final RCT Impact Evaluation Report
Data Files and Working Documents Submission
	Jan 2027a

	Final RCT Impact Evaluation submitted to CLEAR
	Feb 2027a

	a The timeline of activities and products is dependent on the timing of selection of claimants for the evaluation, with the depicted timing assuming completion of randomization phase by November 2025.  
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