


[bookmark: _Toc436939711]OMB Supporting statement 
PART B: COLLECTION OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS 
[bookmark: _Toc436939712]	
	
In this document, the Department of Labor (DOL) requests clearance from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) for a new collection associated with the Older Workers Implementation and Descriptive Study. The Chief Evaluation Office of the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) commissioned the Older Workers Implementation and Descriptive Study to examine the implementation of the Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP) and other DOL workforce programs serving older workers to inform the continuous improvement of SCSEP and develop options for potential future research studies that would address gaps in the evidence base related to employment services for older workers.

[bookmark: _Hlk42787945]	We discuss here nine different instruments that are part of this study: 

1. [bookmark: _Hlk92801923]SCSEP subgrantee survey 
2. SCSEP subgrantee staff interview protocol 
3. SCSEP grantee staff interview protocol 
4. SCSEP host agency interview protocol
5. SCSEP employer partner interview protocol 
6. SCSEP American Job Center partner interview protocol 
7. SCSEP community organization partner interview protocol 
8. SCSEP participant focus group protocol 
9. SCSEP participant interview guide

[bookmark: _Hlk42788552]B.1. Respondent Universe and Sampling 
In this section, we describe the respondent universe and sampling for each instrument in turn. Below Table B.1 presents the number of entities in the population, number of respondents in the population (estimated as noted), the maximum number of respondents in the sample, the expected response rate, and the final number for each respondent type by instrument.


Table B.1. Population, Sample, and Expected Response Rate by Respondent Group
	[bookmark: _Hlk102544886]Instrument
	Number of entities in population
	Number in population of respondents
	Number of Respondents in the Sample
	Expected Response Rate
	Final Number of Respondents

	SCSEP subgrantee survey (subgrantees and local sites of national grantees)
	318 subgrantees and local sites
	318a
	318
	100%a
	318

	SCSEP subgrantee staff interview protocol
	318 subgrantees or local sites
	1,590b
	105
	95%b
	100

	SCSEP grantee staff interview protocol
	19 national grantees
	38c 
	30
	100%c
	30

	SCSEP host agency interview protocol
	13,662 host agencies
	27,324d
	45
	90%d
	40

	SCSEP employer partner interview protocol
	954employers
	954e
	31
	64%e
	20

	SCSEP American Job Center (AJC) partner interview protocol
	2,400 American Job Centers
	4,800f
	45
	[bookmark: _GoBack]90%f
	40

	SCSEP community organization partner interview protocol
	1,590 community organizations
	3,180g
	45
	90%g
	40

	SCSEP participant focus group protocol
	Not applicable
	31,000h
	90
	60%h
	54

	SCSEP participant interview guide
	Not applicable
	31,000i
	45
	80%i
	36


a This number is derived from the number of reporting units in DOL’s management information system for national grantees. These could either be subgrantees of or local sites affiliated with the national grantees. Because grantees are required to participate in evaluation activities as a condition of the SCSEP grant, we allow for maximum response here.
b This number is derived from the number of staff (5) at each subgrantee to be interviewed multiplied by the number of subgrantee/local sites (318). Because grantees , we allow for maximum response here.are required to participate in evaluation activities as a condition of the SCSEP grant We expect minimal number of staff (5%) who may not be available for interviews due to leave during the data collection period.  
c This is the number of national SCSEP grantees (19) multiplied by expected number of respondents per site (2). Because grantees , we allow for maximum response here.are required to participate in evaluation activities as a condition of the SCSEP grant
[bookmark: _Hlk102551246]d This number is derived from the sample for a survey of host agencies in 2018 (13,662) multiplied by the expected number of respondents per site (2). For more information on the host agency survey, see https://olderworkers.workforcegps.org/resources/2021/05/27/15/51/The-Nationwide-Participant-Host-Agency-Survey-Reports-for-PY-2019. The estimated response rate is based on partner participation in interviews for a similar study. For more information, see Eyster, Lauren, Christin Durham, Amanda Briggs, Natalie Spievack, and Kassandra Martinchek. Forthcoming. Health Profession Opportunity Grants (HPOG 2.0) Program Operator and Partner Perspectives on Local Service Delivery Systems. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, US Department of Health and Human Services.
e This number is derived from the potential number of employer partners per site (3) multiplied by the number of subgrantees/local sites (318). We estimate the number of employer partners per site based on previous studies. The estimated response rate is based on employer interview recruitment for a similar study. For more information, see Scott, Molly, Lauren Eyster, Yipeng Su, David Blount, Alex Trutko, Adrienne Smith, and Karen Gardiner. (2018). The Employer Perspectives Study: Insights on How to Build and Maintain Strong Employer-College Partnerships. Round 4 TAACCCT Evaluation. Report prepared for the U.S. Department of Labor, Chief Evaluation Office. Rockville, MD; and Washington, DC: Authors, October.. https://www.dol.gov/sites/dolgov/files/OASP/legacy/files/Employer-Perspectives-Study-Report-Round-Final.pdf Available at 
f This number is derived from the number of American Job Centers nationally (2,400) multiplied by the expected number of respondents per site (2). Eyster, Lauren, Christin Durham, Amanda Briggs, Natalie Spievack, and Kassandra Martinchek. Forthcoming. Health Profession Opportunity Grants (HPOG 2.0) Program Operator and Partner Perspectives on Local Service Delivery Systems. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, US Department of Health and Human Services.The estimated response rate is based on partner participation in interviews for a similar study. For more information, see 
g This number is derived by the potential number of community organization partners per site (5), multiplied by the number of sites (318), and then multiplied by the expected number of respondents per site (2). We estimate the number of community organization partners per site based on previous studies. The estimated response rate is based on partner participation in interviews for a similar study. For more information, see Eyster, Lauren, Christin Durham, Amanda Briggs, Natalie Spievack, and Kassandra Martinchek. Forthcoming. Health Profession Opportunity Grants (HPOG 2.0) Program Operator and Partner Perspectives on Local Service Delivery Systems. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, US Department of Health and Human Services.
h This number is from the PY2020 number of SCSEP participants. The estimated response rate is based on a study with a similar population of interest, older adults. For more information, see .https://www.urban.org/research/publication/building-late-life-resilience-prevent-elder-abuseailable at  Av, J., and Henderson, E. (2022). “Building Late-Life Resilience to Prevent Elder Abuse: A Randomized Controlled Pilot Study of the EMPOWER Program.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute.HussemannYahner, J., 

i This number is from the PY2020 number of SCSEP participants. .https://www.urban.org/research/publication/building-late-life-resilience-prevent-elder-abuseailable at v A, J., and Henderson, E. (2022). “Building Late-Life Resilience to Prevent Elder Abuse: A Randomized Controlled Pilot Study of the EMPOWER Program.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute.HussemannYahner, J., The estimated response rate is based on a study with a similar population of interest, older adults. For more information, see 

[bookmark: _Hlk42791391]Subgrantee Survey (instrument 1). The universe for the SCSEP subgrantee survey includes all subgrantees of the national SCSEP grantees. The survey is designed to provide the breadth of knowledge needed to systematically understand how grantees have structured and implemented SCSEP and the strategies they are using to serve participants at the local level. The survey will be administered to all subgrantees or local sites with participants of the national grantees, and therefore not require statistical methods for sampling purposes. 
Subgrantee, grantee, host agency, employer partner, American Job Center partner, community partner interview protocols (instruments 2-7). As part of the study, we will conduct an in-depth analysis of 20 subgrantee (local) sites. The study team will use a two-part purposive sampling strategy to select local sites. This will allow us to focus on the subgrantees that have been most successful in placing participants in unsubsidized employment in order to explore their range of strategies implemented and the perspectives of various partners and participants.  We also want to include sites in our sample that vary by number of participants, geography, diversity of participants, and grantee overseeing the site. 
The first step of the selection process will be to rank the SCSEP local programs by their success in placing participants in unsubsidized employment, a primary goal of the program. Because success may be influenced by the makeup of the participant population, we will use a multivariate regression at the subgrantee level to identify subgrantees that are more successful than would be expected based on the percentage of participants considered by SCSEP to be “most in need” and required priority for service. Indicators that a SCSEP participant is “most in need” will be included  as independent variables in the regression and potentially include the share of participants: with severe disability; age 75 or older; old enough to receive Social Security benefits but not collecting them; severely limited employment prospects and living in an area of persistent unemployment; limited English proficient; low literacy skills; disability; rural; veterans’ low employment prospects; failed to find employment after using WIOA Title I; homeless or at risk of homelessness; and formerly incarcerated. 
The dependent variable of the regression will be the subgrantee reported performance metric of the number of participants employed in the second quarter after the quarter of program exit divided by the number of participants who exited two quarters earlier. To minimize one-year performance outliers, we will average this measure for the prior three years. 
The multivariate regression will provide a “predicted” employment rate for each subgrantee based on the characteristics of their participants. Regression residuals will indicate the degree to which each subgrantee over or underperformed their predicted performance rate. The study team will rank subgrantees by these residuals to identify subgrantees with the highest regression residuals (indicating the strongest performers conditional on the characteristics of their participants) for inclusion in site visits. Since programs of different size (number of participants served) may employ and benefit from different strategies, we propose to carry out this ranking within three groups of subgrantees: those with low, medium, and high numbers of participants. This will allow us to limit the issue that in a small program a change in employment for a small number can have a large impact on employment rates, creating outlier subgrantees. 
The next step of our two-step selection process is to narrow down our potential sites using a set of secondary criteria to include a range of strategies and site characteristics of the program represented. Some subgrantees will be selected from each of our size groupings. Because there may be similar approaches by subgrantees of the same grantee, we include consideration of the national grantee in this selection. Our recommended secondary selection criteria and data sources are shown in table B.2.
Table B.2. SCSEP Site Secondary Selection Criteria
	
Selection Criteria 
	Data Source(s)

	Strategies 
	 

	1. Participant diversity and inclusion strategies 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	2. Host agency recruitment and retention strategies 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	3. Employer engagement/sector strategies 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	4. Specialized training/service strategies 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	5. Strategies to provide support services 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	6. Social inclusion strategies 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	7. Data infrastructure/outcomes of interest (beyond SCSEP performance measures) 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	8. Partnership strategies with American Job Centers and other programs in the community 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	9. Ongoing pandemic-related strategies 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	
Site Characteristics 
	 

	1. National grantee of the subgrantee 
	DOL information 

	
	

	2. Urbanicity 
	Subgrantee/national affiliate survey 

	3. Diversity of SCSEP participants; “most-in-need” characteristics
	SPARQ Data 

	
	

	
	

	
	



The sampling strategy will not produce a representative sample of sites but will select sites that are developing and implementing strategies of interest while demonstrating relative success on a critical performance measure. This strategy helps us to identify promising strategies for DOL to support future technical assistance activities and for the evaluation team to consider for future research options.
We have decided not to include sites with low performance for several reasons. There is a risk of not being able to determine factors leading to lack of performance in a site visit, these factors may not be under the control of program operators (or amenable to DOL interventions), and our selection process offers the best chance to formulate hypotheses for future study.
We will also use a purposive strategy to select subgrantee/local site and partner respondents. As a first step in the planning process, the site visit teams will review the grant application, quarterly and annual reports, and any other available background about grant activity (such as grantee websites) to help identify appropriate respondents for interview during the visit. The site visit teams will then identify and work with the lead subgrantee contact to identify SCSEP staff who cover general types of roles and responsibilities for the SCSEP program. These roles and responsibilities include: 
· management and oversight
· participant recruitment
· case management
· development of community service assignments (CSA)/recruitment of host agencies
· coordination of specialized training
· employer engagement
· job search assistance for unsubsidized employment
· partnerships with AJCs and community organizations
· data reporting and infrastructure
We will interview 5 staff at the SCSEP program (100 total across all sites). The actual number will depend on the size of the program, and the fact that most staff have multiple roles and responsibilities. We will hold a longer interview with the project director to understand the breadth of the SCSEP implementation and strategies and shorter interviews with staff focused on particular activities such as case management, host agency recruitment, data and reporting, and partner coordination. We will work with the subgrantee contact for the team to coordinate the interview schedule for the site visit. 
The site visit teams will also work with the subgrantee contact to select partners for interviews for their subgrantee. We expect to identify one partner organization to include in the site visit per partner type—host agency, employer, AJC, and community organization. We will interview 2 staff at each partner organization except the employer partner (one staff). The study team will review available documentation to identify possible partner representatives to interview. This includes reviewing the website of the partner organizations to learn more about them and how they could inform the broader goals of the Implementation Study—knowledge about SCSEP and the partnership as well as knowledge and experience working with older workers more broadly (i.e., programming available to non-SCSEP older workers) and with those with similar employment challenges. This is especially important for the AJC and other community partners. The study team will clarify the roles and knowledge of the partners identified with the subgrantee contact and surface any additional partners. The team will then select the partners for interview that would be best able to address the key topics for that partner type. 
To recruit partner respondents, the team will ask the subgrantee contact for email introductions to the main contact at the partner. The team will then reach out directly to schedule interviews on the second or third day of the visit. Should a partner decline, we will work with the subgrantee to identify a potential substitute partner. 
The site visit team will reach out directly to the contact for the grantee associated with each subgrantee site to schedule a 1.5-hour interview. We expect that some national grantees will have multiple subgrantees included in the site visits so we will interview up to 15 national grantees, two staff at each grantee. As the national grantees are often not located in the same local area as the subgrantee, we will conduct virtual interviews asynchronous to the site visit. 
Participant focus groups and interviews (instruments 8 and 9). The universe for these focus groups and interviews is SCSEP participants within a local site included in the study. For each local site, we plan to collect information from 3-7 participant respondents (approximately 80-100 total across subgrantees). Across the sites, we will use purposive sampling, working to recruit participants who 1) are in different stages of the program (e.g., in their first community service assignment vs. those who are seeking unsubsidized employment) and 2) vary by characteristics (e.g., age, race/ethnicity). We would ideally like to conduct one-hour, in-person focus groups as they allow for participants to interact and discuss topics that surface similarities and differences in perspectives and experiences. However, we recognize that focus groups may not be feasible in all sites. Our alternative is conducting half-hour, one-on-one phone interviews with 3 participants per site. We will work closely with the subgrantee contact to determine whether a focus group is feasible. In the end, we expect to conduct focus groups in 8 sites (54 respondents across subgrantees) and interviews in 12 sites (36 respondents across subgrantees). 
[bookmark: _Hlk93056443]Considerations for in-person focus group feasibility include having a convenient time and place to meet in person (e.g., potential participants are in an on-site training class together) and whether participants feel safe and are able to travel. Should we not be able to conduct focus groups, the team will then seek to schedule one-on-one interviews with participants. In either case, no statistical methods will be used to select the respondents invited to participate. The team will work with the local site to provide information and advertisements to participants to seek volunteers for participation. If we receive more volunteers than needed, we will select participants so as to engage a variety of participants on stage of the program they are in and characteristics. The final sample is illustrative of participant experiences in the program and is intended to be neither random nor representative. 
Data being collected. Table B.3 describes the respondent, the data collection method, and topics of data being collected for each instrument. 
Table B.3. Respondents, Data Collection Methods, and Topics by Instrument
	Respondent Category
	Data Collection Method
	Topics

	Subgrantee Survey (Instrument 1). The most knowledgeable person at the subgrantee or local site of the national grantee will have a detailed understanding of the SCSEP operations at the local level. They will have access to documents, data, and reports that may be used to respond to the survey.
	Online Survey

· One staff person is expected to respond to the survey
· 3 hours for staff person to respond 
	Basic information about subgrantee (programs operated under which grantees, funding, length of time as a SCSEP grantee)
Program context (local economy and labor force, workforce challenges faced by older adults, impact of the pandemic, equity context)
SCSEP program components for participants (recruitment/outreach, eligibility determination, orientation and individual employment plan, community service assignments, specialized training and services, job search assistance and other job readiness activities, and unsubsidized employment)
SCSEP program activities with partners (host agencies, employers, and community partners)
Strategies to support participant success (sectoral training and apprenticeships, integrated instruction, wraparound support services, digital skills training, job search assistance/job readiness, case management, employer engagement, and workforce system coordination)
Employment and training programs and services offered by the subgrantee that are not funded by SCSEP to older adults (both SCSEP and non-SCSEP participants) and individuals with similar challenges to employment
Response to the pandemic and practices that are being sustained
Data and performance (data infrastructure, outcomes of interest beyond performance measures, participant tracking activities, disaggregation of participant outcomes by demographic characteristics)
Perceptions of successes and challenges of implementing local SCSEP programs

	Subgrantee Leadership and Staff (Instrument 2). Subgrantee leadership and staff (includes national affiliate staff) have deep knowledge of the SCSEP operations at the local level. These respondents may include the program director and staff involved in recruitment, eligibility determination, case management, community host agency recruitment, employer engagement, and training provision. Some of these staff will also be involved in developing overarching strategies to support their participants, tracking participants, and building partnerships in the community. They will be able to provide their perspective on what is working well and where there are challenges. 

	Semi-Structured Interview

· Approximately 5 staff interviews per site
· 3 hours for program director 
· 1 hour for other staff
	· General information on subgrantee organization and SCSEP subgrant
· Program context
· Staffing and program structure
· Coordination with national grantee
· Recruitment and selection of participants
· Participant enrollment, assessment and development of the individual employment plan
· Community service assignments
· Specialized training and support services
· Programs and services offered to non-SCSEP participants and individuals with similar challenges to employment
· Partnerships
· Coordination with state SCSEP programs in same area
· Response to pandemic
· Data infrastructure and participant outcomes
· Overarching strategies and promising practices
· Successes, challenges, lessons learned

	National SCSEP Grantee (Instrument 3). The grantees can provide a description of the grant structure that the subgrantees operate within and perspectives on the subgrantee activities. 
	Semi-Structured Interview 
2 staff per site (1.5 hour)
	· Basic information on grantee organization and SCSEP grant
· National grant structure and administrative policies
· Coordination with subgrantee
· Coordination work with state grantees
· Broader strategies for SCSEP implementation (employer engagement, sector strategies, digital training, etc.)
· Successes, challenges, lessons learned

	SCSEP Partners (Instruments 4-7). The SCSEP partners include community host agencies, employers who offer unsubsidized job opportunities, American Job Centers, and other community organizations (social service agencies, community and faith-based organizations, and community colleges). These partners will describe their partnership with the subgrantee and the local program from their perspective and highlight what they think is working well and where there are challenges. AJCs and other community organizations will also be able to describe their broader programmatic activities that provide employment and training services to older adults and people with similar challenges to employment success. Separate interview guides are being developed for each partner type. 
	Semi-Structured Interview

Host agencies:
2 staff per site (1.5 hours each)

Employers:
1 staff per site (1 hour)

AJCs:
2 staff per site (1 hour each)

Community organizations: 
2 staff per site (1 hour each)




	Overarching topics:
· General information on partner organization
· Local context
· Partnering activities with local SCSEP program
· Overarching strategies and promising practices
· Successes, challenges, lessons learned
Partner-specific topics:
· Host agencies (recruitment by SCSEP program, development and implementation of CSAs, on-the-job experience, participant supervision, satisfaction with and value of SCSEP and participants)
· Employers (outreach by SCSEP program, reasons for partnering, responsiveness of SCSEP program to workforce needs, hiring and retention of SCSEP participants into unsubsidized positions)
· AJCs (co-enrollment in WIOA and access to AJC resources for participants; other support such as labor market data, connections to employers/industry, job readiness workshops; co-development of workforce strategies with SCSEP program; strategies/program models for non-SCSEP older adults and populations with similar challenges)
· Community Organizations (how relationship built and maintained; services to support employment success of SCSEP participants; programs and services to support non-SCSEP older workers and populations with similar challenges) 

	SCSEP Participants (Instruments 8-9). SCSEP participants will describe their reasons for enrolling in the SCSEP program, their experiences with the program, and their outcomes to date.
	Focus Group 
5-7 SCSEP participants per group for 8 sites
(1 hour) 

Semi-Structured Interview
3 SCSEP participants for 12 sites (30 minutes)
	· Interest/reasons for enrolling in SCSEP
· Program experiences (intake, eligibility determination, orientation, IEPs, CSAs, specialized training, support services, staff interactions)
· Services outside the SCSEP program that have supported employment success
· Outcomes to date (e.g., skill development, employment, social interaction, greater economic security, health improvements)
· Perceptions on what works and what needs improvement



Analysis plans across the data collection. Data collection will generate a considerable volume of data—the survey, site visit data (interview notes and focus group transcripts), and grant documents and performance data (participant characteristics, activities and outcomes)—that the study team will  analyze to address the research questions. We anticipate using two analytical techniques—a descriptive analysis and a thematic analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc54549233][bookmark: _Toc92889191][bookmark: _Toc96700916]Descriptive analysis. The descriptive analysis will provide a comprehensive picture of the components, models, partnerships, and strategies implemented by SCSEP subgrantees. It will use data from the web-based survey, and where possible, supplemented by other subgrantee performance data on participants to create an analysis file. The team will first develop descriptive univariate tabulations of the survey data. They will then produce selected cross-tabulations to look at variation across populations served, geography, and program size, for example. The analysis will also be aligned with the research questions and topics discussed earlier.
The descriptive analysis will focus on taking the large amounts of information collected in the survey and presenting it in visual formats that allow readers to quickly grasp the range of programs and activities. The analysis will include tables, charts, and graphs to illustrate key findings, and the team will provide full sets of survey data tables as appendices to the final report. In our survey tabulations, we will identify the percentage of data missing data by variable. As this study is descriptive in nature and given our experience with grantee and subgrantee surveys, we do not expect item nonresponse to be large, we do not plan to use statistical methods to impute missing data. However, if there are respondents with large amounts of missing data (defined as missing most of one or more of survey sections), we will compare and report on whether the basic characteristics of nonrespondents (size, percent of participants “most-in-need”, urbanicity) differ from respondents.
The team also plans to use the survey data to conduct a cluster analysis to explore emerging typologies for serving older workers who are low income. The cluster analysis is designed to group a set of objects (a “cluster”) in such a way that objects in the same group are more similar to each other than to those in other groups. With almost over 300 observations in the survey, there is enough sample to conduct this analysis. Using the cluster analysis, the team will identify the most likely groupings of components, models, partnerships, and strategies implemented by subgrantees. 
If possible, we will also conduct an exploratory analysis of whether individual strategies or groupings of strategies from the survey are be associated with positive participant outcomes, such as unsubsidized employment, from the SPARQ data. This analysis would provide supplementary insights to the perspectives of respondents in the survey and site visit data on what strategies respondents believe are promising. It will also be useful for formulating hypotheses for future research.
[bookmark: _Toc54549234][bookmark: _Toc92889192][bookmark: _Toc96700917]Thematic analysis. The team will also conduct a thematic analysis of the interview and focus group data from the 20 local sites visited to provide an in-depth understanding of the implementation of components, models, partnerships, and strategies and highlight promising approaches to workforce programs serving older adults. The coding and analysis approach will use applied thematic analysis.[footnoteRef:2] Applied thematic analysis is using textual data to “focus on identifying and describing both implicit and explicit ideas within the data, that is, themes” rather than only counting use of words or phrases within the text.[footnoteRef:3] The team will employ this inductive approach through team coding and analysis meetings where site visit team members and coders discuss emerging themes to provide multiple perspectives. Using these themes, we will code the textual data from the interviews and focus groups to reflect these themes. The team will then meet frequently to refine and build on the codes and harmonize team coding to improve interrater reliability (i.e., have more than one team member code the same text to improve consistency). The coding will also be aligned with the detailed research questions and topics discussed earlier. Finally, we will code text by the respondent role, subgrantee, and potentially other subgrantee characteristics.  [2:  Guest, Greg, Kathleen M. MacQueen & Emily E. Namey. 2012. Applied Thematic Analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. ]  [3:  Guest, MacQueen, and Namey 2012 (p. 9).] 

Coding will take place in NVivo, which allows for data to be consistently organized and sorted by code or codes. This allows the team to focus in on data by theme and sort by respondent type, for example. The team will use this sorted data to draw out themes and patterns across the subgrantees and types of respondents to build an understanding of the programs and services from all perspectives. The team  will construct tables of data to organize qualitative data in a way that these patterns can be observed. The report will highlight examples of promising program components, partnerships, and strategies that may be important for generating hypotheses for strategies that may successfully serve older workers by improving their outcomes.
B.2. Procedures for the collection of information 
Data for the study will be collected through online surveys, semi-structured interviews, focus groups and phone interviews, and are all one-time data collection efforts. 
Survey data collection. The surveys will be programmed and administered using Qualtrics. This survey software offers a user interface that is modern, secure, and easy to navigate for respondents. The software will also facilitate generation of tabulations of responses as surveys are completed by subgrantees and processed. The survey will be hosted on the Internet via a live secure web-link. To reduce respondent burden, it will employ the following: (1) secure log-ins and passwords so respondents can save and complete the survey in multiple sessions; (2) drop-down response categories so respondents can quickly select from a list; (3) dynamic questions and automated skip patterns so respondents only see those questions that apply to them (including those based on answers provided previously in the survey); and (4) logical rules for responses so respondents’ answers are restricted to those intended by the question. The subgrantee survey instrument is provided in Attachment A. 
Subgrantee, grantee, host agency, employer partner, American Job Center partner, community partner interview data collection. The interviews will be semi-structured. We will conduct the interviews in-person if this is possible by the spring/summer of 2023. Given the current uncertain circumstances surrounding the COVID pandemic, we have written the instrument introductions assuming interviews will be conducted on a virtual platform or by telephone. We describe the procedures for conducting the interviews in more detail below.
The study team will conduct semi-structured interviews with key subgrantee staff and partners. A DOL representative will send an email notifying each subgrantee that they have been selected for a site visit as part of the evaluation, copying the national grantee and federal project officer. Once subgrantees have been notified, site visit teams assigned to each subgrantee will send a follow-up (introductory) email and then call the subgrantee contact person(s) to identify subgrantee and partner administrators/staff that will participate in the interviews and to begin the process of scheduling the visit. The site visit team will work with both subgrantee and partnering organizations on developing and finalizing the agenda for each three-day visit. 
The site visit team will reach out directly to the contact for national grantee associated with each subgrantee site to schedule an interview. We know that some national grantees will have multiple subgrantees included in the site visits, since there are only 19 national grantees. As the national grantees are often not located in the same local area as the subgrantee, we will conduct virtual interviews asynchronous to the site visit.  
The interview protocols are provided in Attachments B, C, D, E, F, G for the subgrantee program staff, grantee staff, host agency staff, employer partner, American Job Center partner staff, and community partner staff. 
Participant focus group and individual interview data collection. As we set up the site visit, the study team will work closely with the subgrantee contact to determine whether a focus group is feasible. Once this determination is made, we will provide the subgrantee with and informational advertisements or notices to share with potential participants to recruit volunteers for the focus group or individual interviews. Potential volunteers will contact the study team directly for further information or to volunteer. If we receive more volunteers than needed, we will select participants so as to engage a variety of participants by stage of the program they are in and characteristics. For a focus group the team will set a time and location (if in-person) convenient for participants. For interviews, the team will set up individual telephone appointments. The protocol for participant focus groups and interviews are provided in Attachments H and I. The introduction to the protocol for the focus group assumes focus groups will be virtual.
[bookmark: _Hlk63929524]B.3. Methods to maximize response rates and minimize nonresponse
Survey Response. The estimated response rate for the subgrantee survey is 100 percent as participation in evaluation activities is required as a condition of the grant award and the universe is small, allowing for concentrated reminders and follow-up. The study team will make use of best practices to encourage high response rates while minimizing burden and non-response. For the survey, these methods include: 

Web administration. It is anticipated that most respondents prefer to complete the survey online. This allows the respondent to complete on their own schedule and pace, as well as complete the survey over multiple sessions. The web survey system used by the data collection team also supports mobile browsers, such as tablets or cellular phones.    

Multiple modes of administration. To comply with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act, participants who may have difficulty completing a web survey will be offered the option of completing the surveys by telephone.  

Strategic communications. The study team will work closely with CEO and ETA on communications to provide advanced notice of the survey and follow-up communications to subgrantee/local sites to support the high response rates. These are the steps the study team will take: 
1) participate in ETA-led monthly calls for federal project officers (FPOs) and SCSEP grantees to provide information on the overall project, which includes this survey (summer/fall 2022). 
2) work closely with the 19 national grantees to obtain contact information for the most knowledgeable respondents from subgrantee organizations and local sites. This will increase the reliability of the contact information and chances of a high response rate because the survey will reach the right person (summer/fall 2022). 
3) work with CEO and ETA to give prior notice to the FPOs and the national grantees on the survey timing and communications the team will send to the subgrantees/local sites in the month prior to fielding the survey (one month prior to fielding the survey). 
4) send an email providing advanced notice on the survey—including survey goals, content and timing—with a copy to the national grantee and federal project officer (one month prior to fielding the survey). 
5) send an email with the survey link and directions to the respondents (winter 2022)
6) send weekly follow-up emails to respondents who have not completed the survey (1-6 weeks from the survey launch date). 

Interviews and focus group response. The study team will make a selection of 20 subgrantee/local sites that meet our criteria. The following explains our response rates for each respondent group for interviews and focus groups (see also Table B.1): 

· [bookmark: _Hlk102544446]Once we identify the 20 sites and their national grantees, we expect that all sites would agree to participate in the study (100 percent expected response rate) as SCSEP grantees are required to participate in evaluation activities as a condition of the SCSEP grant. 
· We then expect a high response rate for subgrantee (95 percent) and national grantee (100 percent) staff identified during preparation calls with sites. There may be a few that are on leave or have left their position during our data collection period. We will make accommodations for those who cannot meet during the site visit and conduct the interview remotely.
· We will then work with the sites to identify host agency, American Job Center, and community-based partner staff to interview (90 percent expected response rate). We will use subgrantee staff to provide introduction to partners and discuss importance of the study to increase partner participation in interviews. Should any decline, we will work with the subgrantee staff to identify other partners. 
· We will also work with the sites to identify employer  (partner staff to interview64 percent expected response rate)decline, we will work with the subgrantee staff to identify ld any ShouWe will use subgrantee staff to provide introduction to partners and discuss importance of the study to increase partner participation in interviews. . another employer partner. 
· We expect 60 percent of participant respondents to participate in focus groups (54 respondents). As these respondents are older, there may be some barriers to participating in focus groups (e.g., mobility, transportation, health issues, technological issues) for which respondents will not show up to the focus group. Thus, we do not expect as high of a response rate as other participants, with the rate based on previous experience with similar populations. We expect to over-recruit, at least 10 -12 respondents per focus group, with the goal of having 7 participate in the focus groups. We will also offer in-person and virtual focus groups, based on the convenience of each option for respondents. We also offer a $25 gift card who take part in the focus groups. 
· We expect a higher rate of invited participants, 80 percent, to participate in one-on-one telephone interviews (36 respondents). We have included this data collection option for participants, knowing that focus groups may not be possible in some sites. The study team has had success in recruiting older adults for telephone interviews, specifically on a study of elder abuse.[footnoteRef:4] Older adults have greater access to telephone communication (cell or land line), rather than a computer or smart phone for a virtual focus group or transportation to an in-person focus group. We offer a $25 gift card who take part in the interviews. We will over-recruit participants for interviews, approximately 45 respondents, expecting that we will have an 80-percent response rate for those who volunteered for the interview.  [4:  Yahner, J., Hussemann, J., and Henderson, E. (2022). “Building Late-Life Resilience to Prevent Elder Abuse: A Randomized Controlled Pilot Study of the EMPOWER Program.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute. Available at https://www.urban.org/research/publication/building-late-life-resilience-prevent-elder-abuse.
] 



B.4 Testing Procedures
Below, we discuss how the study team has sought to reduce and test for the time burden for the survey. 

Technology to reduce burden. To reduce burden, the surveys will employ drop-down response categories so respondents can quickly select from a list, dynamic questions and automated skip patterns so respondents only see those questions that apply to them (including those based on answers provided previously in the survey), and logical rules for responses so respondents’ answers are restricted to those intended by the question. These features should minimize data entry burden by participants and facilitate high quality responses.

[bookmark: _Hlk63929533][bookmark: _Hlk63928678]Testing questionnaire. The study team had two national grantees review the survey for clarity and length. They provided feedback on the survey content—mainly clarifications on wording of questions and response options—and on the estimated time to complete the survey. Both reviewers agreed that they would estimate the time to complete the survey to be 3 hours. 

Testing interview and focus group instruments. The five Technical Working Group (TWG) members (identified in B.5) reviewed the study design report, which included the interview and focus group topics, and provided feedback. The study team also sent the TWG the interview and focus group instruments for review. 


B.5. Individuals consulted on statistical aspects of design and on collecting and/or analyzing data
Staff responsible for overseeing the collection and analysis of data are listed in Table B.4 and individuals consulting on the efforts are listed in Table B.5. 

[bookmark: _Hlk92816279]Table B.4. Individuals overseeing the collection and analysis of data for the Older Workers Implementation and Descriptive Study
	The Urban Institute

	Pamela Loprest 
Project Director

Lauren Eyster
Richard Johnson
Principal Investigators

Shayne Spaulding
Task Director


	
	

	Capital Research Corporation
	John Trutko
Task Director



Table B.5. Individuals consulting on the collection and analysis of data for the Older Workers Implementation and Descriptive Study
	The Urban Institute

	Pamela Loprest 
Project Director

Daniel Kuehn
Task Director

William Congdon
Task Director

Barbara Butrica
Task Director

	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk30677850]Capital Research Corporation
	John Trutko
Task Director


	Technical Work Group Members
	Jacqueline Angel 
Wilbur J. Cohen Professor of Health and Social Policy and Professor of Sociology at The University of Texas at Austin.
Cal Halvorsen 
Assistant Professor and Affiliate of the Center on Aging & Work at Boston College. 
Maria Heidkamp 
Director of Program Development at the Heldrich Center for Workforce Development at Rutgers University.
Susan Houseman
Vice President and Director of Research at W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research
David Judkins
Principal Associate of Social and Economic Policy at Abt Associates 
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