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1.	Respondent universe and sampling methods
[bookmark: _Toc531183378]Below we describe the selection of enrollees for the enrollee survey and the follow-up interviews with service users. 

a.	Surveys of RETAIN enrollees 
The respondent universe for the enrollee survey is all individuals who enrolled in RETAIN during Phase 2.  Mathematica conducts the survey with a up to 12,000 enrollees, distributed across the five state programs.  There are two rounds of survey interviews: the first survey occurs 2 months after enrollment and the second survey takes place 12 months after enrollment.  Mathematica use the same samples used for both surveys.  Mathematica recontacts all eligible Round 1 (R1) sample members in Round 2 (R2). The RETAIN evaluation design assumes a 24‑month enrollment period. 

[bookmark: _Toc531183379][bookmark: _Toc34223056]b.	Follow-up interviews with RETAIN service users
Mathematica conducts the RETAIN service user interviews with a convenience sample of 20 enrollees drawn from the subset of individuals who participated in the initial service user interviews.  The interviews takes place throughout 2024.  Mathematica interviews each service user separately.  Mathematica sends an invitation by mail to all of the potential interviewees.  The letter sent to the potential interviewees describes the purpose of the interview and ask enrollees to call a toll-free number to schedule an appointment to complete an interview.  Interviews includes a mix of in-person and virtual.  The main intent of the interviews is to better understand the role of structural factors in the return to work/stay at work experience.  Given the relatively small sample sizes, the resulting sample is not a representative of all RETAIN service users.  Resource constraints and the study design prevent SSA from conducting additional interviews.  Nonetheless, the qualitative information is important in providing in-depth information about key issues regarding the role of structural factors in the return to work/stay at work experience. 

[bookmark: _Toc531183380][bookmark: _Toc34223060]2.	Procedures for collecting information
[bookmark: _Toc531183381][bookmark: _Toc34223062]a. Enrollee surveys
Mathematica collects the contact information for enrollees during the enrollment process and uses these data to field the enrollee survey.  Information about enrollees’ preference for English or Spanish determines the language used for each sample member’s initial survey letter and subsequent nonresponse follow-up efforts.  The surveys use a sequential, mixed-mode design, offering sample members the opportunity to complete the questionnaire on the web, by mail, or by telephone.  Each round of the enrollee survey follows the same methodology for sample release, eligibility, and nonresponse follow-up. 
Mathematica sends all sample members a $5 pre-pay cash incentive with the survey invitation letter.  By deploying a prepayment, resources can target sample members who are likely to require intensive efforts to locate, contact, or engage for interviews.  All survey respondents receives a $25 gift card.  We estimate the R1 survey takes 12 minutes to complete, and the R2 survey takes about 18 minutes. 
Contact with an enrollee survey sample member begins when Mathematica sends the survey invitation letter to all eligible sample members during the first week of the field period (Appendix C).  This letter includes a link that enrollees can use to log into the web survey, along with a personalized login code.  The letter also includes a toll‑free telephone number that enrollees can call to complete the survey over the telephone, or to seek support in completing the survey online.  Mathematica utilizes a “push to web” methodology, encouraging self-reporting by web for as many sample members who are willing and able to do so (Dillman 2017).  Accordingly, we also include subsequent reminder postcards with the survey link and password information.[footnoteRef:3]  Mathematica sends a paper version of the questionnaire via first-class mail during week three of the enrollee survey field period, with another copy sent to nonrespondents approximately three weeks later.  Each paper questionnaire is followed by a postcard reminder, encouraging sample members to return the completed survey.  [3:  To ensure privacy of this sensitive information, Mathematica uses postcards that feature a seal, which recipients need to open  to view the information provided. ] 

After we offer sample members the opportunity to take part in the survey by web and by mail, Mathematica begins telephone follow up with nonresponding sample members.  Telephone interviewers receive project-specific training.  Further, all of Mathematica’s Spanish-speaking interviewers complete professional certification to ensure that they are qualified to conduct interviews in Spanish.  Telephone follow up  begin during week six of the 12-week field period for sample members without a viable mailing address, and occurs later for the remainder of the sample.  Mathematica sends reminder mailings during the remaining weeks of the survey period to all outstanding sample cases to: (1) encourage them to participate in the survey, (2) respond to concerns they may have about the study, and (3) notify them the survey ends soon and provide them with a paper survey to complete.  Enrollee survey mailings provides text that stresses the voluntary nature of participation and that the decision to participate in the survey does not affect enrollee’s benefits, now or in the future. 
SSA and Mathematica designs the enrollee instruments to accommodate a wide range of disabilities.  We make the wording of the questions as simple as possible to allow accessibility to those with mild cognitive disabilities.  We train phone interviewers to offer breaks, where needed, to accommodate enrollees with illnesses or injuries that cause stamina limitations.  Although we cannot design instruments that address every disability we may encounter, these basic design characteristics enables us to interview most enrollees in the study without the use of proxies.  We incorporate alternative question wording for proxies to allow for instances when an enrollee cannot complete an interview independently. 
Over the enrollee survey field period, Mathematica’s data collection managers use a range of production reports to monitor the data collection and ensure it aligns with production, cost, and quality goals.  Mathematica carefully monitors response rates overall, and for each enrollment cohort, program, and group assignment.  Mathematica  uses its sample management system (SMS) to execute several key tasks that support the success of the survey and minimize burden on sample members.  For example, we use this system to:  (1) schedule the release of eligible cases; (2) mail invitation and reminder letters and incentive payments; (3) track and store sample cases’ updated contact information; (4) cease nonresponse follow up to sample members who have completed the survey (via any mode); and (5) provide production statistics that could help inform outreach strategies to future cohorts. 
[bookmark: _Toc531183382][bookmark: _Toc34223063]b.	Interviews with RETAIN service users
The first step in this data collection process is to reach out to the RETAIN service users who participated in the initial interviews.  We anticipate sending an invitation to enrollees to participate.  The invitation explains Mathematica’s request and provide a toll-free number to call to schedule an interview or to decline participation.  The letter comes from Marion McCoy, SSA project manager for the evaluation, as this lends credibility to the study and further encourage cooperation.  The evaluation team monitors the toll-free number and schedules interviews at times that are convenient for RETAIN these individuals.  Interviews are a mix of in-person at community- based settings, and telephone interviews.  When booking interviews, staff confirms the best telephone number to reach the individual as well as that person’s preferred means for receiving a reminder the day before the interview. 
Evaluation staff reaches out to all enrollees on the day before the scheduled appointment using the enrollees’ preferred mode of contact.  During the interview, the team member leading the interview obtains the service user’s verbal consent to participate and also requests consent to digitally record the interview.  The interviewer explains the benefits and risks associated with participation, confidentiality of the information shared during the interview, and the voluntary nature of participation.  The interviewer informs service users that they may request that the interviewer suspend recording at any time and assures them the interviewer is not request personally identifying information during the interview.  The interviewer uses  an interview guide, based on the topic list in Appendix D, to conduct the interviews.  We expect each interview lasts up to 120 minutes.  Mathematica provides a $100 gift card to each service user who completes the interview. 
[bookmark: _Toc531183383][bookmark: _Toc34223069]3.	Methods to maximize response rates and deal with nonresponse
[bookmark: _Toc34223073][bookmark: _Toc34223070]a.	Surveys of RETAIN enrollees 
The evaluation team designed the survey fielding methods to maximize response rates. The mixed mode of administration offers potential respondents the flexibility to complete the survey in a manner that is most convenient for them.  The evaluation team designed the length of the surveys to balance the evaluation’s need for information with the need to minimize burden to encourage response.  Survey materials and procedures assures respondents of the privacy of their responses to questions, which should address privacy-related reasons for nonresponse.  
The surveys of RETAIN enrollees targets a response rate of at least 80 percent at each round.  Mathematica follows industry best practices for deploying nonresponse \follow-up efforts in accordance with the mixed-mode design in a way that minimizes the burden of sample members and does not suppress responses to the survey.  Features of our approach include the following: 
· Incentives to motivate survey response.  The survey features both a prepaid and a post-pay incentive, both motivate enrollee sample members to complete the survey.  Moreover, respondents from the first round of the survey are likely remember receiving the incentive, further motivating them to participate in the second round. 
· A mixed-mode survey, featuring two modes for self-reporting.  Respondents have the option to complete the enrollee survey in the mode that they prefer, by web, paper, or over the telephone with a professional interviewer.  The web survey is accessible using any device (tablet, smartphone, laptop, or desktop computer) and is  compatible with assistive technologies respondents may need to participate online.  Both the web and paper questionnaires can be completed at the sample member’s convenience.
· Sequential release of the survey modes.  Mathematica releases the web survey before sending the paper questionnaire or conducting outbound telephone calls to nonresponders.[footnoteRef:4]  The sequential release of modes avoids potential confusion among sample members or the perception of complexity (Dillman 2014; Medway 2012).  [4:  Mathematica’s Survey Operations Center fields inbound calls across the survey field period, as the toll-free telephone number for the survey is on all survey mailings.] 

· Multiple languages for survey administration.  By offering the survey in both English and Spanish, we minimize nonresponse bias for sample members who would not be able to complete the survey in English. 
· Outreach to sample members in different formats.  Varying outreach formats can improve survey response rates because not all modes of follow-up resonate with all sample members.  For example, some may not open their postal mail, but they may call back when we leave a voicemail.  Others may find the mailings a reassuring source of legitimacy and mistrust contact by telephone. 
· Informational webpage and toll-free telephone number.  SSA hosts a webpage describing the survey to provide a way for sample members to verify study legitimacy and gather more information.  Mathematics interviewers staffs a survey toll-free number to answer questions and address sample members’ concerns on a range of issues. 
· Accommodations and proxy respondents.  Mathematica’s telephone interviewing team is well-prepared to address accommodation needs of respondents with disabilities, whether the accommodations are stamina related, or with the use of assistive technology.  Moreover, if a sample member’s disability or impairment is too severe to allow them to participate in the survey via self-report, we have the necessary protocols in place to complete the interview with a designated proxy, such as another adult in the household. 
· Paradata to inform optimal days of week and times of day for telephone outreach.  Because of the rolling release of cohorts for the enrollee surveys, we ae able to leverage survey paradata from early cohorts to inform follow-up efforts for later cohorts.  For example, are able to align the contact attempts with the time periods that have generated the highest completion rates. 
These strategies, combined with Mathematica’s intensive oversight of production statistics across the field period, help maximize response rates for the enrollee survey. 
[bookmark: _Toc25057028][bookmark: _Toc34223076]Addressing nonresponse in the enrollee surveys
Nonresponse is a key source of survey error that impacts the quality of the data collected in both the enrollee and provider surveys.  In sections B3.1 and B3.2, we discussed our approach to minimizing unit nonresponse bias and achieving target response rates for both surveys.  Below we describe the proposed approaches for addressing both item and unit nonresponse as the survey data for use in the impact analysis.

Item nonresponse
Although the RETAIN evaluation team’s past experience conducting surveys for similar evaluations suggests that rates of item nonresponse on the enrollee and provider surveys are very low, some item nonresponse is inevitable, especially when using self‑administered modes for survey data collection.  The enrollee surveys collect data on outcome measures for the evaluation team to use in the impact analysis.  Imputation of outcome data could lead to biased estimates due to imperfect matches on observables when using a hot-deck procedure (Bollinger and Hirsch 2006).  We exclude observations with missing outcome data, unless we knew the outcome to have a specific value for some cases that was conditional on the value of another variable.  To minimize the risk of bias from this source, we use multivariate techniques to input missing data.

Unit (individual-level) nonresponse
 As with almost any survey, some nonresponse in each round of data collection is inevitable, especially during later rounds of follow up.  For example, the evaluation team is not be able to locate some sample members and others are unable or unwilling to respond to the survey.  SSA expects to attain a response rate of at least 80 percent for each round of the enrollee survey.  In the event that response rates are lower, Mathematica conducts a nonresponse analysis using various data items from enrollment.  The nonresponse bias analysis consists of the following steps:
Compute response rates for key subgroups.  The evaluation team computes the response rate for the subgroups using the American Association for Public Opinion Research definition of the participation rate for a nonprobability sample:  the number of respondents who provided a usable response divided by the total number of individuals from whom they requested participation in the survey (AAPOR 2016). The evaluation team conducts comparisons of the response rate across key subgroups, including most notably the treatment group and the control group, as well as any subgroups used to stratify sampling for the survey.  The goal of this analysis is to determine whether response rates in specific subgroups differ systematically from that of other subgroups or from the overall response rate.  This could inform the evaluation team’s development of nonresponse weights for use in the analysis.
Compare the distributions of respondents’ and nonrespondents’ characteristics. Again, using data from RETAIN enrollment, the evaluation team compares the characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents.  They assess the statistical significance of the difference between these groups using t-tests.  This type of analysis can be useful in identifying patterns of differences in observable characteristics that might suggest nonresponse bias.  However, this approach has low power to detect substantive differences when sample sizes are small, and the large number of statistical tests conducted can also result in high rates of Type I error. Consequently, the evaluation team interprets the results of this item-by-item analysis cautiously.
Identify the characteristics that best predict nonresponse and use this information to generate nonresponse weights.  This is a multivariate generalization of the subgroup analysis described previously.  The evaluation team uses logistic regression models to assess the partial associations between each characteristic and response status; propensity scores obtained from such models provide a concise way to summarize and correct for initial imbalances (Särndal et al. 1992).  Examples of automated procedures they could use to produce these weights efficiently include:  (1) using prespecified decision rules, such as those described by Imbens and Rubin (2015) and Biggs, de Ville, and Suen (1991) to select covariates and interactions between them; and (2) identifying and addressing outliers by, for example, trimming weights in a way that minimizes the mean-square error of the estimates (Potter 1990). 
Compare the nonresponse-weighted distribution of respondent characteristics with the distribution for the full random assignment sample.  In this last step, the evaluation team compares the weighted distribution of respondent baseline characteristics to the unweighted distribution of the full set of RETAIN enrollee that went through random assignment.  They make these comparisons for the whole sample and for key subgroups, as described earlier in this subsection.  This step includes validation of the nonresponse weights using outcomes measured in the program data for the full sample (but not used in the construction of the weights). This analysis can highlight measures in which the potential for nonresponse bias is greatest, even after weighting, in which case they should exercise greater caution in the interpretation of the observed findings. 
[bookmark: _Toc34223071]b.	Interviews with RETAIN service users
Because we draw RETAIN service user interviews from a convenience sample of volunteers, target response rates to ensure a representative population are not an issue. To mitigate interview nonresponse, evaluation team members contacts each individual who has an appointment on the day before the interview, using the person’s preferred mode of communication.  A team member confirms the best telephone number to use to reach each enrollee so the appointment takes place when the enrollee is not distracted by other responsibilities.  Service users in certain areas have the opportunity to complete the interviews in-person, in a community-based setting, if convenient and preferrable for them.  Because participants have the option to conduct the interviews by telephone, this mitigates barriers related to transportation to an interview location.  Finally, the $100 honorarium encourages interview participation. 
[bookmark: _Toc531183384][bookmark: _Toc34223077]4.	Tests of procedures or methods to be undertaken
[bookmark: _Toc34223079]	Surveys of RETAIN enrollees 
Mathematica conducted a pretest of the enrollee questionnaires.  The pretest provided an accurate estimate of respondent burden as required by OMB, and the evaluation team also assessed flow and respondent comprehension. 
We completed the R1 and R2 enrollee survey pretests in English and Spanish with nine adults who have experienced an illness or injury that could preclude their participation in work (so as to mirror the RETAIN enrollee population).  Following the pretests, Mathematica revised the survey instruments based on their findings. 
[bookmark: _Toc34223078]Interviews with RETAIN service users 
We conduct no pre-tests of the interview protocols.  Mathematica makes minor modifications to the data collection procedures and discussion guides, if necessary, based on the experiences of the early interviews. 

[bookmark: _Toc531183385][bookmark: _Toc34223080]5.	Individuals consulted on statistical aspects of the design and on collection and/or analyzing data
In addition to their collaboration with staff from DOL, SSA has also organized a Technical Working Group (TWG) to provide input on key research questions, evaluability considerations, feasible experimental and nonexperimental methods, survey designs, analysis strategies, and interpretation and presentation of results.  The TWG consists of researchers and clinicians with expertise in the areas of disability, early intervention, and evaluation design.  The external experts include:  
Thomas Wickizer, Ph.D., Ohio State University College of Public Health
Glenn Pransky, former director at Center for Disability Research at the Liberty Mutual Research Institute
Carolyn Heinrich, Ph.D., Vanderbilt University
Jack Smalligan, M.A., Urban Institute
Frank Neuhauser, Ph.D., University of California at Berkeley's Institute for the Study of Societal Issues
Douglas Martin M.D., Medical Director, UnityPoint Health – St. Luke’s Occupational Medicine 
Marianne Cloeren, M.D., M.P.H., University of Maryland School of Medicine
Benjamin Doornink, M.B.A., Kootenai Health
An interdisciplinary team of economists, disability policy researchers, and survey researchers on staff at Mathematica or at the evaluation subcontractor (Tree House Economics, LLC) contributed to the design of the overall evaluation.  The team consisted of: 
Jillian Berk, Ph.D., Mathematica
Karen CyBulski, M.S., Mathematica
Kenneth Fortson, Ph.D., Mathematica
Rosalind Keith, Ph.D., Mathematica
Gina Livermore, Ph.D., Mathematica
Holly Matulewicz, M.A., Mathematica  
David Wittenburg, Ph.D., Mathematica
David Stapleton, Ph.D., Tree House Economics, LLC
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