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1. Background on the RESEA program
In 1935, the Social Security Act established the Unemployment Insurance (UI) program to offer partial income replacement for involuntarily unemployed workers if they meet certain eligibility requirements. Since then, the federal government has introduced several iterations of reemployment programs and mandates to provide reemployment services. The most recent of these, the Reemployment Services and Eligibility Assessment (RESEA) program, was announced in 2015 and permanently authorized in 2018. The RESEA program is centered around two primary components: assessment of ongoing UI eligibility and provision of reemployment services. Claimants participating in RESEA must receive, at a minimum, an individual reemployment plan, Wagner-Peyser Employment Service enrollment, tailored career and labor market information, and referrals to employment workshops and resources. 

Utah’s RESEA program is administered by the Utah Department of Workforce Services Unemployment Insurance Division (DWS UI). In Utah, claimants are eligible for RESEA after receiving an UI payment if they do not have a job search deferral. Eligible claimants are then rated for their likelihood to exhaust UI benefits based on an established profiling model. Those with higher profiling scores are prioritized for RESEA participation. Once selected for participation, claimants are notified that they need to complete an eligibility review (ER) and schedule (within ten business days of notification) and attend a RESEA meeting. Prior to this meeting, the claimant submits their ER and a recent resume copy, and the counselors reviews the claimant’s ER, prior claims, and resume. During the meeting, the counselor delivers tailored reemployment support, including discussing job search strategies, recommending resume revisions, and sharing available resources and opportunities. 

2. Extant evidence related to RESEA program processes informing the current process evaluation
Several prior evaluations have estimated the impact of the REA program on claimant UI and employment outcomes (1–4). Table A1 in the Appendix presents REA impact estimates from ten states and meta-analyzes these estimates. 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 fewer UI benefits. REA increased the probability of employment by 1.7 to 2.7 percentage points and increased 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.

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 (2). 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. 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 procedural requirement of mandatory participation in REA likely accounts for at least half of the impact of REA on UI duration due to moderately high rates of non-participation resulting in denial of UI benefits or withdrawal from the UI program (2). Finally, the 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 (2). 

In addition to the impact evaluations, multiple implementation studies have been conducted in order to understand the operation of the REA across states (4–6). These studies also describe the administrative procedures within which these three pathways are embedded. 

Considerable variation was observed in how states enforce the requirement of reviewing claimant eligibility for UI since the process of eligibility review lies within the purview of the states. Eligibility review is conducted to ensure that claimants (i) are able and available (AA) for employment, and (ii) are actively searching for employment. Many states do this with the help of self-assessment forms and/or one-on-one discussion with the claimants during the REA meeting (4,5). Of the states studied in a major multi-state evaluation (5), New York and Washington took the approach of educating the claimants about UI eligibility rules at the first REA meeting. Counselors in these states reported any eligibility issues only at a later stage and focused on making the claimants aware of the requirements in the first meeting. Indiana reviewed eligibility at a high-level only using the self-assessment filled out by the claimants and having a brief conversation. Wisconsin appears to be relatively strict with regards to eligibility review since the UI adjudicator is present at the REA meeting and examines any potential eligibility issues, which increases the chances of AA issues being detected (5). 

With regard to monitoring the weekly job search of claimants, both Indiana and Wisconsin review claimants’ work search activities, though Indiana reviews activities in the last four weeks while Wisconsin only reviews the previous week. If the claimant cannot show proof of adequate job search activity, REA staff in both states refer this issue for adjudication by UI staff. In comparison, New York does not report these issues during the first meeting instead choosing to educate the claimants about the requirements, and Washington does not undertake job search review (5). 

A prominent challenge for the RESEA program is the high incidence of claimants who fail to complete the program requirements. Approximately 30% of claimants across the country did not complete the ER or did not attend the RESEA meeting in 2019 and approximately 12% of total claimants had their benefits suspended for this reason (6). States vary in how they deal with failure to participate in RESEA. In 49% of US states with a RESEA program, UI benefits are suspended immediately when the claimant does not report for the RESEA meeting, and these benefits remain suspended until the claimant attends the meeting or the absence is adjudicated as for good cause (6). For instance, New York, Wisconsin and Indiana all place holds on benefits though there is some variation regarding when these holds are lifted (when the claimant reschedules the meeting or when they attend it). Wisconsin does not place a hold on benefits and instead initiates a ‘conduct’ issue wherein claimants do not immediately lose their UI benefits but such benefits are recouped retroactively if claimant non-attendance is judged to be for a non-allowed cause (5). Findings also indicate that RESEA staff in many states are inclined toward using the ER as a way to help claimants improve their job search practices rather than as an enforcement tool (6). Survey data collected in this study shows that REA staff are interested in using this exercise as a means to make claimants aware of the UI requirements. 

The third pathway, provision of reemployment assistance, supports the job search endeavors of UI claimants by providing referrals to workshops, training activities and a customized reemployment plan (6). In each of the four states studied in (5), claimants are referred to at least one reemployment service in the initial RESEA meeting but these states differ somewhat in the manner of provision of reemployment services. Table 1 shows some of these key differences (5).


Table 1. Comparison of provision and receipt of reemployment services.
	Strategy
	IN
	NY
	WA
	WI

	Referral to reemployment services 
	Mandatory requirement to attend 2 AJC workshops + complete self-selected job search activities in 30 days 
	Not mandatory but recommended referrals to workshops and other AJC activities (mandatory in certain cases only)
	Mandatory referrals to AJC workshops, to specific jobs and other activities 
	Mandatory referrals to workshops and other AJC activities 

	Compliance
	Biweekly logs + 30-day deadline to complete workshops
	Only for few cases where referrals are mandatory to be completed 
	Not for single REA
	Not for single REA

	Receipt of any reemployment service in treatment vs control group
	72% vs 34%
	74% vs 7%
	55% vs. 12%
	No single REA group

	Receipt of workshop attendance in treatment vs control group
	51% vs. 2%
	5% vs. 1%
	18% vs. 6%
	No single REA group



Indiana, Wisconsin and Washington all refer claimants to at least one reemployment service during the initial REA meeting and describe it as mandatory. However, in New York, most referrals are optional, with mandatory referrals used for only select cases based upon counselor discretion. In Indiana, 72% of RESEA participants in the treatment group received at least one reemployment service after random assignment while only 34% of control group participants did. Similarly, 51% of RESEA treatment group participants in Indiana were referred to attend a workshop in comparison to 2% in the control group. These patterns persist for both New York and Washington (5). 

Table 2 summarizes the scheduling and enforcement strategies used by the four states for the required REA meeting (2) 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’s. 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) (4).
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Table 2. 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

	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

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

	Ever attend 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. 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.
3. General goals of process evaluations
Process evaluations document and elucidate the implementation of a program and whether the program resulted in the intended short-term outputs, which, when taken in conjunction with an impact evaluation, can help to demonstrate or speculate about how a specific outcome was achieved and potential barriers to improving that outcome. A process evaluation explores the types and quantities of services delivered, the resources included in those services, and the experiences of both program delivery staff and participants. Put simply, a process evaluation helps to open up the black box of program operation that is not fully elucidated in an impact evaluation. 

In the context of the RESEA program, a process evaluation is particularly valuable because it will allow us to understand the nuance of the steps of claimants and RESEA counselors within the established requirements, what actually occurs within RESEA meetings, and what variation may exist within the existing program parameters. The process evaluation report will provide context to the findings from the impact evaluation report by offering clear descriptions of both typical, required processes and variation within those parameters. In addition, we hope that the process evaluation will be of value to DWS staff and leadership in better understanding the variation in strategies used by different counselors and summarizing variations in claimant levels of engagement. Such an understanding might be used to shape future training of RESEA counselors, and will allow us, overall, to characterize inputs, activities, expected outputs, and program-related contextual issues as described in the program logic model.

[bookmark: _GoBack]3.1 Proposed phases, questions, and data sources 
Overview
We plan to conduct this process evaluation in two distinct but overlapping and interrelated phases. The phases primarily relate to the evaluation questions. Phase 1 will seek primarily to describe what is happening in terms of program implementation, claimant participation, and the structure and content of RESEA meetings. These aims will be accomplished through the review of program documents, observations of selected RESEA meetings, clarifying interviews with RESEA staff as needed, and analysis of program administrative data. Similar descriptive research has been presented in other process evaluations of REA (5) or RESEA (6,7) programs.

Phase 2 will involve interviews with a sample of the same RESEA program counselors who were observed in Phase 1, and these data will be combined with observations of RESEA meetings from Phase 1, to understand why and how decisions about the delivery of reemployment services are made and what may contribute to variation in services delivered. This phase has the potential to fill a useful knowledge gap for Utah’s RESEA program. To our knowledge, while existing REA or RESEA process evaluations have observed, surveyed, or conducted structured interviews with program staff (5–7), those studies have not documented nor characterized the specific strategies counselors use to administer the RESEA appointment from the perspective of the counselors. Claimant participation in reemployment services in the Utah RESEA program is comprised primarily of interactions with counselors, such that the counselors are a central part of the overall RESEA program and its potential impact. Whereas the impact evaluation will highlight the degree to which Utah’s RESEA program is having impacts as envisioned in the program design, this process evaluation is an opportunity to highlight ways the RESEA appointment might be approached to maximize desired outcomes. 

Table 3 summarizes proposed evaluation questions and data sources.


	Table 3. Proposed phases, evaluation questions, and data sources to document RESEA program components

	
	Component
	Evaluation Question(s)
	Data Source(s)

	






Phase 1
	Flow of service delivery
	· [To diagram] What are the different timelines and steps that claimants may follow while progressing through the program requirements?
· What are the different responsibilities of RESEA counselors and how do counselors interact with adjudicators and other DWS staff? 
	Observations of RESEA meetings, administrative data, program documentation

	
	Form of service delivery
	· What variation exists in RESEA meeting structure and content? 
· To what degree does this variation appear to be due to intentional tailoring for claimants by counselors, individual style or content preferences of counselors, or other factors?
	Observations of RESEA meetings 

	
	Enforcement of RESEA program requirements
	· What percentage of claimants participate in RESEA? What percentages fail to schedule appointments or fail to attend their appointments? Among RESEA non-participants, what percentage obtain new employment within four weeks of being selected for RESEA?  This time frame is selected to represent withdrawal from the UI program due to new employment (as opposed to RESEA participation requirements). As new hiring data are incomplete, wage data also will be used to identify reemployment. 
· How does program participation vary across different socio-demographic categories (i.e., by gender, age, race/ethnicity, educational attainment, primary language, disability status)? 
	Administrative data 

	
	Enforcement of UI program requirements
	· Does assignment to RESEA result in additional identified eligibility issues as compared to otherwise identical claimants?
· Does assignment to RESEA result in increased filed claims not paid as compared to the number for otherwise identical claimants (i.e., the control group)? This indicator is used to assess the denial of benefits, although the reason could be due to RESEA or UI program requirements.
	Administrative data

	
	Ways to participate

	· What different claimant profiles/levels of engagement with RESEA services and resources exist? 
· To what degree do claimants appear to have prepared prior to RESEA meetings?
· What is the nature of any participation during these meetings?
	Observations of RESEA meetings 

	
	Use of reemployment services
	· Does assignment to RESEA generate higher use of reemployment services at employment centers? What services are obtained at a higher rate? 
· How commonly are referrals to reemployment workshops mandated, and what rate of mandated referrals are completed?
	Administrative data 

	




Phase 2
	Form of service delivery
	· How are counselors making choices about which components to choose/emphasize in RESEA meetings? 
· What informs choices counselors make about different strategies for delivering components?
	Interviews with RESEA staff 

	
	Form of service delivery 
	· What criteria are counselors using to make subjective decisions about eligibility? 
· How do these criteria differ across counselors?
	Interviews with RESEA counselors 


Approach
Qualitative components of this process evaluation will be approached from a naturalistic research stance. Naturalistic inquiry refers to evaluations in which phenomena and individuals are observed, described, and interpreted within their naturally occurring contexts (8). Here, the “natural” context refers to the day-to-day operations of the RESEA program.

Our data collection and analysis will be approached pragmatically, which entails choosing elements that hail from various established approaches. Choices are made based on the needs of the inquiry, the intended recipients of the findings, access to data and resources, timing, and the program model, rather than approaching all evaluation questions from the stance of a specific orientation (e.g., conducting an ethnographic study where researchers or evaluators would spend extended periods of time observing and interacting with the issue and people under study). A pragmatic approach requires evaluators to make decisions about several aspects of the design. For the current process evaluation, these include: 
· The type of evaluation output needed to support the program; here, information is required about the resources the program has (primarily staff) and how they go about their work in order to contextualize the outputs and outcomes that come together to create impact. Such information may also provide fodder for future staff development and training.
· The degree to which the evaluation will emphasize the perspectives of staff, participants or evaluators. In this process evaluation, we propose to focus on the perspectives of selected program staff combined with what the evaluators can observe about their work and the experiences of claimants.
· Considering the above points, the degree to which planned data collection and analyses will be approached deductively, inductively, or some combination. 
· In deductive studies, general hypotheses or theories gotten from prior assumptions and research are tested, and as results accumulate to support or refute those tests, hypothesis become more narrowly applicable; specific conclusions are made. This is the sort of information that will be gleaned from the impact evaluation, which will hypothesize and test specific impacts for claimants assigned to RESEA relative to the control group.
· In inductive or abductive studies, respectively, specific observations, descriptions, and interpretations lead researchers to put forth general conclusions about what was observed or provide their best general explanation based on incomplete observations. This process evaluation intends to use specific observations and interviews with selected counselors to highlight patterns in strategies used that could be implemented more generally.
· The strategic use of resources (9). The process evaluation is structured to provide useful information to the Utah RESEA program within the budget and timeline stipulated.

Phase 1 Goals: Illustrate RESEA processes, delineate staff roles & timelines, describe any patterned variations in counselor approach and claimant engagement, and describe process-related outcomes for claimants using administrative data. 

Data collection
Program documents provided by DWS will allow us to describe and delineate different RESEA staff roles and any interaction across staff roles, describe training and the organization of work in the RESEA program, and detail the processes of eligibility review, scheduling a RESEA appointment, completing the appointment, and any variations in that process that can happen for claimants. We will create flow diagrams to visually represent these processes.  From program data already provided to the University of Utah team, we will identify documents relevant to the phase one process questions and compile them in a different folder. Next, we will identify program documents not yet in the team’s possession that are required and request them.  As a final step, once we have drafts of process-related diagrams, we will schedule a meeting with RESEA program leadership to verify the accuracy of our summaries (see also Analysis of Program Documents section).

Observations of RESEA appointments
Sample. The logic of sampling in naturalistic inquiry differs from that in non-naturalistic paradigms and designs (compared to, for instance, experimental research) (10). Rather than seeking to draw a sample which represents, in a statistical generalizability sense, the population from which the sample is drawn, samples in a naturalistic frame might be thought of as cases selected purposefully. They are not meant to represent the whole, but rather to specifically illuminate, with nuance and depth, the issues under study. The rationale for purposeful sampling may come from a variety of places: existing theory, prior empirical research, statistical distributions of some relevant attribute, or a desire for participants with intense or deep experience with the phenomenon under study, among other reasons. 

In order to conduct observations in Phase 1, we will select a sample of six RESEA counselors, whom we will observe in three RESEA appointments each (N=18 total observations). In selecting counselors for observations, we will attempt to purposefully sample (i.e., select information-rich cases for study) on the basis of maximum heterogeneity of counselors’ experience with RESEA, based on tenure with the program or number of RESEA appointments completed. Because RESEA staff with more experience may have had the opportunity to become more comfortable with RESEA program materials and processes, and learn through trial and error what strategies of delivering the program work best for them and shape their interactions with claimants, we believe that sampling counselors who have more and less experience delivering the RESEA appointment may be illuminating. This sampling strategy is useful to identify any patterns which we may observe across variation in program counselors. In small, varied samples, any patterns observed are likely to be of interest to describing the core elements and experience of a program (10).  We choose to observe each counselor three times to maximize the possibility that we will observe any meaningful variation while minimizing burden to staff and maximizing evaluator resources.

We will obtain a list of all the current RESEA counselors and a description of their tenure working with DWS, their tenure working with the RESEA program, their ages, and the times of day when they conduct RESEA appointments.  From this list, we will construct a sampling matrix in order to select six counselors who represent short, medium, and long tenure with the RESEA program.  We will begin by inviting these six counselors to participate by email.  If the counselor does not reply within one week, we will send one reminder.  Non-response to the second email within a week will be considered a declined invitation.  If a selected counselor does not respond or declines, we will invite a counselor as similar to that one in terms of tenure as possible.

If a counselor responds affirmatively, we will answer any questions and ask directly for their consent.  We will request a waiver of documentation of consent for counselors because their signature would be the only identifying link to information provided.  Instead, affirmative consent responses will be recorded using a check box on a consent script numbered with the participating counselor’s ID number. 

While RESEA claimants will be observed during their appointments, we are not recruiting claimants.  Rather, if a counselor agrees to participate in the process evaluation, specific appointments for observation will be chosen by balancing the counselor’s schedule of appointments and evaluator availability using the RESEA appointment calendar.  To prioritize observer attention and thus quality data collection, evaluators will not observe more than two appointments in one day.

We will develop a semi-structured observation tool (11) that will guide our observations during Phase 1. This observation tool will help systematize the specific elements of meetings on which we are focused (e.g., length and depth of discussion of different resources available) as well as standardize certain indicators of engagement and interaction (e.g., claimant’s nonverbal signs of engagement in the meeting). Structured components will document start time and duration of RESEA meeting; demographics of counselor and claimant (gender stated by either or inferred by observer; approximate age group as inferred by observer); specific resources presented by counselor; physical surroundings of counselor and claimant; types of verbal engagement by claimant, and general nonverbal communication displayed by either party (12). Each structured component will also include an open-ended space for field notes. The former will help to systematize data capture with an eye to tabulation, and the latter will allow for salient nuance and detail not considered beforehand to be captured. 

We will request a waiver of documentation of consent for claimants, as the evaluation presents minimal risk to claimants and a signature would be the only link between a person and information collected during the observation.  At the beginning of the meeting, we will use an approved consent script to introduce ourselves, state that we are evaluators from the University of Utah who are learning about the RESEA program, state that the claimant’s choice to allow us to observe or not will not impact their UI benefits, and ask the claimant if it is okay to observe. If the claimant consents, we will note this consent using a check box on the observation sheet, turn off our cameras and audio and will observe from a completely uninvolved stance (i.e., we will not participate nor intervene in the meeting).  If a claimant does not consent, we will note this on the observation sheet, log off, and reschedule observation of a different RESEA meeting with the same counselor.

All observers will be trained on the data collection sheet prior to data collection.  Observers will take notes in open-ended fashion to describe the overall interview, including logistics (e.g., technology function), the order of activities during the RESEA interview, interactions between claimant and counselor (e.g. questions, clarifications), the level of apparent participation and interest from claimant, flexibility and adaptability of counselor, and strategies and tactics used by the counselor to move through the appointment.

To quantitatively describe claimant completion of RESEA and UI program requirements as well as use of reemployment services (i.e., process-related outcomes), we will rely on administrative data collected by DWS UI as part of the regular UI and RESEA program operations. These data will be supplemented with records from Employment Centers collected by the Department of Workforce Services Workforce Development Division. Administrative data are collected using the Comprehensive Unemployment Benefits System (CUBS) and are available for RESEA participants and in applicable cases the control group. 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 elements and expected data source from administrative records are shown in Table 4. Data analyzed from administrative records will not be linked to observation data about claimants.

	Table 4. Description of administrative records requested for process evaluation.

	Data source
	Data element

	UI claims and UI program records
	· Claimant socio-demographic characteristics: gender, age, race/ethnicity, educational attainment, primary language spoken, disability status
· Date and number of previous UI claims in past ten years
· Employment history: years of employment tenure, occupation and industry codes for employment in UI claim base period, highest quarterly wages in UI claim base period, and profiling model score
· Number and dates of filed claims not paid
· Number and dates of claimant eligibility issues with codes for reason

	RESEA program records
	· Assignment to RESEA program or control group
· Dates for beginning of UI benefit period, randomization to RESEA or control, timing of notification to participate in RESEA
· Date of completion of RESEA program requirements 
· RESEA program participation status
· RESEA failure-to-schedule and failure-to-participate status
· Mandatory referral to employment services

	Employment center records
	· Services obtained at employment centers: number, type, and date

	Employer wage records 
	· Dates of being hired during quarters 0 and 1 (relative to beginning of claim) 
· Number of employers reporting wages to claimant in quarters 0 and 1



Data analysis
Analysis of program documents
The goal of this component is to describe detailed workings of the eligibility review and RESEA meeting (i.e., detail processes summarized in the Activities column of the program logic model).  That is, we will describe contents of the “black box” of the RESEA program.   Using a simple blank process flow diagram that mirrors high-level procedures from the program logic model, we will fill in more micro-level, program operations detail about procedures using information from program documents, citing each. We will also follow a similar process to develop a workflow diagram that illustrates the workflow undertaken by RESEA counselors and their interactions with any other DWS units.    As needed, we will request more documents.  When we have an initial draft of each figure, we will request a meeting to go over the both with RESEA leadership.  Any clarifications or corrections will be added to the document.

Analysis of administrative data
We will provide a thorough description of process-related measures that we expect to be influenced by the RESEA program components (i.e., enforcement of RESEA and UI program requirements and provision of reemployment services). Firstly, we will report descriptive statistics for all process measures as stratified by RESEA assignment status. Frequencies will be reported for categorical variables and the mean and standard deviation for continuous variables. Statistics for the control group will be shown for applicable processes, and statistical tests used to identify significant differences in the unadjusted variables by RESEA assignment (i.e., independent samples t-tests and chi square tests will be used). Secondly, we will visualize the frequency of select processes with bar graphs; such graphs will be helpful when communicating process evaluation findings in brief reports and presentations. Bar graphs also will be used to show how rates of participation vary across select socio-demographic categories. Both unadjusted and adjusted differences in participation rates will be presented, with the latter simultaneously accounting for all socio-demographic measures using linear probability regression models. Finally, we will supplement the diagram depicting claimant progression through RESEA by adding the frequency of specific outcomes. For instance, we will add estimates of participation and reasons for non-participation in the RESEA program, rates of eligibility issues and denial of benefits, and use of reemployment services. The depicted rates will correspond only to claimants assigned to RESEA, as the focus will be on program processes rather than the impact of RESEA, and the reported process outcomes may serve as a reference for DWS UI if establishing desired performance criteria in the future.

Analysis of observation data (see also analysis of interview data)
We will use an adapted and abbreviated framework analysis (13) to describe content of the RESEA appointment; strategies and variation in strategies used by RESEA counselors; and indicators of engagement shown by claimants. Framework analysis is a form of thematic analysis, appropriate here because: both deductive and inductive approaches to coding are permitted (i.e., both codes developed ahead of time from the program model and codes developed as analysis proceeds); it produces rather highly structured results and can accommodate comparison within-case (here, each individual counselor) and across cases (across counselors). It proceeds in seven stages. First, researchers familiarize themselves with the data through reading and open note-taking. Next, after preliminary coding of a few observations by each researcher, an initial coding scheme is developed, and subsequently applied to the data. We will begin with codes derived from program information and the logic model (e.g., various components that may be included in a RESEA appointment), but allow addition of codes developed during analysis (e.g., codes that describe the range of strategies used by counselors not included in our data collection sheet). After all data are coded, summaries are written (“charting”) into a matrix, where each row is a counselor and each column represents a code; summaries of the content of that code for each counselor go in the cell. Then, the researchers look for patterns in data both within-case (here, observation unit is each RESEA counselor) and across-case (across counselors); we will also compare observations to program documentation (9). Here, the framework method is adapted in that it will be used for observation data first before including interview data in Phase 2; it is abbreviated because the analysis of observation data is the first step; subsequently, interview data will be incorporated into this first analysis.

This analysis will allow us to identify common trends in strategies employed by counselors and traits of different profiles of participant engagement. Strategies and profiles of engagement will be narratively summarized at this stage. These trends in strategies and profiles of engagement will then become relevant in our interviews with counselors, as we seek to understand different customization strategies used by counselors when interacting with different types of claimants. 

Envisioned deliverables
This phase will produce figures and narrative documentation describing the process of moving through the RESEA program and characterizing RESEA meetings, and descriptive statistics related to short-term outcomes of program processes. It has the potential to produce descriptions of variation in counselor approaches and variation in claimant engagement, depending on the degree to which meaningful variation is present in the observed RESEA meetings.

Phase 2 Goals: Describe different forms of, and identify the factors shaping, counselors’ decisions regarding the more flexible components of RESEA meetings and eligibility determinations. 
Phase two of the process evaluation builds from Phase 1, adding detail on the ways in which counselors approach RESEA meetings with different claimants and their reasons for doing so. 

Sample
We plan to conduct interviews with the same six counselors sampled for RESEA appointment observations. Using the same sample will allow us to raise specific examples of behaviors or approaches we observed in the RESEA meetings and ask for further insight or clarification. After these initial six interviews, we will conduct preliminary analysis to determine if the sample was sufficient or if we need to add other dimensions to our sampling strategy. If additional considerations are added to our sample, this is referred to as a mixed sampling strategy, and is common in naturalistic inquiry, allowing evaluators to be responsive to the reality of the program on the ground, while documenting their thinking and decisions within the overall goals of the evaluation (10). Additional dimensions along which to sample might include factors such as counselors’ total years in the workforce (in any job) or types of occupations counselors have held besides RESEA counselor roles. 

Data collection
We will pursue individual, semi-structured interviews. Individual interviews make sense for this inquiry primarily because counselors work independently. Asking them about their strategies and practices in a group setting (such as, for example, in a group interview or focus group) might introduce a sense of ‘oversight’ into their work that might alter the ways in which they talk about it. 

Interviews with RESEA staff will serve two central purposes: first, understanding the processes, guidelines, and metrics that counselors rely on to make subjective decisions about conducting the RESEA meeting, and second, understanding why the strategies that counselors use in conducting the RESEA meeting may differ. To a lesser extent, we will also use interviews to better understand the communication process with claimants both before and after appointments (e.g., sending meeting reminders, sharing the Employment Plan, contacting claimants who do not log on for their appointments). 

We will develop a semi-structured interview guide that will incorporate open-ended questions about counselor preparation for and decision-making within interviews, as well as sections where counselors are presented with a brief description of different types of strategies and claimant engagement (gleaned from Phase 1) and asked under what circumstances they choose one strategy over another, and how they conduct a meeting with a claimant displaying that type of engagement. 

At the scheduled interview time, evaluators will confirm ongoing consent and answer any questions the counselor has.  If the counselor consents to participation, we will document this using a check box on a copy of the consent script labeled with the counselor’s number.

All interviews will be recorded and professionally transcribed in verbatim format. 

Data analysis
We will return to our abbreviated framework analysis from Phase 1 to incorporate data from interviews. First, we will read all interviews to familiarize ourselves with the data. Next, we will generate codes, which may be of any type (e.g., descriptive codes, feelings, those related to action, etc.); we will, however, pay special attention to codes that allow us to highlight reasons for choosing different strategies that counselors give. These codes will be compared to the code book from Phase 1 to assess coverage of our new data. Several rounds of code development, discussion and application by both analysts, and refinement will likely be required to achieve a final code book, which will then be applied to all interviews. After all data are coded, analysts next group text excerpts from each code together by counselor and chart them into the matrices from phase 1. With the full data set, analysts will read and discuss them iteratively in order to begin to generate themes, or higher levels of abstraction, related to patterns in data. As preliminary themes are developed, themes are reviewed and refined as needed, named, and exemplary pieces of raw data are located to illustrate the more abstract patterns.

While we do wish to delineate patterns in counselor approaches to RESEA meetings, and to convey the complexities of interaction between people, it is not our attempt to distinguish between individual counselors, nor do we have any theoretically nor empirically-based reason to do so along conventional lines (e.g. by gender), because our aims are to describe the range in ways that might prove useful for future training and skill-building. Moreover, in a small pool of counselors and an even smaller sample of cases, individual persons could be easily identified, undermining confidentiality. Maintaining confidentiality is always important, but is especially so when individuals are being interviewed about their jobs. Composite narratives (14,15) are a way to use stories to explain social circumstances richly while refraining from presenting write-ups as individual case studies. In composite narratives, multiple data units are combined in the telling of an account by or about a “character” or “characters” who is/are fictional, but who are based upon accounts and observations of actual persons and grounded in real-life situations and contexts by actual accounts and other empirical data. We will use our combined analytic matrices from observations and interviews to create stories of interactions between counselors and claimants. 

Different forms of composite narrative development exist – for instance, some present composite first-person narratives, while others speak in the third person. Moreover, different forms have different rules of thumb for how to combine data units. We have no preference for first or third person narrative at this point; our analysis is likely to highlight which voice is most aligned with the stories of our data. Given the amount of data we plan to collect, we do not believe it will be feasible to follow exact rules of thumb developed by Willis (14), in which three or more transcripts must be combined to create a composite. Here, we modify her strategy in planning to use at least two interview transcripts to narrate any one counselor strategy identified in Phase 1 along lines of themes identified in Phase 2. It is possible that our data will not support this strategy; in that case we will consider an alternative rule of thumb that balances counselor confidentiality with rich explanation of interactions between RESEA counselors and program claimants, or choose another way to present data.

Envisioned deliverables
A series (presuming more than one set of strategies and reasonings exist; if not, one composite narrative) of composite narratives derived from Phase 1 findings and Phase 2 findings will be provided.
4. Confidentiality and privacy measures (subject to University of Utah IRB approval)
[bookmark: _Hlk149751275]Document review requires no specific confidentiality measures, as their use does not involve interaction with humans. 

We will request waivers of documentation of consent for both counselors and claimants, as the evaluation represents minimal risk, and signatures would be the only thing linking specific evaluation data to specific persons. 

All RESEA counselors will be invited to an evaluation kickoff meeting that will take place during one of the regularly scheduled staff meetings.  Evaluators will explain the process evaluation purposes, procedures, and logistics to RESEA counselors, and tell them that their decision to participate or not does not affect their employment with DWS.  We will provide them with this information in the form of slides/verbal information, as well as leaving them with a written sheet that describes the same information.  When we are ready to begin sampling, we will contact individual counselors by email, including the consent script sheet, and invite their participation. If the potential participant does not respond within one week, we will send one reminder email.  If there is still no response, we will assume the person is not interested and select a new counselor with similar tenure (as possible) in the program to invite participation.  If a counselor responds affirmatively, we will answer any questions, ask directly for, and document their consent.  

DWS management will share the calendar for counselor appointments, allowing us to schedule observations directly; all RESEA meetings take place virtually.  The presence of an evaluator will not be added to the calendar.  At the time of a scheduled RESEA appointment, evaluators will seek consent from claimants as described in data collection procedures.  No personally identifying information will be collected about counselors nor claimants.

To schedule interviews, we will need to engage with the RESEA Program Specialist, a non-management role.  This individual will work with counselors and evaluators to block off a time in participating counselors’ schedules for participating in the interview, which will also occur virtually.  At the scheduled interview time, evaluators will confirm ongoing consent. Interviews will be conducted using Zoom, and will be recorded.  No personally identifying information will be collected.  We will discard the video recording immediately, maintaining the audio until transcriptions have been completed.  Audio will then be discarded.

During observation and interview procedures, evaluators will protect physical privacy of claimants and counselors by observing or conducting the interviews in rooms with closed doors, or, in the case that this is not possible, angling the screen so that others cannot observe participants.  Evaluators will also use headsets to avoid the counselor or claimant being overheard.

All research data will be maintained in University of Utah file sharing locations and accessed through password-protected computers. Data will be maintained for the length of the contract.
5. A final note on naturalistic inquiry and this process evaluation
Another way in which naturalistic inquiry differs from other forms of evaluation and research is its responsiveness to early findings. Analysis begins as soon as data are collected and examined; this allows researchers to respond to circumstances they did not foresee or to new events which unfold over the course of the investigation; to go where data lead. For the current proposal, this means that sampling strategies may change if early interviews suggest reasons to sample along lines not determined in the development of this proposal, and envisioned products may change form if data do not allow for that sort of presentation. For example, we envision being able to describe composite narrative characters representing various RESEA counselors, because we imagine that there will be variation in strategies and decision-making about strategies used in RESEA appointments that will follow patterns. As we observe RESEA meetings and interview counselors, we may find that our presuppositions do not hold. This will require a refinement of approach and presentation of findings.  Changes to plans will be discussed with DWS.


6. Timeline of Phases and Activities* 
	
	
	Oct 2023
	Nov 2023
	Dec 2023
	Jan 2023
	Feb 2024
	Mar 2024
	Apr 2024
	May 2024
	June 2024
	July 2024

	
	Draft evaluation design report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Apply and receive Internal Review Board approval
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Finalize evaluation design report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	




Phase 1
	Review of program documents and online portal structure 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Observations of RESEA meetings 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Administrative data collection and quantitative analysis 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Brief clarifying process interviews with RESEA staff (as needed)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	


Phase 2
	Analysis of observation notes and development of strategy and engagement profiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	In-depth interviews with sample of RESEA counselors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Analysis of interview notes and transcripts 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Draft and refine composite narratives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Collect feedback and finalize final report 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*Timeline may be affected by process of internal review board approval
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Appendix
Table A1. 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. 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)
