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B. COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS
Overview
The Employment Transition Model (ETM) Demonstration program is a joint effort by the Department of Labor (DOL) Chief Evaluation Office (CEO), Office of Disability Employment Policy (ODEP), and the Employment and Training Administration (ETA). The ETM program seeks to build rigorous evidence on effective strategies for improving employment outcomes for youth and young adults with disabilities (Y&YAD), ages 14 to 24 who are WIOA eligible. ETM also hopes to expand states' capacity to create innovative employment strategies for Y&YAD and their families. DOL awarded ETM Demonstration Grants to four states: Connecticut, Kansas, Minnesota, and New York. The ultimate object of the grants is to make America more prosperous and to save taxpayer dollars by:
1. increasing employment retention and labor force participation of Y&YAD
2. reducing long-term work disability among project participants, including the need for Social Security Disability Insurance and Supplemental Security Income.

DOL awarded a contract to Abt Global and its partners to conduct a five-year independent evaluation of the ETM demonstration. The evaluation will analyze the results of the four grantees’ programs to build evidence about strategies to enable Y&YAD to successfully transition into the workforce to inform future practice and policy demonstrations at DOL. The ultimate purpose of the demonstration is to validate and expand implementation of evidence-based strategies to make sure future grant programs are efficient by only investing in strategies that work. 
In order to assess whether ETM is meeting its objectives, DOL needs to collect information that will assess the project's performance management and continuous quality improvement efforts, as well as the third-party evaluation effort. This includes collection of Baseline Intake Data, Service Receipt Data, Implementation Data, and Outcome Data. 
B.1 Respondent Universe and Sampling 
In this section, we describe the respondent universe and sampling for each instrument. We discuss the selection of participants in part “a” of this section and response rates in part “b” for each data collection instrument in turn.
 a. Selection of Participants and Procedures
The team will use individual-level data maintained by ETM grantees to learn about participants' characteristics, observe the services they receive over time, and gain insights about some key outcomes. To reduce burden on ETM participants and grantees as well as to leverage grantee familiarity with reporting elements for WIOA-funded DOL grant programs, the study will use standard Participant Individual Record Layout (PIRL) – OMB control number 1205-0521 – data elements as much as possible. However, existing PIRL data elements do not cover some key pieces of information needed to measure some of the ETM-specific constructs, and the PIRL system would not contain information for youth enrolling in ETM unless they co-enroll in a WIOA program. This additional information will need to come from performance management information system (MIS) records on ETM participants that each grantee maintains and is periodically sent to DOL. These data elements include the subcategories of Baseline Intake Data, Service Receipt Data for ETM Youth, and Education and Employment Outcomes.  Attachment A.1 lists the measures from the PIRL data and program MIS data that the team intends to request from grantees.
Baseline Intake Data (Section D.1 of Attachment A.1): DOL and the ETM TA provider will coordinate with the evaluation team in supporting grantees to produce a baseline data form that can be integrated with ETM intake procedures and aligned with baseline data collection already occurring for WIOA and other workforce programs. The grantees will need to collect data describing participants at intake (baseline). This form will include data elements that are needed to produce grantee performance metrics as well as to construct measures for the evaluation. All youth seeking to enroll in the ETM program will be asked to complete a baseline intake procedure during which the ETM provider staff will input the baseline information into their electronic MIS. 
No sampling or other method is used to select a subset of respondents. The respondent universe consists of everyone attempting to enroll in ETM. All grantees are required to collect this data. 
Youth Referral Information Completed by ETM and Partner Staff (Section D.2-D.8 of Attachment A.1): The DOL, evaluation team, and the TA provider will receive quarterly extracts of the grantees’ MIS data system elements that describe the referral information collected by ETM grantee or partner staff. These data include PIRL data elements as well as some specifically designed for ETM, as specified by DOL. ETM grantee staff will enter these data into the system on once at program intake for each ETM youth, as developed and guided by DOL and the ETM TA provider. These data systems will include all ETM youth. The evaluation team will study the full sample (universe) of all ETM youth. 
Service Receipt Data for ETM Youth (Section D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1): The DOL, evaluation team, and the TA provider will receive quarterly extracts of the grantees’ MIS data system elements that describe the services received by each ETM youth. These data include PIRL data elements as well as some specifically designed for ETM, as specified by DOL. ETM grantee staff will enter these data into the system on a regular basis for each ETM youth, as developed and guided by DOL and the ETM TA provider. These data systems will include all ETM youth. The evaluation team will study the full sample (universe) of all ETM youth. 
Implementation Activities (Attachments B.1 – B.3): The evaluation team will collect information from ETM grantee staff both remotely and in person during site visits, using semi-structured interviews. The evaluation team will use a purposive sampling frame. The evaluation team will speak with ETM project directors at the state grantee agencies, ETM administrators/directors at local sites, and case managers and other participant-facing staff at local sites. The evaluation team may determine whether it is appropriate to speak with multiple case managers (from a single site) simultaneously in dyad interviews or small focus groups, using the same semi-structured interview discussion guide but adapted for multiple participants by asking them to respond to one another's comments. Cases where this might be appropriate are when there are multiple case managers with only a small number of ETM clients each on their caseload, so aggregating data collection provides a more robust perspective on the ETM project at that site. Site visits will take place two times, a year apart, with different local sites selected in each round of site visits. For the first round of site visits the evaluation team will prioritize visiting two sites per grantee. For the second round, the evaluation team will prioritize visiting sites that have made significant progress in engaging and serving Y&YAD who are WIOA eligible, according to the assessment of program administrators. 
Partnering Activities (Attachments C.1 – C.2): The ETM partnering list and semi-structured  interviews will explore the critical role that collaboration among ETM partners plays in supporting the transition of ETM participants into competitive integrated employment. The sample for both sets of ICRs is the same. The primary participant will be the local administrative leads across the four ETM grantees (N=19). The sample size for the two components may differ depending on the number of additional staff included. To allow the evaluation team to examine change in relationships over time, each lead will complete the partnering activities at two times: 2026 and 2027. The evaluation team will collaborate closely with ETM project directors and ETM site liaisons to identify the correct respondent and inform leads about the listing tool and interviews. The project team will contact each primary administrative staff member through an email that describes the two components and invites them to participate.
ETM Program Experiences: 
· [bookmark: _Toc191895427]Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Youth (Attachment D.1): The evaluation team will conduct 60-minute interviews both in-person and virtually with up to 20 program participants across the four sites to collect more-in-depth information about their characteristics, needs, experiences, and perspectives – resulting in a total of 80 interviews. This will be a convenience sample; the evaluation team will work with each grantee to recruit and identify participants who would like to participate in an interview. The team will provide an incentive of $50 gift card for each respondent. 
· Semi-Structured Interviews with Parents and Guardians of ETM Youth (Attachment D.2): The evaluation team will work with each grantee to interview up to 16 parents or guardians of the Y&YAD participants – resulting in a total of 64 interviews. This will be a convenience sample; the evaluation team will work with each grantee to recruit and identify parents and guardians who would like to participate in an interview. These interviews will provide information needed to produce a comprehensive description of the family customer experience of each grantee program. The evaluation team will provide an incentive of $50 gift cards per parent/guardian that participates.
· [bookmark: _Toc191895429]Semi-Structured Interviews with Employers (Attachment D.3): Using a semi-structured interview guide, the evaluation team will conduct 60-minute interviews with employers who provide work-based learning, apprenticeships, and other paid employment or on the job training (OJT) opportunities for ETM participants.  The evaluation team aims to speak with up to five employers per grantee for a total of 20 employers. To minimize burden for employers, the team can conduct interviews virtually or in-person during a site visit, whichever the employer prefers. This will be a convenience sample; the evaluation team will rely on the local sites to identify employers who are willing to participate in interviews and who have had sufficient contact with ETM participants and/or ETM project staff. 
Customer Satisfaction Data (Attachment E.1): The DOL/ODEP and the ETM TA provider will receive annual extracts on the satisfaction that ETM customers (youth participants, family/guardians, employers, and grantee project partners) have with the ETM program. These data elements were designed specifically for ETM, as specified by DOL. ETM grantees will direct ETM customers to complete the anonymous surveys annually, or at program exit.
Employment and Education Outcomes (Sections D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1): The DOL, evaluation team, and the TA provider will receive quarterly extracts of the grantees’ MIS data system elements that describe the employment and education outcomes for each ETM youth. These data include PIRL data elements as well as some specifically designed for ETM, as specified by DOL. ETM grantee staff will enter these data into the system on a regular basis for each ETM youth, as developed and guided by DOL and the ETM TA provider. These data systems will include all ETM youth. The evaluation team will study the full sample (universe) of all ETM youth. Outcome data recorded by ETM and AJC staff include standardized fields such as employment status, service receipt, and postsecondary enrollment, captured through Participant Individual Record Layout (PIRL)-like record layouts and aligned with DOL reporting formats. 
The evaluation team will supplement the employment and education outcomes data available from the grantees with employment and education outcomes data available in national administrative datasets: the National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) data and the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) data will be matched twice: once in late 2026 and again in late 2027. These supplemental data sources are described in Part A but are not part of the clearance requested in this package.
Exhibit B.1: Sampling and response rate assumptions, by data collection instrument and respondent type
	
	Sampling Methods
	 Universe of Respondents 
	Estimated Size of Universe
	Number of Respondents in Sample

	Program Data
	
	
	
	

	Baseline Information from ETM Youth 
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	ETM participants across four grantees
	
2,692
	2,692

	Youth Referral Information Completed by ETM and Partner Staff
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	ETM staff who are recording information about participants who receive referrals
	93
	93

	Service Receipt Data for ETM Youth
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	ETM staff who are recording information about participant services
	155
	155

	Implementation Data
	
	 
	
	 

	Implementation Activities
	
	 
	
	 

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Project Directors
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	All ETM grant directors
	4
	4

	Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Local Site Administrators
	Purposive sample

	All Local site administrator

	16 a
	16

	Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Case Managers 
	Purposive sample

	All ETM case managers
	52
	48

	Partnering Activities
	
	 
	
	 

	Partnering List for ETM Local Site Administrators
	Universe of all eligible respondents 
	All local ETM site administrator

	19
	19

	Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Local Site Administrators on Partnering Activities 
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	All local ETM site administrator

	19
	19

	ETM Program Experiences 
	
	 
	
	 

	Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Youth
	Convenience 
sample
	Select ETM youth participants identified by ETM staff
	80
	80

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Parents/Guardians of ETM Youth
	Convenience 
sample
	Select parents/guardians of ETM youth participants identified by ETM staff
	64
	64

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Employers
	Convenience 
sample
	Select employers partners of ETM grantees identified by ETM staff
	20
	20

	Outcome Data
	
	 
	
	 

	Customer Satisfaction
	
	 
	
	 

	Satisfaction Data from ETM Youth
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	All ETM Youth
	2,692
	2,141

	Satisfaction Data from Families of ETM Youth
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	All parents/guardians of ETM Youth
	2,692
	2,141

	Satisfaction Data from ETM Employers
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	Select ETM employers
	32
	32

	Satisfaction Data from Project Partners
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	All project partners
	40
	40

	Education and Employment Outcomes
	
	 
	
	 

	Information on Outcomes from ETM Youth
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	All ETM Youth who reach one-year post exit
	718
	718

	Information on Outcomes Recorded by ETM and AJC Staff
	Universe of all eligible respondents
	ETM Staff
	81
	81


Note: This table reports the sampling methods, universe of respondents, estimated size of universe, and number of respondents in sample by data collection instrument.
a. The study team will purposively select 16 of the 19 local site administrators to interview. This reflects four local site administrators per grantee. The implementation activities interviews result from the two rounds of site visits.  

Exhibit B.2 below summarizes the data collection timeline.
Exhibit B.2 Data Collection Timeline
	Activity
	Approximate Timing

	Program Data

	Baseline Intake Data from ETM Youth (Section D.1 of Attachment A.1)
	Quarterly extracts from Q2, CY2026 - Q3, CY2028 

	Youth Referral Information Completed by ETM and Partner Staff (Sections D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1)
	Quarterly extracts from Q2, CY2026 - Q3, CY2028 

	Service Receipt Data for ETM Youth (Sections D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1)
	Quarterly extracts from Q2, CY2026 - Q3, CY2028 

	Implementation Data

	Implementation Activities

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Staff (Project Directors, ETM Local Site Administrators, and ETM Case Managers)
	Site visit 1: Q2, CY2026
Site visit 2: Q3, CY2027

	Partnering Activities

	Partnering List and Semi-Structured Interviews
	Q2, CY2026
Q3, CY2027

	ETM Program Experiences

	Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Youth
	Site Visit/Virtual: Q2/Q3, CY2027 

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Parents and Guardians of ETM Youth
	Virtual: Q2/Q3, CY2027

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Employers
	Hybrid: Q2/Q3, CY2027

	Outcome Data

	Customer Satisfaction

	Satisfaction Data from ETM Youth
	At the end of each grant year from CY2026 - CY2028

	Satisfaction Data from Families of ETM Youth
	At the end of each grant year from CY2026 - CY2028

	Satisfaction Data from ETM Employers
	At the end of each grant year from CY2026 - CY2028

	Satisfaction Data from Project Partners
	At the end of each grant year from CY2026 - CY2028

	Education and Employment Outcomesb

	Information on Outcomes Recorded by ETM and AJC Staff
	Quarterly extracts from Q2, CY2026 - Q3, CY2028 


Note: The abbreviation CY refers to calendar year, and Q refers to quarter.
a. Includes the collection of program documents as project initiation and as modified. Program documents do not require OMB clearance.
b. Includes the collection of NDNH and NCS data by the evaluation team as annual extracts from Q2 CY2026 - Q1 CY2028, though these data sources do not require OMB clearance under this package.

b. Response rates
The assumed response rates described below reflect both the operational context of the study and prior empirical experience with similar data collections. The planned interviews are based on (1) the universe of key staff leading ETM grants, who must comply; and (2) convenience samples of youth who are selected and respond, without plans to generalize. These features yield a 100% response rate. Data collection will employ multiple modes (e.g., MIS administrative data, surveys, and interviews) and include standard follow-up procedures such as multiple contact attempts and flexible scheduling to mitigate nonresponse. Section B.3 describes plans for assessing potential adjustments based on nonresponse, consistent with OMB guidelines. 
Baseline Intake Data (Baseline, Youth Referral) (Section D.1 of Attachment A.1): DOL expects 100% response rates for this form because it will be a part of enrollment into the program.
Service Receipt Data for ETM Youth (Sections D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1): DOL expects that 100% response rate on this information because ETM case managers will be updating this information as a part of their job duties. 
Implementation Activities (Attachments B.1-B.3): DOL expects 100% response rates for these interviews because as a condition of grant award, ETM grantees and grant funded staff are required to participate in the evaluation. In the event of staff turnover, the evaluation team will work with sites to identify replacement staff, as applicable.
Partnering Activities (Attachments C.1-C.2): DOL expects 100% response rates for these activities because as a condition of grant award, ETM grantees and grant funded staff are required to participate in the evaluation. In the event of staff turnover, the evaluation team will work with sites to identify replacement staff, as applicable.
ETM Program Experiences (Interviews with Youth, Parents/Guardians, Employer) (Attachments D.1-D.3) : The expected response rate is 100 percent because interviews will be conducted with a purposively selected sample of individuals meeting study criteria and who are interested in contributing to data collection; the study will not seek to generalize beyond this sample.  
Customer Satisfaction Data (Youth, Parent/Guardian, Employer, Partners) (Attachment E.1): DOL assumes satisfaction questions will be asked annually, and 80 percent of youth, parents/guardians, employers, and partners will respond. This assumption is informed by prior experience with a similar federally funded RETAIN evaluation[footnoteRef:2], in which early follow-up surveys of enrollees, which were more expansive in scope than this satisfaction survey, achieved an average response rate of 83.9 percent, suggesting that an 80 percent response rate is reasonable for comparable populations and data collection approaches. [2:  For more information, please see https://www.mathematica.org/publications/retain-demonstration-impacts-two-months-after-enrollment. ] 

Employment and Education Outcomes (Sections D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1): We anticipate that 80 percent of youth will respond to requests for information on this topic from their case managers. This estimate draws on findings from a comparable federally funded RETAIN evaluation, where early follow-up surveys of enrollees—covering a broader range of topics than the proposed satisfaction survey—obtained an average response rate of 83.9 percent, indicating that an anticipated 80 percent response rate is appropriate for a similar population and mode of collection. 
[bookmark: _Toc4409261]B.2 Statistical Methods for Sample Selection and Degree of Accuracy Needed
a. Statistical methodology for stratification and sample selection 
No statistical methodologies are used for stratification or sample selection. 
b. Estimation procedures
Data collected is intended to be used for grant/program management, implementation and outcome analyses, and descriptive statistics.  The ETM quantitative analysis does not involve any causal estimation. Missing data in the quantitative analysis will be handled based on the plans described in Section B.3. The implementation activities will use purposive sampling for selecting interview participants. Findings from qualitative interviews will provide contextual insights and will not be generalized beyond the analyzed sample.
Baseline Intake Data, Service Receipt Data, Employment and Education Outcomes Data: The Baseline Intake Data fields will be provided to the grantees by DOL’s Office of Disability Employment Policy (ODEP). Intake data will be completed by the ETM grantee staff on a rolling basis throughout the ETM program, taking place at the time of enrollment of each participating youth. The baseline data form will be integrated with ETM intake procedures and aligned with baseline data collection already occurring for WIOA and other workforce programs. When feasible, grantees will be asked to use an interview-style approach to work through this baseline with ETM participants, rather than having participants fully self-administer the form, so we receive more-complete and more-consistent data.
For Service Receipt Data and Outcome Data items from the PIRL/MIS datasets, the grantees will collect these data using participant tracking forms. DOL and the ETM TA provider will identify Grantees will provide DOL, on a quarterly basis, files representing all active sites and participants. Each grantee will have password-protected access to a Secure File Transmission Protocol site, where they can upload the data files to the DOL Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) for ETM at DOL’s Chief Evaluation Office. At the end of every quarter, the COR will send grantees a link to upload their data, and this link will remain open for approximately one week. The evaluation team will analyze quarterly extracts of Service Receipt Data that the grantees record for each ETM youth as the youth progresses through the grantee’s ETM program.
The evaluation team will use NDNH data together with information in the PIRL data to measure ETM participants' employment outcomes.[footnoteRef:3] Key information available from the NDNH for each calendar quarter includes whether an ETM participant was employed, the number of employers, and quarterly earnings. We will obtain this information by using ETM participants' Social Security Numbers to match evaluation records on participants to the records in the NDNH. The use of NDNH for this study is dependent on DOL establishing an MOU with the Office of Child Support Enforcement, with the assistance of the evaluation team. The data may become available to the evaluation team relatively later in the project period, both because of the time to arrange the MOU and because of the lag time for employment data to become finalized. If the MOU is delayed or if match rates are lower than expected, the evaluation team will rely solely on the relevant data items from Attachment A.1 regarding employment to measure employment outcomes. [3:  The NDNH is a national database of employment information maintained by the Office of Child Support Enforcement in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The database contains data from state workforce agencies' records on quarterly earnings covered by Unemployment Insurance (UI); similar data on federal earnings; and data on entry into new jobs based on W-4 forms and other new-hire forms.] 

NSC collects information from more than 3,600 participating colleges and universities that enroll about 97 percent of all postsecondary students enrolled in degree-granting institutions. We will obtain this information by using ETM participants' Social Security Numbers or other personally identifiable information (PII) to match evaluation records on participants to the records in the NSC. Compared to the PIRL and data collected through the grantee, NSC data will both allow us to measure the specific timing of postsecondary enrollment and degree completion after starting WIOA services and enable us to measure these outcomes for more time periods after WIOA exit. As with NDNH data, using NSC data will reduce the data collection burden for grantees completing PIRL-like record layouts for ETM participants who are not co-enrolled in WIOA. The evaluation team will apply for NSC data access and conduct data exchanges with NSC using procedures that the evaluation team has developed and refined across multiple studies. If the NSC data are not available or if match rates are lower than expected, the evaluation team will rely solely on the relevant data items from Attachment A.1 regarding education to measure education outcomes. The evaluation team will assemble the administrative data to produce outcome measures that are harmonized across sites, to the extent possible, and reflect the key constructs needed to address the evaluation questions. The outcome measures will be based on the PIRL and program MIS data elements listed in Attachment A.1, quarterly measures of employment and earnings based on the NDNH data, and quarterly measures of postsecondary education outcomes based on the NSC data. 
The evaluation team will conduct descriptive analyses by reporting means and percentages for each of these measures and, where possible, contrasting the measures across subpopulations - defined by the key factors highlighted in the grantee funding opportunity announcement (FOA)—that is, demographics, initial education, and employment status. However, prior to conducting analysis of variation within the population, the team will examine the size and distribution of subpopulations to ensure subpopulation sizes are large enough to make reliable comparisons. Where sample sizes are large enough, the team will make comparisons by reporting both differences in means and percentages and the statistical significance of these differences (based on chi-square and t-tests, as appropriate). When conducting hypothesis tests, the evaluation team will account for the correlation of outcomes across participants with similar characteristics by using heteroskedasticity robust standard errors and consider adjusting for site-level fixed effects to account for similarities within the purposively selected study sites.  
[bookmark: _Hlk178763838]The team also plans to use multivariate regression models to measure the extent to which differences in outcomes may be distinctly associated with each particular participant characteristic of interest to the evaluation, recognizing that multiple interrelated characteristics may contribute to outcomes. For example, the team may analyze the extent to which earnings differ across WIOA service groups (e.g. WIOA youth and WIOA adult and dislocated worker), after accounting for other characteristics that may differ across groups and be related to earnings (for example, whether they live in urban or rural areas). The evaluation team will use the results to create measures to compare outcomes across groups, while holding constant other relevant participant characteristics. 
Implementation Activities: For each round of site visits, the evaluation team will have two staff (one senior and one junior) visit each grantee. The pair will begin by contacting the grantee program director to explain the site visit purpose and request help identifying the two local sites based on inclusion criteria established by the evaluation team (described above). This initial contact will also include a request for an interview with the grantee program director. The site visit team may schedule a call with the grantee program director to further discuss which two local sites to prioritize. The site visit team will provide criteria for recruitment and an estimated date range in which the site visit could occur. The evaluation team may identify a third site as a “backup” in case one of the first two selected sites are unavailable.
Once the local sites are identified, the site visit team will provide the grantee program director with an email template to send to the local site administrators. This email will introduce the site visit team, provide information on what the site visit will entail, and confirm the local site administrator’s interest and availability to host a site visit during the specified time period. Once the sites have agreed to participate, the site visit team will begin direct communication with local site staff while keeping the grantee program director on all communications, to schedule specific dates and coordinate logistics for each site visit.  The site visit team will identify at this time if there will be an opportunity to observe programming at the local sites.
Approximately two weeks prior to the site visit, the site visit team will email each site a reminder of the upcoming interview and ask for any logistics they should keep in mind before the visit. These could include:
· Address and exact location of interviews (if not obtained beforehand)
· Any accessibility needs, such as an ASL interpreter
· Parking information
· Building access instructions and/or directions to the participant’s office within the building
During the site visit, the site visit team will conduct interviews in the offices of grant staff or partner staff. The senior member of the site-visit team will lead the interview with the junior site visitor taking notes. All notes will be taken on contractor laptops after completing the interviews, the site visit team will send a thank-you email to all participants. The site visit team will restart this process for the Year 3 site visits. 
See section on ETM Program experiences for information on analysis of the implementation interview data.
Partnering Activities: All local site ETM leads will participate in these activities. They will receive an Excel spreadsheet and written instructions on how to fill it out. After completion of this ICR, the evaluation team will use descriptive analysis to analyze the information provided on the Excel spreadsheets. The worksheet does not document any individual names, only the name of organizations/agencies. 
The analysis will focus on summarizing key characteristics of the partnerships, including the average duration of the partnership, to identify trends and patterns. No organizations that appear on the lists will be identified by name during reporting. Descriptive information such as the type of partnerships and number of partnerships will be presented by local workforce area by name. Using these data, the evaluator will provide a summary of basic information about key partners and summarize for each local workforce development area (LWDA). For example, the evaluation team will describe the number of key partners and the number of distinct service areas by LWDAs. The evaluator also will summarize the duration of partnerships—for example, by calculating the minimum, mean, and maximum length of relationship with key partners in each LWDA. 
The descriptive analysis of each partner also will include identifying their “type” at the grantee level as well as at the site level. This will allow the evaluator to address sub-questions such as what type of partners are most commonly perceived as beneficial, specifically in serving Y&YAD who are WIOA eligible, whether there are certain a) types of partners and b) specific organizations that are identified across sites within a state, among other questions. 
For the second part of the activity, the evaluation team will conduct interviews with local ETM leads. The evaluation team will arrange and conduct all interviews virtually. Interviews will be recorded, and transcribed. Individual respondents in the study will also not be identified by name. Descriptive analysis will also be used to analyze the interview transcripts. The process of coding the interview transcripts will involve two evaluation team members independently identifying themes within the data to ensure diverse perspectives and comprehensive theme development. Transcript coding will focus on:
How partnerships develop
Ways that partners are able to uniquely serve the ETM population
Challenges in working with partners in the context of serving ETM youth
Key successes through partnerships in the context of serving ETM youth
Mechanisms to improve partnerships
A third evaluation team member will then audit the coding to verify the accuracy and consistency of the identified themes, ensuring reliability and validity in the thematic analysis.
ETM Program Experiences: Interviews about program experiences will occur both in-person during a weeklong site visit, and virtually in subsequent weeks. For each of the ICRs, two members of the evaluation team will interview participants, parents/guardians, and employers connected with a particular ETM grantee. The evaluation team will leverage relationships with the grantee project director and other grantee staff to recruit participants, parents/guardians of participants, and employers. The team will detail to grantee staff their request to speak with each of these groups, the inclusion criteria, and brief information about the interviews. For interviews with participants and parents/guardians, the evaluation team will request recommendations from staff as well as notifying all ETM participants via email about the data collection. For participants who are under the care of their parents or legal guardians (under the age of 18 or have a legal agreement as an adult), their parents/guardians will be notified if they have been recommended to be interviewed. They will have an opportunity to accept or decline the invitation on behalf of their young person. 
Recruited and interested participants, parents/guardians, and employers will receive an email with further information about the interviews. The email will introduce the evaluation team, provide information on what the interview will entail, and ascertain their interest and availability to participate in an interview during the specified time period. 
Participant and employer interviews will be prioritized for in-person site visits. For employers, the site visitors will go to the employer’s location for interviews or offer virtual interviews if in-person is not an option.  The evaluation team will coordinate with the ETM staff to set up public spaces, with private areas, for in-person interviews during the site visits for participants. Parents or legal guardians will be required to attend interviews with participants who are under the age of 18 or under legal care after the age of 18. 
The evaluation team will also reach out to participants and parents/guardians who prefer to participate in virtual interviews the weeks following the site visit. The evaluation team will send calendar invitations to those who opted for the virtual interview. 
During interviews, respondents will be asked if they allow the evaluation team to record the interview. If they agree, interviews will be recorded and then transcribed. All transcripts will be saved in the evaluator’s secure server and analyzed using qualitative analysis software. 
In preparation for analysis, the evaluation team will transcribe audio recordings of interviews (including implementation study interviews) and upload them to the qualitative analysis software. Next, they will develop a preliminary coding scheme that maps closely to the key topics included in the research interview guides. This initial coding scheme will detail the codes and sub-codes that we will use to categorize and organize all data. It will reflect a priori categories of interest as well as themes that emerge from the data. For each topic, the evaluation team will document what was learned, indicating where respondents reach similar conclusions or where there were discrepancies between the different respondents. The coding scheme will be continuously refined as additional data is examined.
The next stage of coding is more interpretive and involves identifying patterns. The evaluation team will systematically review code reports to unearth common themes both within and across sites. Code reports will be generated from the codes and/or sub-codes and the team may consolidate some related codes if it makes sense to analyze two or more in tandem. To facilitate analyses of topics by site attributes (e.g., metropolitan/micropolitan/rural, distinct populations served), the evaluation team will develop a classification of sites. 
The analysis will seek to expand understanding of the core components of ETM service delivery and the grantees' enhanced capacity for creating innovative strategies. By comparing documented program approaches with how interview data, the team will explore how the planned ETM strategies have worked out “on the ground” and how they are being adapted across sites within a state. 
[bookmark: _Toc191895434][bookmark: _Section_XI._Independent][bookmark: _Section_X._Independent][bookmark: _Section_13._Independent][bookmark: _Section_XII._Additional][bookmark: _Section_XI._Additional][bookmark: _Section_14._Additional]Customer Satisfaction Data: At the end of each grant year, grantees must complete narrative reporting of ETM customer satisfaction. Grantees will let stakeholders know that they are being asked to participate in an annual satisfaction survey and that their response is anonymous. The survey results will help ETM to provide better services to participants. Survey questions are provided for the following groups of stakeholders: youth participants; family members of youth participants; employer partners; and grantee project partners.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Grantee project partners include youth services agencies, including organizations and direct care professionals, community-based organizations, non-profit organizations, and state and local collaborators.] 

All survey respondents will receive four questions which they will answer on a Likert scale: 1- being strongly disagree, and 5- being strongly agree.  Additionally, participants will be asked open-ended questions about recommendations for improvement and other general feedback or comments.
c. Degree of accuracy needed
For a binary outcome, such as employment or educational attainment, the evaluation team seeks to produce descriptive statistics with a margin of error of no more than +/− 5 percentage points. The evaluation team also seeks to reliably detect differences of at least 10 percentage points when comparing outcomes between policy-relevant subgroups. The descriptive analysis uses these thresholds for precision because smaller errors or differences may not meaningfully alter conclusions about the population.
The evaluation team expects the sample sizes to yield sufficient precision for the descriptive statistics, as shown in Exhibit B.3. For a binary outcome, the evaluation team assessed the likely precision of estimates for 50 percent prevalence as well as less-/more-prevalent prevalence of 25 or 75 percent. For each prevalence level, all margins of error, as measured by the half-width of 95 percent confidence intervals, are less than 5 percentage points—overall and for policy-relevant subgroups. Additionally, Exhibit B.3 shows that the minimum detectible difference (MDD) between subgroup means is under 6 percentage points.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Please note that minimum detectable effects (MDEs) are not applicable for this study as it is not designed for causal impact estimation. Given this, MDDs are presented as a tool tom understand precision for descriptive analysis.] 

Exhibit B.3: Estimated Precision for Descriptive Analyses
	Survey measure/sample
	Expected 
number of responses
	Standard
 error 
of mean 
	Half-width of 95 percent confidence interval 
	MDD for 
contrasts subgroup means

	Binary outcome with a prevalence of 50 percent

	Full sample
	2,557
	0.99 pp
	1.94 pp
	n.a.

	50 percent subgroup
	1,279
	1.40 pp
	2.75 pp
	5.55 pp

	33 percent subgroup
	844
	1.73 pp
	3.38 pp
	5.99 pp

	Binary outcome with a prevalence of 25 percent or 75 percent

	Full sample
	2,557
	0.86 pp
	1.68 pp
	n.a.

	50 percent subgroup
	1,279
	1.21 pp
	2.38 pp
	4.81 pp

	33 percent subgroup
	844
	1.49 pp
	2.92 pp
	5.11 pp


MDD = minimum detectable difference; pp = percentage point; n.a. = not applicable. 
Notes: The sample sizes in the table are based on a total sample size of 2,692 youth enrolled in the study, and the assumption that outcome data will be missing for up to 5 percent of these youth due to matching issues with administrative data. The reported MDDs for each subgroup are based on comparisons of means with the complementary subgroup—that is, comparisons between two subgroups that each comprise 50 percent of the full sample and comparison between subgroups comprising 33 percent and 67 percent of the full sample. For MDDs, the evaluation team also assumed a target level of statistical power of 80 percent, and that comparisons of means will use t-tests and a 5 percent level of statistical significance for testing.
d. Unusual problems requiring specialized sampling procedures
There are no unusual problems associated with the samples for this information collection request.
e. Any use of periodic (less frequent than annual) data collection cycles to reduce burden
DOL has worked to reduce burden on participants and grantee staff. As noted above, DOL requires only quarterly extracts of data. DOL has also worked to integrate data into grantees’ own MIS system in order to reduce burden.  As noted above, the evaluation contractor will use two types of administrative data. These data do not impose any respondent burden. 
Implementation study interviews and partnering activities will occur once near the start of the grantee programs and once approximately one year later. The intention is to see what changes to the program have occurred over time. Data cannot be collected less frequently.
No other information is collected more than once. 
B.3 Maximizing Response Rates and Addressing Nonresponse
Exhibit B.4 describes strategies that the evaluation team plans to use to maximize responses, by data source. 
Exhibit B.4: Strategies to maximize responses, by Data Source
	Data Source
	Strategies to Maximize Responses

	Baseline Intake Data
(Section D.1 of Attachment A.1)
	The evaluation team will also support efforts by DOL and the ETM TA provider to identify systematic procedures to record participant engagement and service receipt—for example, by periodically reviewing notes; gathering additional information from service providers and participants, as needed; and entering data into the MIS.

	Service Receipt Data for ETM & Youth and Education and Employment Outcomes Data
(Sections D.2-D.9 of Attachment A.1)
	The evaluation team will support efforts by DOL and the ETM TA provider to identify systematic procedures that grantee staff will use to record participant engagement and service receipt on an ongoing basis.

Use of NDNH and NSC national datasets maximizes the completeness of the employment and education outcomes data because data availability depends only on being able to match the SSN of the ETM Youth with the national datasets. 

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Grantee Staff (Attachment B.1-B.3)
	The team will prioritize meeting in-person with ETM local site administrators and case managers, however, if the ETM project directors are not able to travel to the local sites while the evaluation team is visiting, or timing does not allow, the team will conduct interviews with ETM project directors virtually. This will ensure that the team is able to interview all project directors.
In the consent language, the team will make clear that they will not identify respondents by name. 

	Partnering List and Semi-Structured Interviews
(Attachment C.1-C.2)
	The interviews will be conducted at the local sites to minimize burden on the partners.
The team will encourage the site point of contact to include program staff who work directly with ETM participants, ensuring that representatives familiar with key partner organizations are involved.

	Semi-Structured Interviews with ETM Youth (Attachment D.1)
	The team will coordinate with staff to identify ETM participants for the in-person interviews. 
The team will drive to meet them at a convenient location (or conduct the interview virtually). 
The team will also ensure that all of the accommodations guaranteed under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) are met for each of the interviewees. 
The team will also describe the privacy protections in place as part of the consent/assent process.
The team will provide an incentive of $50 gift card for each Y&YAD respondent. 

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Parents and Guardians of ETM Youth (Attachment D.2)
	The team will host the parent/guardian interviews virtually or in-person during a site visit. 
The team will also be flexible and offer availability in the evenings or possibly weekends to make it easier for parents/guardians to schedule. 
The evaluation team will provide an incentive of $50 gift cards for each family that participates.

	Semi-Structured Interviews with Employers (Attachment D.3)
	The team expects that all of the employers will have a partnership or formal agreement with the grantee which operates the ETM project (i.e., they work with an Employer Outreach Specialist), and staff conducting the interviews won’t disclose disability status or eligibility criteria to the employer representatives.
To minimize burden for employers, the team will plan to interview them virtually or in person during a site visit..

	Customer Satisfaction Data
(Attachment E.1)
	Customers will be informed that their response is anonymous and results will be shared in aggregated form. 



If realized unit response rates fall below 80 percent or item response rates fall below 70 percent, the evaluation team will conduct a nonresponse bias analysis, comparing observable characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents using available administrative data and assessing whether missingness appears to be random. Depending on the extent and patterns of missing quantitative data, the analysis will use either listwise deletion or a multiple imputation method. Consistent with OMB guidance and best practices for transparency, the presentation of findings will qualify the extent to which data were missing; the evaluation team will also describe any meaningful patterns of missingness, for example if outcomes are more likely to be missing for certain subpopulations.
For the analysis of anonymous Satisfaction Data, addressing nonresponse in the analysis, for example by using nonresponse weights, may be infeasible. Due to these limitations, nonresponse weights will not be constructed, and no alternative adjustments will be made. The evaluation team will consider the response rate across subgroups when reporting satisfaction data and qualify the reporting of these data so that the reader understands their contribution and limitations with respect to representativeness.
[bookmark: _Toc4409263]B.4 Tests of Procedures
All data collection procedures and instruments included in this request to be used in the evaluation have been reviewed by content and methodological experts to ensure clarity and optimal ordering of the questions. These experts include members of the evaluation team, staff at DOL’s ODEP, and members of a technical working group. Instruments to be used are based closely on prior work that have been extensively tested to evaluate the clarity of the questions to be asked, to identify possible modifications to either question wording or question order that could improve the quality of the data, and to estimate respondent burden. The procedures used to collect the data will be based closely on the procedures used successfully for similar ICRs, which ensures that they can be used effectively to conduct the data collection for this study. 
Additionally, the evaluation team and DOL will identify potential adjustments to the instruction and wording of each data collection instrument based on initial data collection efforts. For example, they will meet with site staff and the TA provider to obtain input on potential issues shortly after the collection of program data commences. In addition, after conducting the first two interviews, evaluation team members conducing the interviews will note any potential areas of where additional clarity or specificity is needed, and work the evaluation team leads to adjust the language of the protocols accordingly.
B.5 Individuals consulted on statistical aspects of design and on collecting and/or analyzing data
With DOL oversight, Abt and its partners are responsible for conducting the ETM Evaluation. The individuals listed in Exhibit B.5 below contributed to the design of the Implementation Study, Outcomes Study, and/or Customer Experience Study. The collection and analysis of data for the Implementation Study will be under the direction of Emily Appel-Newby, Westat, and Judy Geyer, Abt, will direct the collection and analysis of data for the Outcomes Study. The collection and analysis of data for the Customer Experience Study will be led by Blake Dohrn, Abt. Hassan Enayati, the project director for the ETM Evaluation, will have oversight of all sub-studies and data collection efforts. 
Exhibit B.5: Individuals Consulted on Statistical Aspects of Design, Data Collection, and/or Data Analysis
	Name
	Affiliation
	Role in Study
	Contact Information

	Hassan Enayati 
	Abt Global
	Project Director
	301-347-5000

	Tresa Kappil 
	Abt Global
	Deputy Project Director
	301-347-5000

	Emily Appel-Newby 
	Westat
	Implementation Study Lead
	301-251-1500

	Judy Geyer 
	Abt Global
	Outcomes Study Lead
	301-347-5000

	Blake Dohrn
	Abt Global
	Customer Experience Study Co-Lead
	301-347-5000

	Kelli Crane 
	University of Maryland
	Co-Principal Investigator and Partnering Activities Co-Lead
	301-251-1500

	David Wittenburg
	Westat
	Co-Principal Investigator
	301-251-1500

	Annaka Paradis
	Westat
	Customer Experience Study Co-Lead
	301-251-1500

	Monirah Al-Abdulmunem
	Formerly Westat
	Previous Customer Experience Study Co-Lead
	301-251-1500

	Tamara Daley
	Abt
	Partnering Activities Co-Lead
	301-347-5000

	Heinrich Hock 
	Abt Global
	Project Quality Advisor
	301-347-5000

	Michelle Wood
	Retired - Abt Global
	Previous Project Quality Advisor
	301-347-5000

	Laura Owens 
	TransCen
	Subject Matter Expert Consultant
	301-424-2002

	Valerie Mazzotti 
	University of Kansas
	Subject Matter Expert Consultant
	v025m303@ku.edu

	Karrie Shogren 
	University of Kansas
	Subject Matter Expert Consultant
	shogren@ku.edu



The evaluation team has also convened a technical working group (TWG) to provide substantive feedback throughout the project period. The TWG members have expertise in research methodology as well as in programs and populations like those being served in the ETM programs. 
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