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Utah’s GenLEX Initiative: Year One - Baseline Report
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In June 2012, Utah’s Department of Workforce Services (DWS), in partnership with Montana’s
Department of Labor, was awarded a Workforce Innovation Fund Grant fromthe U.S. Department
of Labor to carry out the consortium’s “Next Generation Labor Exchange (GenLEX)” initiative.

As outlined by DWS in the original DWS Workforce Innovation Grant proposal:

“The GenLEX projectis designed to: 1) mitigate mediated (staff-assisted) servicesuse and make self-
service LEX more successful; 2) provide LEX at a lower cost-per-participant; 3) address the strainon
and access issues with physical One-Stop Centers; 4) assistjob seekers and students with better
connection to career pathways and related education opportunities; and 5) improve Common
Measures and introduce new, innovative outcomes that more accurately measure LEXsuccess.”

This report presents a starting point, a baseline for the GenLEX Initiative in Utah and Montana.
The findings reported reflect the time frame prior to implementation of the GenLEX test
components and will be used to inform the next stages of the initiative. Quantitative baseline data
provides a historical context, while the qualitative and process evaluation data add a rich
foundation for understanding the personnel dynamics, agency challenges, political influences and
user experiences related to the initiative.

Quantitative Data: The baseline data show that the 2008 recession had a dramatic, negative impact
on the quality and likelihood of employment for job seekers using Utah’s LEX. “New employment in
current or next quarter” decreased from 55% to 35% for job seekers using the system. “Consecutive
quarters with wages” decreased from around 2.5 to around 2, on average. Median wages in the next
quarter decreased from around $2,500 before the recession to $500 during the recession. All of the
job seeker outcomes have been slowly improving for the last several years, but at a slow pace.

One surprising aspect of the baseline data (dating back to 2005) is that, with the exception of the
obvious effect of the recession, the users of the online system were relatively likely to find high
quality, steady employment. Low-income users made up a much smaller percentage of the total
system usage than was previously thought by many within the agency. Based on this data, if nothing
dramatic changes in the job market, we expect to see the same steady improvement in outcomes for
even the control group over the next several years. The question is, will the treatment group
improve at a greater rate than the control group?

Because the employer data only extends to post-recession periods, it is hard to judge the impact
that the recession had on these outcomes. However, it is clear that there is a steady increase in the
number of non-mediated users on the online system as well as the number of jobs they are posting.
A continued, steady increase in the number of users on the system and the number of job openings
posted would be expected, even if no improvements were made to the system. In order to show a
statistically significant increase in these outcomes, Utah will have to increase the rate of users
above this baseline rate of improvement.



Baseline job seeker and employer satisfaction, as measured by the satisfaction scale within the
online survey, is relatively high in both Montana and Utah. It will be especially challenging to the
state agencies to increase these levels significantly overthe span of the study. These data will be
used in conjunction with the qualitative comments from users to understand if there were distinct
characteristics within the LEX of each state that led to these levels of satisfaction.

Qualitative Data: In order to more fully understand and interpret the user satisfaction scale data
and other outcome measures in both states, additional feedback regarding experiences with the
LEX was gathered throughout the baseline period. During the baseline period, Montana job seekers,
employers, and Job Services staff, and Utah employers were engaged in focus group sessions. Utah
front line staff participated in online surveys. Feedback from each of these various stakeholders
provides valuable insight into the starting point for the GenLEX initiative.

When commenting on challenges with the state LEX websites, job seekers in both states most often
mentioned: general LEX functionality, quality of information and design in job postings, ineffective
or poor quality matches, lack of jobs posted or available on the site, and a lack of information being
available on the site. Job seekers seeking assistance in state officeshad significantly low levels of
education and were more likely to lack computer skills. Understandably, agency staffin both states
tend to generalize the characteristics of job seekers they see in the office to the larger user base.
However, a majority have at least a high school diploma/GED, are computer literate and are
generally satisfied with the LEX overall.

Employer focus group participants in both states provided valuable information regarding: views of
job seeker registered on the LEX, job posting, job matching, comparisons between the states’ LEX
and other online job boards, the use of social media, and how the LEX could be improved. Again,
agency staff tend to generalize the needs of employers based on their experiences with those who
seek assistance in accessing and managing job postings on the LEX. Despite a long list of
suggestions forimprovement, most employers are generally satisfied with the LEX but believe that
most job seekers listed on the LEX are receiving Ul and sometimes not really seeking employment.

The process of implementing the GenLEX initiative in the states has been quite challenging.
Evaluating the fidelity of the implementation and the factors supporting and hindering the process
has already led to important “lessons learned” for others attempting such innovations. Such as:
e Personnel changes which occurat critical junctures of program development and
implementation can have a significant effect on the progress of the overall project.
e Technology development is non-linear. Changes in one part of the system require
adjustments to other parts. Making changes within a live system is especially challenging.
e Unintentional (orintentional) undermining of the implementation process and evaluation
needs to be addressed to maintain the vision and produce credible evidence from outcomes.
e All key stakeholders, including frontline staff, need to be engaged in an ongoing two way
communication process to secure buy-in and gain input from a variety of perspectives.

Attention to these factorsover the life of the grant will assist teams in both states to implement and
learn from the GenLEX initiative, producing an evidence base to be used by other states attempting
similar innovations to better serve the job seekers and employers in all communities.
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INTRODUCTION

Since its creation in 1997, Utah’s Department of Workforce Services (DWS) has effectively served
the people of Utah as “Utah’s Job Connection.” Long recognized as a national leader in its successful
use of technology, DWSis seeking to enhance the current labor exchange system (LEX) whichwas
implemented in 2002 and has had minimal changes. Little is known about how online labor
exchange systems can be altered to improve outcomes for job seekers and employers.

This has become an even larger concernas financial resources continue to limit the availability of
personnel to assist job seekers and employers in connecting.

InJune 2012, Utah’s DWS, in partnership with Montana’s Department of Labor, was awarded a
Workforce Innovation Grant fromthe U.S. Department of Labor to carry out the consortium’s “Next
Generation Labor Exchange (Gen LEX)” initiative. This initiative was based on the hypothesis that
“LEX outcomes can be improved for both employers and job seekers through enhancements to
online functionality and comprehensive bridges to career pathways and education and training
opportunities.” By receiving the Workforce Innovation Grant, the consortium obtained the funding
necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of test components added to the labor exchange system, the

GenLEX initiative.

In response to arequest for proposals, the University of Utah’s Social Research Institute (SRI)
submitted a proposal and was subsequently awarded the contractto provide a research design and
statistical analysis for evaluation of LEX test components introduced through the GenLEX project.
This report presents findings from the first year of the grant which coverthe baseline period prior
to implementation of system changes. During this time, data were collected from multiple sources
including state LEX system data and input from various users such as job seekers, employers and
state staff.

STUDY SCOPE AND PURPOSE

As outlined by DWS in the original DWS Workforce Innovation Grant proposal:

The Utah GenLEX project is designed to: 1) mitigate mediated (staff-assisted) services use
and make self-service LEX more successful; 2) provide LEX at a lower cost-per-participant;
3) address the strain on and access issues with physical One-Stop Centers; 4) assist job
seekers and students with better connection to career pathways and related education
opportunities; and 5) improve Common Measures and introduce new, innovative outcomes
that more accurately measure LEX success.

While the goals are broad in scope, the specific overarching hypothesis stated that, “LEX outcomes
can be improved forboth employers and job seekers through enhancements to online functionality
and comprehensive bridges to career pathways and education and training opportunities.” This
hypothesis will be tested through the rigorous evaluation of test components introduced into the
LEX over the course of the grant period.



The primary research questions presented by the GenLEX project and that this evaluation attempts
to answer, as appropriate to Utah and Montana, include:

1) Does the introduction of the GenLEX project test components result in improved
outcomes (percentage of job seekers acquiring new employment, employee labor market
attachment, and quarterly wages) forjob seekers using the system? (UT only)

1a) In Utah, where the LEX data and means tested program participation data are
collocatedin DWS, are there any significant differences in the outcomes listed in
Question 1 forthose who have used means tested assistance programs? (UT only)

2) Do these test components result in increased usage of the LEX by employers in the state
as measured by employer website activity, number of non-mediated job orders to labor
exchange, weekly count of employers using LEX? (UT only)

3) As each group of components is added, what is the marginal effect of each group of
components on the outcomes listed in Questions 1 and 2? (UT only)

4) What is the level of customer satisfaction among job seekers and among employers using
the LEX and do these levels of satisfaction increase as additional test components are
introduced? (UT & MT)

5) Was the intervention implemented as intended to the targeted recipients? (UT & MT)

6) What factors (external or internal) acted to support or frustrate efforts to implement the
study components as intended to the targeted recipients? (UT & MT)

DWS is able to combine a much broader set of data to measure outcomes thus several research
questions will only be answered in Utah. Montana does not have the technical capacity to match
elements such as wage data linked to specific employers to determine if a customer had secured a
job through the LEX.

FINDINGS

In determining a baseline for each question, a multi-pronged evaluation strategy was employed.
These strategies were used to a greater or lesser degree depending on how the method related to
the baseline period. Because this was the baseline period not all questions are addressed in this
initial report. However, baseline data will be reported to establish a starting point from which to
measure change over time. Data are also presented from tests of the randomization process.
Testing the randomization provides confidence that when new components are added, any
problems associated with randomization would have been fixed.

The list of outcome measures to be evaluated for the GenLEX initiative is presented in Table 1.
After consultation with the Utah Department of Workforce Services, it was decided that “Employer
Website Activity” as measured by the number of clicks on the site would not be a meaningful

2



outcome. Due to the way that the site is designed a “hit” in one time period is not the same as a “hit”

in another time period. Thus, it will not be possible to distinguish between a change in the
measurement and a meaningful change in the way that the site was being used. All other outcomes
remain the same as those proposed in the final Evaluation Design Report (EDR).

Outcome

Table 1: Outcome Measures

Operational Definition

Analysis Strategy  Source

Job Seeker Outcomes

1. Percentage of job seekers A user is defined as acquiring new

acquiring new employment

2. Employee labor market
attachment

3. Quarterly job seeker
wages

4. Job seeker satisfaction

Employer Outcomes

employment if they have a new
relationship (i.e. pairing of SSN with
employer id with at least $1 in wages
reported) with an employer in the
quarter during or following the first
login to the system.

Number of subsequent quarters with at
least $1 in wages (up to 4).

Earnings per quarter in dollars for the
quarter following the start date.

Score on a Likert scale questionnaire
from a random sample of LEX users.
Satisfaction is given on a rolling basis,
using a sampling strategy.

HLM- Logistic DV State Wage Data

HLM- Poisson DV
with exposure term

State Wage Data

HLM State Wage Data

HLM Online Survey

1. Number of non-mediated
job orders to labor exchange

2. Weekly count of
employers using LEX

3. Employer satisfaction

Number of non-mediated job orders on
labor exchange system per week This
is a weekly count. Non-mediated refers
to postings that did not require the
mediation of a DWS worker.

Number of employers using labor
exchange during a given week. (Usage
of the system means at least one job
posting during the week. An employer
id can count only once)

Measured using a Likert scale given to
employers using the site. Satisfaction is
given on a rolling basis, using a
sampling strategy.

Simple Interrupted UWORKS
Time Series Analysis Database
(ARIMA)

Simple Interrupted UWORKS
Time Series Analysis Database
(ARIMA)

Simple Interrupted Online Survey
Time Series Analysis
(ARIMA)

*UWORKS refers to the Utah LEX, including the database of users with associated social security number,
demographic information and usage statistics. UWORKS is used by both employers posting jobs and job seekers

searching for jobs.

Note: All measures are collected on an ongoing basis. There is no discrete point in time where data will be
collected. Data sources from UWORKS and the state wage data will be transferred to evaluators. Self service job
orders and employers' usage of the LEX are available for the past 8 years. Employer website activity is available for

the past 5 yrs.



JOB SEEKER OUTCOMES

A randomized controlled trial research design will be used to answer Research Question 1 and a

portion of Research Question 4. This design will only be used in Utah as only Utah has the capacity
to maintain two labor exchange platforms simultaneously. While no test components were

implemented during the baseline period, testing of the randomization system was conducted.

Randomization Testing

Using the baseline randomization model (See Attachment 1), the randomization system began
testing in April of 2014. In order to be sure that the system was not accidentally creating bias
between the groups, several group comparisons were run to examine differences before any
components were added to the treatment condition. Mathematically, there should be no differences
in large samples between randomized groups before any treatment is implemented, but in non-

laboratory settings there can be any number of hidden sources of bias.

The followinganalyses found no significant differences in gender, age at randomization, percentage

oflow-income clients or wages in the last year between the two groups.

Table 2: Gender by Randomization Group

Control Treatment
N % N %
Female 22633 50.5% 22171 49.5%
Male 23273 50.1% 23152 49.9%

A chi-squared test of independence was performed to determine whether or not gender groups
were divided evenly between the two conditions and no significant differences were found

(x2(3)=.347,p>.05).1

Table 3: Low-Income by Randomization Group

Control Treatment
N % N %
Low-Income 41553 50.2% 41168 49.8%
Other Income 4473 51.1% 4288 48.9%

No differences were found between the selection of low-income/non-low-income groups between
treatment conditions (x2(1)=2.14,p>.05).

1 There were three degrees of freedom because of small “other” and “missing groups” not reported in the

table
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Table 4: Age and Wages Last Year by Randomization Group

Control Treatment
Low-Income 35.0 35.0
Other Income 16418 16373

T tests were performed to determine whether there were group differences on age or wages in the
last year. There were no significant differences found between median wages in the previous year
(t(91479)=.613,p>.05) or age at the time of the qualifyingevent (t(91480),p>.05).

Figure 1 shows the number

of new eligible clients Figure 1: Number Randomized by Month

randomized by month. It 12000
should be noted that the A
October data was only 10000
collected until the 17t of the ‘é
month. The final sample size g 8000
for that month will be £
1 e 8 6000 I |
arger. There was an initial s / === Contro
spike at the outset because g 2000 e Treatment
of the eligible existing § \
clients that were
. . 2000
randomized into one of the
two conditions. 0
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Historical Analysis of Outcome Measure Data

As part of the process of validating the job seeker outcomes defined forthis study (specifically job
seeker outcomes 1 - 3), a historical sample of users from jobs.utah.gov, dating back to 2005, was
gathered. The purpose of these analyses was twofold: 1) changes over time in the outcomes will
help identify whether these outcomes have been recorded consistently over time and 2) the
historical trends will contextualize observed changes over the course of the study and help
researchers understand systematic changes happening in the demographics of the typical system
users. For example, if the treatment condition in this study shows a 20% gain in quarterly income
compared to the control condition, this can be compared to the drop in income experienced by the
average user from before the 2008 recession to after the recession.

For these analyses, a new episode of activity was defined as the use of online services after at least
90 days of no use of online services. Because web logs were not saved forthe past 10 years, this
section had to utilize formal service codes like “job referral” or “online LMI”. This may have
excluded users whologged into the system, but did not open the details of any jobs.2 All outcomes

2 When job seeker outcomes are examined in the future, the web log will be used to determine new sessions.

5



were recorded from the first day of the new period of activity. A user could appear multiple times
in each analysis. It should be noted that users who were consistently using the system to search for
jobs, without periods of inactivity, would only appear oncein the data when they first began job
searching.

Low-Income Users

An important consideration in making the proposed changes to the LEX was the impact on low-
income users. In order to evaluate for disproportionate effects it was necessary to identify those
determined to be “low-income” (defined as having received a service or benefit associated witha
cash assistance program or SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, formally food
stamps) in the three years prior to the target date of interest) and compare this group to “other-
income” users. On average, 8.1% of the users on jobs.utah.gov are low-income. This rate dropped to
alow of 5% in May 2009, and reached a high of 14% in Aug 2013.

There was a general decrease in the percentage of low-income users leading up to and during the
initial portion of the recession. As unemployment benefits ran out and jobs were still hard to find,
the portion oflow-income users increased. Inearly 2013 there was a sharp increase in the
percentage of low-income users because of rule changes requiring SNAP recipients to use the online
system to complete job search activities as a requirement to receive benefits.

Figure 2: Percentage of Low-Income Users
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The absolute number of other-income system users more than doubled during the 2008 recession,
and has only recently started to decline back to pre-recession levels. The low-income users remain
a small proportion of the overall system usage, but have steadily increased in numbers froma little
over 1,000 new episodes per month in 2005 to over 2,000 episodes per month in 2013. In the past
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year, the proportion of low-income users has
increased mostly because the numbers of other-
income users has decreased with the tapering
recession.

Figure 3 shows the percentage of low-income
users randomized by month into the treatment
and control conditions. It is clear that both
groups have similar rates of low-income users,
indicating no bias relative to income. This was a
concern as DWS case managed users were
excluded from the study.

Age at Startof Activity: The mean age of the
user on jobs.utah.gov (Figure 4) has been
getting progressively older overthe course of

Percentage Low-Income

12%

10%

Figure 3: Percentage Low-Income by Group

o~————_

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%
APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT
2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013

=== Treatment = Control

the past decade, but within each year the system experiences significant seasonal variation. Every
May the mean age on the system experiences a local trough coinciding with annual high school and
college graduations. The annual peak age is less consistent, but typically occurs in October or
November, perhaps representing the removal of some college and high school students from the

labor force.

Figure 4: Mean User Age by Time
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In Figure 5, both the low and other-income groups have been trending upward for the last 8 years,
although the low-income group has been consistently younger than the other-income group and

trended younger during the 2008 recession.



Figure 5: Mean Age at Start
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Number of New Episodes of Activity (As defined for the historical analysis): In Figure 6, the use of
jobs.utah.gov increased relatively sharply at the onset of the 2008 recession, reached a peak in
February of 2012 and has been trending toward pre-recession levels since then. The system
consistently experiences a seasonal peak of returning and new users every January.

Figure 6: Number of New Episodes- All
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When the number of new episodes is separated by income it is clear that the low-income account
for only a small portion of the episodes (Figure 7). As was stated above, this is to be expected as
low-income users only represent, on average, 8.1% of the overall user base.



Figure 7: Number New Episodes by Income
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Number and Proportionsof “Active” Users Over Time: For this analysis, “active” is defined as an
individual having at least one qualifyingonline service in a quarter. As shown in Figures 8 and 9,
the actual number of active other-income users more than doubled during and immediately
following the recession, peaking at nearly 150,000 in the first quarter of 2012. While low-income
users also reached a high level (16,269) at the same point, this group continued to grow reaching
18,861 at the beginning of the third quarter of 2013. While the total number of active users changes
dramatically, the proportion of each group changes little as the other-income group is much larger
than the low-income users overall.

Figure 8: Number of Active Users by Low/Other-Income
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Figure 9: Percentage of Active Users by Low/Other Income
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Users with New Employment: Users with new employment is a job seeker outcome measure used
to answer, in part, Research Question 1. On average, 41% of jobs.utah.gov users have a new job in
the quarter they started using the system or in the quarter following. Prior to the 2008 recession,
this percentage was consistently above 50%. During the recession, this percentage dropped below
40% and only began to go above 40% in 2012.

Curiously, the low-income earners were roughly as likely to obtain new employment over the study
period (Figure 11). As was noted previously, the jobs that the low-income individuals were
obtaining were more likely to pay a lower wage. Additionally, the other-income earners were often
looking for jobs to switch to, as opposed to the low-income earners that were more likely to be
searching from an unemployed status.

Figure 11: Percentage of Users Obtaining New Employment

0.7
0.6 A
-
c
£
> A
20.5
[« 3
£
w
204 A
()]
2
= .
£ 03 High Income
30
% == | ow Income
S
c
q)0.2
o
S
()
a
0.1
0
n n 1N OW O O N NN 0 0 0 OO0 O OO O O O +H +H =+ N N
O O ©O O O O O O O O O ©0 o 0O 9O dJd o o A o o d o
O O O O 0o O O oo OO o OO0 o ©O oo ©bo o o o o o
AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN NN NN NN N NN NN NN NN N
o O o O o O o O o O o O o O o (@)
mgmmgmmgmmgmmgmmgmmgmmgm
C g 0 g0 g 0L g0 g0 g0 g 0o O

Number of Consecutive Quarters with Wages: This is the second job seeker outcome measure
evaluated to address Research Question 1. This is an important aspect of measuring the value of the
online system as it is not simply whether an individual finds a new job, but how long an individual
stays employed after the initial hiring. This outcome looks at how many consecutive quarters (up to
4) an individual has wages after starting a job search.

The mean number of quarters with wages was 1.91. Interestingly, this distribution did not follow
the typical Poisson distribution. Rather, it followed a non-parametric bi-modal distribution with the
majority of users either having no consecutive quarters with wages (41.7%) or having all four
quarters with wages (39.3%) (See Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Distribution of Consecutive Quarters with Wages
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As shown in Figure 13, the mean number of consecutive quarters with wages pre-recession
hovered very close to 2.5. During the recession it dropped below 2, with a low of 1.69 in November
0f 2009. Since then it has rebounded to a high of 2.23 quarters.

Figure 13: Mean Number of Quarters with Wages
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Both low and high income earners were affected by the recession in terms of consecutive quarters
with wages, but the impact was roughly proportional to the pre-recession levels of each group. In
September of 2007, the low-income group averaged 2.1 consecutive quarters with wages, while the
high income groups averaged 2.6 quarters. Figure 14 shows that by March of 2009, the low-income
earners were averaging 1.3 quarters, while the high income earners were averaging 1.8.
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Figure 14: Consecutive Quarters with Wages
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Median Wages in the Next Quarter: The third outcome measure used to answer Research
Question 1 is the median wages in the quarter followingthe start of a new period of activity. This
measure shows the greatest impact from the recession in 2008. Median quarterly wages for
individuals using the system varied between $2,000 and $3,000 before the 2008 recession (See
Figure 15). During and after the recession, quarterly wages were consistently below $900 and fell
to $0 for two months of start dates. In other words, before the recession, half of the users looking
for ajob on the online system would make over $2,500. Immediately after the recession, about half
of users starting a new job search would make over $500, the rest would make under $500.

Figure 15: Median Wages in the Next Quarter
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Low-income earners were disproportionately affected by the 2008 recession. Their median wages
fell to $0 for most of the recession and only started to rise in December of 2011. Non-low-income
job seekers tended to stay above $500 a quarter with median wages steadily rising since then. (It
should be noted that this metric is somewhat questionable because some high income earners
would have been later reclassified as low-incomeif they failed to find a job and accessed benefits.)

Figure 16: Median Wages Next Quarter
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Job Seeker Satisfaction

Satisfaction surveys are a method of collecting information regarding perceptions of the current
LEX. The satisfaction surveys for job seekers (and employers) consisted of questions designed in
partnership by the Social Research Institute, the Utah Department of Workforce Services (DWS)
and the Montana Job Service. The quantitative and open-ended questions were analyzed to uncover
overall satisfaction with the LEX, satisfaction with specific LEX components and identify
suggestions for change. Satisfaction surveys were self-report and voluntary (See User Consent -
Attachment 2), therefore, there are some limitations to the survey data as we do not know how the
responses of those who completed versus did not complete the surveys might differ in terms of
satisfaction. The results of this analysis were used to describe the dominant views of job seekers
and employers (Employer satisfaction, pg. 34) who agreed to share their views via the satisfaction
surveys.
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Two methods of data collection were used to provide baseline data regarding job seeker
satisfaction (Research Question 4). The first method used involvesa simple online survey presented

as LEX users in both Utah and Montana access the system.

Sampling: The survey uses the following sampling procedure (see Figure 17):

1. Job seekers are only eligible to take the survey if they have not taken a survey in the last 3

months. 3

2. Online sessions are sampled randomly (with probability initially set at 30%).4
3. Ifthe current session is sampled, the user is invited to participate at a random time during

the session using the pop-up window.

Figure 17: Customer Satisfaction Online Survey Sampling Procedure

Randomly
Determine if User
Will Take Survey

Has user taken
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User Starts New
Session in Gen-
Lex

Ask user to take

sometime
during session
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Don’t ask to Don’t ask to
Take Survey Take Survey

*Select Random Number p for this session. If random number p <P then
user will take survey. Otherwise, user will not be asked to take survey
this session. P will be set at some initial value (maybe .30) then varied to
ensure we are gathering a sufficient sample.

**Select random value for t from normal distribution N(M,S), where M is
the mean length of session on GenLEX and S is the standard deviation of
sessions.
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Assign a
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At each page
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Ask to take
survey

No

Yes
Don’t ask yet

Redirect to
University Site
with Encrypted
User ID

3 When reviewing the satisfaction survey data from the first year, it was observed that participants were
being asked to take the survey even ifthey had completed one in the last three months (contrary to the
sampling design). To correct this problem, the survey from each individual that was the most complete was
selected. In the event of a tie, a random survey was selected. (See Attachment 7 for list of changes.)

4 It was also observed that the initial probability of receiving the survey was set at 10%. This percentage
resulted in an adequate number of surveys in both Utah and Montana and will thus be retained.
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Data Collection: The online surveys were (and continue to be) made available to potential
participants through a pop-up invitation to participate. An individual chooses to participate in the
study by clicking on the “START SURVEY” button. This link redirects the job seeker to a secure site
hosted by SRI. The participant is first asked to review the informed consent document (See
Attachment 3). If the person clicks NEXT, they enter the survey.

The scale for the satisfaction survey is embedded in the online survey. The scales are similar but not
identical in the two states. Participants are asked to rate their level of agreement with or rating of
each for the following questions:

» Jtis hard to find what I need on jobs.utah/mt.gov

» Qverall, jobs.utah/mt.gov is easy to use

» (Creating my job search account on jobs.utah/mt.gov was easy

»  Searching for jobs on jobs.utah.gov is hard

» ] often have trouble “signing-in” to job search

» [ can't find jobs that match my skills and abilities on jobs.utah /mt.gov
* Jobs.utah/mt.gov provides job matches that meet my search criteria
* Applying forjobs is easy using jobs.utah/mt.gov

* Thejobs posted on jobs.mt.gov are not up-to-date (MT only)

* [ would recommend jobs.utah/mt.gov to other job seekers

* [ would return to jobs.utah/mt.gov in the future to job search

» Qverall, | am satisfied with my job search on jobs.utah/mt.gov

* Quality of the information

» Qverall appearance

» How well the site is organized

Eachitem was scored from -2 to +2, with higher scores indicating more satisfaction and lower
scores less. (Items that were reversed scored reflected this convention.) The scores were averaged
for each scale. The results of the satisfaction scale score for each state provide a baseline job seeker
satisfaction, unadjusted forresponse weights of different subgroups. The particular method for
adjusting these scores will be developed over the course of the next year after examining the
baseline data. This system will be used when examining any differences between treatment and
control conditions in later years. These results should all be considered “initial” and “unadjusted.”

Job Seeker Satisfaction Results - Utah: There were a total of 5044 surveys started by job seekers
during the baseline period of July 12, 2013 - November 12, 2013. Of this group, 4025 completed at
least 70% of the questions on the satisfaction scale and thus were included in the analysis of the
satisfaction scale scores. Utah job seekers averaged a satisfaction score that would correspond to
just below “Agree” on average. Their score averaged .91 with a standard deviation of .60. As shown
in Figure 18, average weekly scores varied between .83 and 1.0 for the baseline period.

16



While total scale scores provide the best general mechanism for reporting satisfaction over time, it
is helpful to track changes in responses to specific questions. Significant changes in specific items
may help pinpoint areas of improvement or need as changes are introduced into the system.
Baseline results for the individual satisfaction scale questions are presented in Attachment 4.

Figure 18: Utah Job Seeker Satisfaction by Week- Baseline - (Unadjusted)
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Additionaljob Seeker Qualitative Data - Utah: In addition to the Likert scale questions, a small
number of additional questions (bothlisted response and open-ended) were added to the survey.
These questions provided demographic information (education level and employment status),
objectivesin using the website, access points, and a place to add general comments regarding the
website and sponsoring agency. This information provided an opportunity to further understand
differences in user satisfaction that might be experienced by those in different groups.

Questions outside the satisfaction scale
questions provided additional insights into the Figure 19: Employment Status
job seekers using jobs.utah.gov. As shown in
Figure 19, one fifth of all job seekers were
employed at the time they participated in the
online survey.

10%

Job seeker education levels show that the
majority has at least some college and one-fifth
has a Bachelor’s degree or higher (Figure 20).
This data shows that job seekers registered in B Unemployed M Employed Part Time ™ Employed Full Time
the system are more likely to have atleast a

high school diploma (HSD) than the general population in Utah (Census, 2010).
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Figure 20: Job Seeker Education Levels
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education levels were more likely to
report DWS as their primary point

As noted above, respondents
were also asked where they

most frequently access the

website. As shown in Figure
21, nearly three-quarters of
users access the website

primarily from their home.

Figure 21: Website Access Point
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Utah’s LEX is unique from many other states in that job search is just one of many tasks that can be

completed on the website. The integration of public assistance, Unemployment Insurance and the

Table 5: Uses of Jobs.utah.gov

Search for jobs 87.0%
Update registration information 41.3%
Apply for or check benefits 54.6%
View workforce correspondence and notices 51.4%
Register for online workshops/training 36.9%
Submit Paperwork (UIJob logs, reviews) 53.7%
Look for information (e.g. LMI, job fairs, etc.) 54.9%
Other 7.0%
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LEX within one agency creates the opportunity for users to complete many tasks in one place. As
shown in Table 5, job search is still the most frequently reported activity on the site, however more
than half of the respondents use it to complete tasks related to benefits (e.g. UI, cash assistance,
food stamps, etc.), view personal DWS communications, and view job related information. The
most common “other” response referenced using the site to create or update a resume.

Comments: Respondents were provided an opportunity to share suggestions forimproving the
website or any other thoughts about DWSand jobs.utah.gov. The challenges most often mentioned
included technical problems with LEX functioning, quality of information/design in job postings,
ineffective or poor quality matches, lack of jobs posted/available on the site, and alack of
information being available on the site.

The problems most often mentioned referred to the general functioning of the LEX and website. Job
seekers mentioned many different issues including:

= Sign-on difficulty

= Navigation issues (e.g. finding where to go on the site - terms are not intuitive on links;
words across top don’t looklike tabs or links)

= Appearance/design issues (e.g. cannot see the buttons/tabs)

= Searching issues (e.g. search terms do not produce appropriate results, sorting results)

= Difficulty updating registration information

= Freezing/system log outs/resets

= Email notifications of jobs unable to be found or viewed online

= Qut dated job postings on site

= Unable to upload personal resume/editing auto-generated resume is difficult

= Skills list section has inadequate choices

= Skills list section should not limit youto 20 skills

= Softwareissues (e.g. Adobe requirements)

Job seekers discussed multiple frustrations with job postings, the quality of information, the
formatting and the general appearance.

= Symbols appearing in job posting text - making reading difficult

= Lackof formatting: large block text withno break or emphasis (bold, italic, etc.) forreader

= Disorganization (e.g. job postings are hard to read, all one paragraph, symbols inserted into
job postings)

= Job postings on jobs.utah.gov that are no longer hiring

= Lackof employer information within the ad

= Lackof wage ranges; often stating “negotiable”

= Advertisements providing inaccurate information - shifts, benefits, wages, job description

Ineffective or poor quality matching is also a frustration for job seekers. When providing feedback,
details were given regarding various issues. Their concerns include difficulties such as:

= O*net codes: difficultto choose for best fit; inadequate descriptions for STEM fields
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= Job matches presented do not match individuals qualifications

= Non-intuitive matching: how skills translate between industries, job titles

= Searching provides inappropriate results (e.g. VP- Executive Director receiving entry-level
job postings)

= Poorsorting of results

= Limited skills list do not allow experience to be matched appropriately

= LEXover-filters (e.g. ajob that requires a Bachelor’s degree will not let a person with
masters apply)

= Certain sKkillsets and licensures not available to add to profile (e.g. LMFT, coding languages)

One of the most cited difficulties with matching is the inability to view jobs because the matching
process has screened a person out. Job seekers then adjust their profiles to be able to view jobs -
but state this would be unnecessary if they had ability to enter ALL their information and/or the
system more intuitively translated skills and experience in the screening process. As a result of
their frustrations, some job seekers said they prefer other online job boards to search as they feel it
is a better use of their time and provides more productive results.

While most comments reflected on areas needing improvement, there were some positive
comments. Most often these comments related to the assistance users had received from DWS
workers attempting to help them solve the difficultieslisted.

Job Seeker Satisfaction Results - Montana: Baseline job seeker satisfaction data was collected
between August 6, 2013 and February 3, 2014. In Montana there were 2321 job seekers who
started the survey with 1942 completing at least 70% of the questions on the satisfaction scale. As
reported in Figure 22, the satisfaction of the Montana job seekers was similar to the Utah users
(numerically, it was just below ‘Agree’ on average). The weekly average varied more, likely due to
the lower sample size. The mean score for the entire time period was .91 with a standard deviation
of .61. Surprisingly, the mean score for Montana was equal to the Utah score at two decimal places,
and the variation was within 1/100 of a point. Average weekly scores varied between .33 and 1.10.
(See Attachment 4: Baseline results of individual satisfaction questions.)

Figure 22: Montana Job Seeker Satisfaction by Week
(Unadjusted)
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Additionaljob Seeker Qualitative Data - Figure 23: Employment Status - Montana

Montana: As with the Utah Job Seekers,
additional demographic information (education
level and employment status), objectivesin
using the website, access points, and a place to
add general comments regarding the website
and sponsoring agency was gathered. While the
online system used in both Utah and Montana is
very similar, it is important to remember that
the populations served by each are different.
Montana Job Service is focused specifically on
those seeking employment and Unemployment
Insurance benefits. Utah’s DWSprovides these B Unemployed ® Employed Part Time = Employed Full Time
services but also administers all the state’s

public benefits (cash assistance, SNAP, Medicaid, child care assistance, etc.). These differences

certainly could account for some difference found between the groups using the online systems.

As shown in Figure 23, 41% ofall job seekers were employed at the time they participated in the
online survey. This is more than double the percentage employed in Utah.

Data regarding education levels (See Figure 24) show that a majority of job seekers have at least

some college education and one-quarter have a Bachelor’s degree or higher. Less than 2% reported
having less than a high school diploma.

Figure 24: : Job Seeker Education Levels - Montana
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Figure 25: Web Site Access Point - Montana

Montana respondents were 80
asked where they most 70 L
frequently access the website.

60 —

Figure 25 shows that, asin

vl
o
]
|

Utah, most Montana job
seekers primarily access the

website from their home.

Percantage
D
o
]

w
o
]
|

Again, those withlower

N
o
]
|

education levels were more

=
o
I
|

likely to report their primary
point of computer access to

o

be DWS. However, there were e © > Q e & >
no differences in satisfaction NS
scale scores relative to Q
primary point of computer
access.

As noted previously, Montana’s Job Serviceis focused on employment services and unemployment
benefits, thus the scope of activities likely to be completed on the website is narrower. As shown in
Table 6, job search is by far the most frequently reported activity on the site, however, registration
updating and gathering information forjob seeking are also common activities. As with Utah, one of
the most common “other” activities included creating or updating resumes.

Table 6: Uses of Jobs.mt.gov

Search for jobs 88.9%
Update registration information 39.9%
Register for unemployment benefits 22.9%
Submit Weekly job claim log 15.7%
Look for information (e.g. LM], job fairs, etc.) 39.4%
Other 7.0%

Montana job seekers were most likely to have first learned about the website from someone in the
Job Services Office, either a job service employee (33.2%) or what they identified as the
Unemployment Office (10.6%). Again, many job seekers (21.8%) found the website through an
internet search such as Google or Bing, or through family and friends (16.7%). Eventhough public
benefits are located in another state agency, some of the “other” respondents indicated they had
learned about and registered on the site as a requirement forreceiving some public benefits.

Comments: Montana job seeker respondents provided many additional comments and suggestions

for improving features on jobs.mt.gov. Because Utah and Montana use the same online system it is
not surprising that the comments received from job seekers are very similar.
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Montana job seeker comments focused primarily on site functionality. Additional comments related
to job postings and the quality and quantity of data available, challenges related to applying for
jobs, and the services provided by job services both online and in the offices.

Many aspects related to general functionality of jobs.mt.gov were mentioned by respondents. Job
seekers mentioned issues such as:

= System log-outs after navigating to different sites or after a short period of user inactivity

= QOverall aesthetics lacking regarding page design features such as the font size (too small),
colors (toolight), and excessive number of links and tabs

= Lackof ability to save and maintain a list of jobs of interest (applied for, viewed, etc.)

= Limitations on number of skills which can be entered

= No option for appropriate followingup with employer after applying

=  Search options limited with no way to eliminate terms or use AND or NOT as qualifiers

= Problems with particular browsers but no indication of which one is best to use

= Limitations on number of jobs which show per page to 10

Again, job seekers discussed multiple frustrations with job postings, the quality of information, the
formatting and the general appearance. Areas of concern included:

= (losed jobs remaining on the site long after being filled

= Lackof desired information regarding jobs such as salary, location, company name

= Disorganization of job postings; no option to sort by employment field such as “health Care”
or for example “optout” of jobs from temp agencies

= Symbols appearing in job posting text - making reading difficult

= “False advertising” withreal wages not matching those advertised

Completing the application process can be daunting as each posting potentially has a different
process, some of which are more compatible with the online site than others. Challenges include:

= Limited options for uploading, editing, saving multiple versions of a custom resume

= Uncertainty as to whether or not an employer ever received the submitted resume and/or
application; could an auto-generated “your resume was sent and delivered” be produced?

= After hitting “how to apply,” user is returned to the start of the search process not back to
where one started

= Limited skills list do not allow experience to be matched appropriately

As with Utah, one of the most cited frustrations was the lack of ability to view jobs because the
matching process screened a person out. Job seekers understand they can adjust their profiles to
view jobs, however, this is experienced as yet another unnecessary hoop and an overreach of
government authority in determining who qualifies and who does not.

While most respondents understand that online systems are becoming the norm in terms of job
matching, some expressed appreciation for the value of human interaction whether directly
through visits to the job service office or online through mediums such as a chat line. Experiences
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with other state websites led several respondents to comment that this is one of the best state run
job search websites. Additional reflection on the open-ended comments will be added in the

presentation of Montana focus group findings.

EMPLOYER OUTCOMES

Research Question 2 focuseson the experiences of Utah employers relative to the GenLEX initiative.
The outcome measures related to employer outcomes included the number of non-mediated job
orders and the weekly count of employers using the LEX. Again, Research Question 4 relates to
user satisfaction, in this case, the satisfaction level of employers in both Utah and Montana.

Non-Mediated Job Orders

Again using DWS' historical job data, non-mediated job orders were queried from the UWORKS
database going back to the year 2010. Prior to this date, the system did not record the job orders in
the same way so the data could not be used. The counts of new job orders were aggregated by
weeks of the year (one through 52, with the left over day at the end of the year being added to the
52nd week). The data were examined with both linear and seasonal components.

Figure 26: Non-Mediated Job Orders
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The Auto-correlation Function (ACF) and Partial Auto-correlation Function (PACF) were first
reported withno ARIMA adjustment (See Figure 26) and just a constant or mean. The residual ACF
and the PACF for this modeled fell outside of the acceptable bounds. The Ljung-Box Q was
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statistically significant (Q=722, df=18,p<.05) indicating that the process was not effectively
modeled.

Figure 27: Non-Mediated Job Order ACF, PACF, No ARIMA Adjustment
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After examining the ACF and PACF, a simple moving average model with a seasonal difference term
was used (ARIMA (0,0,1)(0,1,0)) (See Figure 27). This model brought the ACF and PACF within the
acceptable limits. The Ljung-Box Q for this model was not significant (Q=10.8, df=17,p>.05),
indicating that the process had been adequately modeled.
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Figure 28: Non-Mediated Job Order ACF, PACF ARIMA (0,0,1)(0,1,0)
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Figure 29: Non-Mediated Job Order Residuals- ARIMA (0,0,1) (0,1,0)
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Weekly Countof Employer System Usage

Weekly count of employer system usage is the second outcome measure used to answer Research
Question 2. This outcome measure is defined as the count of unique employers using the UWORKS
system on a given calendar day. Each login only counts once per day, but a given user can count
multiple times in a weeklong period. The data was queried from UWORKS by calendar day and
then aggregated by week of the year foranalysis. The data were examined with both linear and

seasonal components.

Employer system usage was first modeled with just a mean and no ARIMA adjustment (See Figure
30). The residual PACF and ACF fell outside of the acceptable bounds for this model. The Ljung Box
Q was statistically significant (Q=466,df=18,p<.05), indicating that the intercept-only model did not
adequately describe the data.

Figure 30: Non-Mediated Employer Usage Measured by Employer Logins
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Figure 31: Non-Mediated Employer Usage, Residual ACF, PACF: Intercept only, No ARIMA adjustment
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Figure 32: Non-Mediated Employer Usage, Residual ACF, PACF: ARIMA (0,0,1)(0,1,0)
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The next model was an ARIMA (0,0,1)(0,1,0) or a moving average model with a seasonal difference
term. This model moved the ACF and the PACF within the acceptable range. The Ljung-Box Q was
not statistically significant (Q=13.1,df=17,p>.05) indicating that this model adequately described
the data.
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Figure 33: Employer Usage Residuals - ARIMA (0,0,1)(0,1,0)
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Employer Satisfaction Measures

Two methods of data collection were used to provide baseline data responding to final employer
outcome (Research Question 4). The first method of data collection regarding employer satisfaction
was the same as implemented with job seekers. Employersin both Utah and Montana who access
the state LEX were asked to participate in a satisfaction survey. Not all employers in either Utah or
Montana access the LEX directly. In Utah in 2012, approximately 28% of employers had their job
orders flat filed and another 28% received mediated services, indicting the job orders were entered
by DWSworkers. The remaining 44% of employers accessed the LEX directly. These self-service
employers in both states were the focus of the online survey.

Starting in July for Utah employers and in August for Montana employers, a random sample (set at
0.10) of employers were invited to participate in the online satisfaction survey.5Similar to the job
seekers, employers were asked to participate at a random time during their session. The invitation
to participate was followed by an IRB approved informed consent (See Attachment 3) document.
Data collection proceeded in the same manor it was with job seekers.

The satisfaction scale statements evaluated by employers included:

5 The Evaluation Design Report indicated a population sample would be used to evaluate employer
satisfaction. This did not happen during the baseline period. Since February 19, 2014 all employers have been
invited to participate inthe study. If a user agrees to participate they are not offered the survey again for at
least three months. If they decline, the survey is offered again after, at minimum, 1 month.
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= [ am comfortable using the internet to complete tasks on jobs.utah/mt.gov

= [tis difficultto navigate jobs.utah/mt.gov

= [ cando everything I want to do on jobs.utah/mt.gov

= [ would recommend jobs.utah/mt.gov to other employers

= [ often have trouble “signing-in” to post a job

= Postinga jobis easy on jobs.utah/mt.gov

= Jobs.utah/mt.gov provides us with enough job applicants from our job postings

=  When posting jobs on jobs.utah.gov [ have the flexibility to use my own screening criteria to
find applicants

= Jobs.utah/mt.gov provides us with qualified applicants who have the skills we are seeking

= [would recommend jobs.utah/mt.gov to other employers for posting jobs

= Qverall, I am satisfied with the ease of posting jobs on jobs.utah/mt.gov

[tem scoring within the scale and overall satisfaction score calculation was completed in the same
way as it was for job seekers. The employer satisfaction scores were reported by month because the
sample sizes were much smaller than the job seeker samples. For the baseline data, scores were
not yet adjusted for non-response bias (in later years all data will be adjusted).

The primary quantitative data regarding employer satisfaction will be reported here. Additional
qualitative feedback from the online surveys and gathered in focus group sessions will be
summarized in the Focus Group Results section of this report.

Employer Satisfaction Results - Utah

In the 105 employer surveys that were started, 82 users completed at least 70% of the questions on
the satisfaction scale. The mean score for the satisfaction score was .81 for the baseline period,
indicating a moderate level of satisfaction with the system. The standard deviation for the sample
was .48. Only 4% of all scores were below zero, indicating that very few people had a general
dissatisfaction with the system. Because of a technical error on the DWS system, employers were
not being referred to the satisfaction survey from 8/28/13 thru 10/16/13.

Figure 34: Employer Satisfaction (Baseline) - (Unadjusted)
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Qualitative Data: As withjob seekers, a small number of additional questions (both listed response
and open-ended) were added to the survey. Because not all employers use the system, it was
determined that the additional questions should remain very limited to: 1) how each employer
learned about the website and 2) a place to add comments regarding the website and the
sponsoring agency.

Most employers report learning about posting jobs on jobs.utah.gov as part of training for their
current job. However, one-fifth of all employers learn about it from a DWS employee. Thus, this
connection is vital to expanding the use of the state LEX among employers. Those who marked
“other” reported learning about the site as a DWS employee or when doing their own job search.

Figure 35: Where Employers Learn About Posting Jobs on
Jobs.utah.gov
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Data from individual items in the satisfaction scale also present important baseline information for
employers. It will be useful to determine if changes in the current system will change outcomes in
these individual areas as well as overall satisfaction.

As shown in Table 7, nearly all employers are comfortable using the website to complete tasks on
jobs.utah.gov, however, nearly one quarter still find it difficult to navigate the website.

Table 7: Overall Employer Experiences with jobs.utah.gov

General Website (N =76) Agree Disagree
i;lljilglsift?}f_(;:‘?ble using the internet to complete tasks 75 (98.7%) 1(1.3%)
2. Itis difficult to navigate the jobs.utah.gov website 18 (24.0%) 57 (76.0%)
3.1 cando everything I wantto do on jobs.utah.gov 42 (59.2%) 29 (40.8%)
4.1would recommend jobs.utah.gov to another employer 66 (94.3%) 4 (5.7%)

Employers were asked several questions about the ease of using the online job posting system and
their perceptions of results (applicants) they receive fromthe system. Data presented in Table 8
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shows that, overall, employers find the site accessible and useful in posting jobs and finding

appropriate job seekers. Given the positive responses, it is interesting that nearly 46% report that
jobs.utah.gov is not as good as other job search sites. This couldin part be related to the 32% who
said it was not easy to find help on the website when they had a question and the nearly 14% who
reported often having problems signing into the site.

Table 8: Employer Experience Posting Jobs - Utah

JobPosting (N =76) Agree Disagree
5.1 often have trouble “signing-in” to post a job 10 (13.7%) | 63 (86.3%)
6. Posting a job is easy on jobs.utah.gov 63 (86.3%) 10 (13.7%)
. .utah. ' ith hj li f
7 ]o.bs uta gov provides us with enough job applicants from 51(71.8%) | 20 (28.2%)
our job postings
8. When posting ]ok.)s on ].obs..utah.,.gov I ha\lle the flexibility to 49 (72.1%) 19 (27.9%)
use my ownscreening criteria to find applicants
. .utah. i ith li li hoh
9 ]obs. utah.gov prov1ldes us with qualified applicants who have 54 (77.1%) 16 (22.9%)
the skills we are seeking
10. I.woyld recommend jobs.utah.gov to other employers for 65 (92.9%) 5 (7.1%)
posting jobs
.11. Overall, I am satisfied with the ease of posting a job on 64 (90.1%) 7 (9.9%)
jobs.utah.gov
12. Finding help is easy on jobs.utah.gov 36(67.9%) | 17(32.1%)
13.Job.utah.gov is not as good as other websites for posting 28 (45.9%) | 33 (54.1%)

jobs (eg. KSL, Careerbuilder)

Overall, the majority of survey respondents state that the quality, appearance and site organization
were good to excellent. The comments offered to describe the lowerapproval of these features
included suggestions to make site more professional (referring to corporate websites as a template)
and to give employers more control over the appearance of their online job postings.

Table 9: Overall View of jobs.utah.gov

N=70 Excellent | Very Good Good Fair Poor

14. Quality of the information 6 (8.6%) | 20(28.6%) | 39(55.7%) | 4(5.7%) | 1(1.4%)
15. Overall appearance 8(11.4%) | 21(30.0%) | 30(42.9%) | 9(12.9%) | 2 (2.9%)
16. How well the site is organized | 6(8.6%) | 16 (22.9%) | 37(52.9%) | 9(12.9%) | 2 (2.9%)
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Employer Satisfaction Results - Montana

The Montana employer satisfaction survey had a relatively low sample size, thus these numbers are
less reliable than the other survey numbers presented. Of the 43 users who started the survey, 28
completed at least 70% of the questions on the satisfaction scale in the baseline period. The mean
score was .66, indicating somewhere between moderate satisfaction and a neutral response. The
standard deviation for the sample was .44. The monthly scores should be interpreted carefully
because some months had as few as 4 respondents.

Figure 36: Montana Employer Satisfaction by Month
(Baseline - Unadjusted)
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As in Utah, nearly half of the employers reported learning about posting jobs on jobs.mt.gov as part
of training for their current job. Several of those who marked “other” reported learning about the
site when doing their own job search or that they just “alwaysknew” about this resource.

Figure 37: Where Employers Learn About Jobs.mt.gov

14.8%

25.9%

 Job Service employee
H As part job training

i Other employer
3.7% M Internet search

7.4% i Other

48.1%

34



Outcomes related to the individual satisfaction scale items were very similar to those found in Utah.
All employers reported ease with using the internet to post jobs howeveragain, nearly one-third
(32.3%) found it difficult to navigate the state site. Eventhough only 50% report being able to do
everything they wanted to on the site, nearly everyone would recommend this site to other
employers seeking to post ajob in Montana

Table 10: Overall Employer Experiences with jobs.mt.gov

General Website (N =32) Agree Disagree
i.nlje(l)r;l&cr;)nrfgs‘l;table using the internet to complete tasks 31(100%)

2. Itis difficult to navigate the jobs.mt.gov website 10 (32.3%) 21 (67.7%)
3.Ican do everything I wantto do on jobs.mt.gov 16 (50.0%) 16 (50.0%)
4.1would recommend jobs.mt.gov to another employer 28 (93.3%) 2 (6.7%)

Again, the satisfaction scale questions ask about various components of using the online system and
perceptions of results (applicants) they received from the system. Data presented in Table 11
shows that, overall, employers found the site accessible and useful in posting jobs and finding
appropriate job seekers. Only about one-third reported that jobs.mt.gov is not as good as other
websites for posting jobs. Overall, Montana employers are a little less satisfied with the website
than Utah employers. Again, this baseline employer data represents a small group. Generalizing
findings to the broader employer population could be less reliable given the small sample size.

Table 11: Employer Experiences Posting Jobs - Montana

JobPosting (N =32) Agree Disagree
5.1 often have trouble “signing-in” to post a job 3(10.3%) 26 (89.7%)
6. Posting a job is easy on jobs.mt.gov 21(67.7%) | 10 (32.3%)
j7(;l])opbos;rilrtl.ggsov provides us with enough job applicants from our 18 (62.1%) 11 (37.9%)
8. When postmg ]obs.on ].obs.n.lt.gov | }llave the flexibility to use 19 (65.5%) 10 (34.5%)
my ownscreening criteria to find applicants
9. ]obs..mt.gov prov1d.es us with qualified applicants who have 18 (62.1%) 11 (37.9%)
the skills we are seeking
10.1 1 jobs.mt. h 1 f

0 'WOI'.l d recommend jobs.mt.gov to other employers for 27 (93.1%) 2 (69%)
posting jobs
11. 1,1 isfi ithth f ' j
jOb;)r\r/lirgi‘; am satisfied with the ease of posting a job on 25 (86.29%) 4 (13.8%)
12. Finding help is easy on jobs.mt.gov 7 (35.0%) 13 (65.2%)
13.Job.mt.gov is not as good as other websites for posting jobs

8 (34.89 15 (65.29

(eg. Craigslist, Yahoo Jobs, montanahelpwanted.com) ( %) ( %)
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As Table 12 shows, the majority of survey respondents state that the quality, appearance and site
organization were good to excellent. Consistent with these satisfaction questions, there is a general
two-thirds to one-third split in most other areas evaluated. This provides a baseline against which
future input from employers can be measured.

Table 12: Overall View of jobs.mt.gov

N=28 Excellent | Very Good Good Fair Poor
14. Quality of the information 8(28.6%) | 16(57.1%) | 4(14.3%)

15. Overall appearance 2(74%) | 5(185%) | 10(37.0%) | 8(29.6%) | 2 (7.4%)
16. How well the site is organized | 3 (11.1%) | 5(18.5%) 10 (37.0%) | 8(29.6%) | 1(3.7%)

Additional Qualitative Data: Employers completing the online satisfaction survey in both Utah and
Montana were provided an opportunity to add any additional comments or suggestions regarding
the LEX or the agency managing LEX. These comments will be analyzed in conjunction with the
focusgroup results presented below.

Baseline Descriptive Data

In order to more fully understand and interpret the user satisfaction scale data and other outcome
measures in both states, additional feedback regarding experiences withthe LEX was gathered
throughout the baseline period. These additional feedback sources served several purposes in the
baseline period. Primarily, these open forms of data collection provided opportunities to better
understand the broad scope of questions and concerns of users including employers, job seekers,
and various front line agency staff.

Table 13: Additional Data Sources

Data Source Sample Collection Period | Collection Method
Utah
Employers 52 June - August 2013 | Focus groups (12)
Connection Team 100 October 2013 Online survey
Workforce Development Specialists 17 October 2013 Online survey
Montana
Employers 24 July 2013 Focus groups (4)
Job Seekers 28 July 2013 Focus groups (4)
Job Service Workers | Approx. 30 July 2013 Focus groups (4)

Including these data sources reflects the sequential transformative mixed methods data collection
strategy (Creswell, 2003) implemented for this project. This strategy involves alternating between
quantitative and qualitative data to gather input from program users as the system develops and
new components are added. In this section data fromthe various focus groups will be presented
first, followed by input from the online surveys completed by DWS frontline personnel.
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Focus Group Structure and Process

As noted in Table 13, four different groups were engaged in focus group sessions during the
baseline period: Montana job seekers, employers and Job Services staff and Utah Employers. These
focusgroups provided valuable opportunities to both discover a broad range of issues and concerns
at baseline, and will continue to provide insights from personal experiences throughout program
implementation.

For the first round of focus groups, participants (bothjob seekers and employers) were recruited
with the help of DWS staff in Utah and Job Service workers in Montana. This assistance was critical
as agency workers were able to use personal connectionswith potential participants to assure
adequate involvement. No exclusion criteria existed for participation as the goal was to encourage
involvement froma wide range of industries and different levels of experience using the LEX.

By nature of their invitation, it can be assumed that those who participated in focus groups had
stronger relationships with agency workers than might be the case with the average job seeker or
employer using the LEX. This is a potential limitation of the data gained in this round of focus
groups as the increased connectivity may lead to different concerns or intensity of concerns in
comparison to those less connected to the agencies. Agency personnel were encouraged to invite
both individuals who were pleased with the system and those who have had negative experiences
or past complaints. Future focus groups will be formed using the randomly distributed online
satisfaction survey data which invites respondents to indicate whether or not they are willing to be
contacted for possible participation in future focus groups.

During recruitment, participants were told that a focus group was being conducted to gather their
feedback on the current LEX and suggestions for improvement. All participants signed IRB
approved consent documents (See Attachment 5). While using agency staff to recruit participants
worked well for employers in both states and job seekers in Montana, this method was not
appropriate for recruiting job seekers in Utah due to the many different services DWS provides in
the community. The research team also conducted brief focus group sessions with the Montana Job
Service workers while on site around the state. Job seekers received monetary compensation ($15)
for participation in the focus group. Employers were not compensated but offered light
refreshments during their sessions.

Data Collection and Analysis: Focus groups are facilitated group discussions that often use an
interview guide with scripted questions. The job seeker and employer interview guides for this
study (See Attachment 6) were populated with questions developed through collaborative efforts
between the SRI and each of the state partners (DWSand the Montana Department of Labor). The
interview guides were tested with the initial groups and wording was adjusted as needed. During
the sessions, probes were used to enhance reflection, the flow of group dialogue and to encourage
participation fromall members of the group. The focus group session, each lasting between 75 and
90 minutes, were tape recorded and transcribed verbatim to ensure data accuracy and
completeness. Content analysis was used by two individuals to analyze the focusgroup data.
Comparisons were then made between the two analyses leading to discussion and final results.
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One concern regarding the use of focusgroup data is whether the group is representative of the
larger whole. For this study, potential differences were identified by using data collected when all
employer and job seeker focusgroup participants were asked to complete a pencil and paper
version of the online survey. Differences between the groups will be noted at the beginning of each
section.

MontanaJob Seeker Focus Groups Findings

InJuly 2013, four job seeker focus groups (28 total participants) were held in Montana. Locations
for these groups (Kalispell, Polson, Glendive and Billings) were determined by SRI and Montana
Department of Labor representatives and reflect the diverse population base, urban and rural mix,
and vital industries present in the state.

The focus group participants generally had higher levels of education and were much more likely to
be unemployed (71%) than those responding to the online survey (58%). Focus group participants
were also significantly more likely to have learned about the system froma Job Service worker
(68%) than those responding online (40%). That being said, comments from focus group
participants reflected many of the experiences described in comments from the online satisfaction
survey respondents in the areas of: site functionality, experience with Job Services Officesand
personnel, and perceptions of job seekers using the site.

LEX Functionality: Asin the online survey responses, there was much conversation about the
functionality of jobs.mt.gov. In all four groups, job seekers expressed frustration withthe way they
were able to present themselves to employers through the registration and resume creation
process. Because the resume is generated from the registration job seekers did not know how to list
volunteer work, community service, or the fact that they were currently enrolled in school. One
participant noted, “The more specialized your skills become the harder it is to fit into the job
categories on the site.” Another person commented,

“Since it is one standard form - the main thing with resumes is you are supposed to be
representing yourselfand your skills. A machinist resume should look different than someone
who is an executive administrator, etc. It doesn’tgive you the opportunity to representyour
personalself. It is way too uniform. If they would let you upload your ownyou could represent
yourself. It isgood to have a basicone for those who aren’t computer savvy - butl would like
to domy ownso it is personalized.”

One participant had been in the military for 15 years and felt there was no way to translate military
skills into civilianlanguage. Such comments all pointed to a desire to upload one’s ownresume to
send to employers. As one person noted,

“USAjobs.gov can hold up to 5 differentresumes, download copies of certificates, licenses etc, and
include a cover letter on submissions to employers, so on USAjobs.gov if wantto apply for a job I
can submitan application packet that has all of the documents needed, including the cover sheet,
to apply for a job. It is beautiful.”
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Not being able to create one’s ownresume is also a challenge when a person is wanting or needing
to change careers. The system sends jobs related to a past career, not what the person is looking for
now. Similar problems occur with other sites such as LinkedIn. Once the system labels a person, it is
difficultto change how one is viewed by the system, which creates many problems for matching.

As with the online respondents, focus group participants expressed great frustration at being told
by the system they were not qualified to see particular jobs. For the more experienced users, it is
more about knowing how to “game” the system by putting down exactly what is needed. Simply
stated, “When I pull up jobs I know I am qualified for but I am being barred from looking at it the Job
Service employees helps me pull up my qualifications and adjust them so it expands my qualifications
andl can getin. I was excluding myselfby the parameters I had put into the registration.” For those
changing careers based on transferable skills translating from one type of work to another, there
seemed to be no other option.

Matching was not identified as a significant problem in the most rural areas. As would be expected,
participants from rural areas were more likely to talk about personal connections and “it's who you
know” as the most effective method of finding jobs. Seekers noted that many times local jobs are not
listed on the site as employers really don’t want everyone to know whatis available, they prefer to
hand choose who they want to hire. Interestingly, several participants in different group agreed
that, “IfI am using a computer that does not have the site bookmarked I have trouble finding the site.
Ifyougoogle Montana Job Service it doesn’talways pop up to the top. Ifyou go to the state site there is
not a link for the Montana Job Service.”

Additional features job seekers appreciate include: notices of job fairs, training modules,
opportunities for skills testing. Others wished Job Service could offer more practical job search
supports such as help with gas vouchers, child care, interviewing clothes, and toiletries.

Another aspect of site functionality involves how and by whom data entered into the system are
used. Some express concern that employers are able to view an unknown amount of the job

seeker’s information. As one participant noted, “Itfeels outof balance; like employers can see lots but
job seekers can’t. My information seems to go to illegitimate firms that send email scams. How did they
getit from the state site? I dislike getting spammed due to being registered on Job Service.”

While job seekers do not want to be hassled by scams, they very much want more feedback from
employers. The whole process can feel like a “black hole” as there is no response after submitting
applications. Job seekers expressed general discouragement in not knowing if anyone had even
received what was sent. Examples of comments related to this idea included:

“A change that I have noticed since I entered the workforce is that when I was young an employer
would send a notice that they had received your application and the status of the process, or sorry
we aren’tconsidering you. Today, you don’t know. Did your application make it or not? Are they
considering you? Did they fill the job?” We are just asking for some kind of an auto response when
an employerlooks atyourinformation.”

“Youwonderwhereyourinformation goes on the website. I applied for a job lastsummerand |
never heard anything. I filled out the application and everything and where did it go? I never
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heard anything. What do they do with it? Why didn’t I get a notification that the job was filled,

they received my application - something! You getnothing! No feedback whatsoever from
employers.”

The experience of finding jobs that are already closed or filled on the website forlong periods of
time does not help this frustration.

Montana Job Service Officeand Personnel: Most participants spoke very highly of the Montana
Job Services officesand personnel. This was especially true for participants who struggle with
computer skills or are trying to make a career change. “Having people available to help is critical -
not needed all the time but good to know it is there. Some do need it all the time.”

Beyond help with computer skills, the atmosphere in the office canbe influenced by basic customer
service skills. As one participant said,

“Ithink Job Service in different cities varies in terms of customer service. This one is hospitable and
helpful. In some places you hate to askfor help. I think the size of the community and the number
of people using the service impacts that. There may be some difference in the quality of the
employees. When there is good service it makes you want to come back, work onyour resume and
spend time in the office getting help. Here it feels like more of a community resource and they are
here to help me. In one office it felt like I was a nuisance when I asked for help.”

Other comments went beyond personnel and included practical details such as the limited number
of computers available, the small size of the desks for taller people, alack of general privacy and
mixed messages when it comes to social media.

Focus group participants were asked to discuss their views on the use of social media in job
searching. Interestingly, several participants who regularly job search in the Job Services office
spoke of being discouraged from using social media.

“There are people who can abuse the use of computers in the Job Service office and we are
often told we cannotbe checking our email or looking at Facebookwhile on the computers at
Job Service. Staff need to realize that Facebookis also used for business because a lotof
employers post messagesaboutjobs on their pages. Sometimes they don’t have email accounts,
but you can send them a message through their Facebook page and they will respond. “

“The Job Service employees make assumptions thatifyou are viewing anything non-job board

related that it is not work. Thatis not the case but they are inflexible in their approach.”

However, other participants do not view social media (generally equated with Facebook) as an
appropriate venue for job searching:

“Iam on Facebookto connect to my grandkids and all that. It is not job finding’ me it is
‘grandpame.”

“Iintentionally keep my social media very anonymous. You can’tsearch for me on Facebook
and find me. Social is social and professional is professional. I don’t want the two crossed. That
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is my media for family and friends. If | am on there for thatl don’t wantto get hit by 50 billion
posts on otherthings.”

Job Seeker Profiles: When asked about “outside perceptions” of job seekers registered on
jobs.mt.gov participants linked their answers to practical realities. One person had noticed the
types of questions and options on the site and said, “There are only blue collar checkboxes on the
site - so it seems tailored towards those types of workers.” Others noted that negative perceptions
of people receiving unemployment insurance can affect everyoneregistered on the site. [t was
noted that, “In order for people to keep their benefits they have to be registered on the site and looking
for ajob. Itis irritating when you require people to register and put them into the mix with people who
are truly trying to seekemployment.”

As is often the case, perceptions can be changed by personal experience, especially when an
individual becomes personally involved.

“People thinkof Job Service and correlate to people who are on the low end - poverty level who
can’t find jobs, people who are too lazy to go outthere and do it themselves and go to these
different companies and websites and stuff to find a job. They come here because they wantto
put in little effort. However, I came in here and got feedback on my resume. They talked to me
aboutjob options, helped me get my military terms into a civilian world. If I hadn’t walked in
here and taken the chance to say, ‘What can they do for me? What can they help me with?
What guidance can they give me?’ It was just really hard for me to take thatfirst step to
coming here because I had that stereotype in my mind of the poverty people, the welfare food
stamp people and that is nota bad thing. But some people are down on their luck and need
help. Getting past that image was really hard for me.”

Overall Job Seeker Focus Group Summary: The comments of job seekers in the focus groups
reflectboth the strengths and challenges of involvement with the LEX and Job Services as a whole.
The comments support the overall positive attitudes expressed in the online satisfaction surveys
and add some details to the areas where future improvements might be focused.

Utah and Montana Employer Focus Group Findings

As noted In Table 14, there were a total of 16 focus groups (4 in Montana and 12 in Utah) held
between June and August of 2013. In Utah and Montana groups were held in multiple cities (See
Table 14) chosen to reflect variances in population densities, employment rates and available
industries. There were two sessions held in Salt Lake City due to the large population of the city in
relation to other parts of the state, and difficulty in recruiting employers in the Salt Lake area.

As shown in Table 14, 54 Utah employers (34 women and 20 men) and 24 Montana employers (20
women and 4 men) participated in the focus groups.
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Table 14: Distribution of Employer Focus Group Participants

Utah - Service Area/City Montana - City
Bear River
Brigham City 2 (3.7%) Kalispell 6 (25%)
Logan 3 (5.6%)
Wasatch Front South
_ Polson 5 (25%)
Salt Lake City (2) 9 (16.7%)
Wasatch Front North
Clearfield 4 (7.4%) Billings 4 (16.7%)
Ogden 5(9.3%)
Eastern Utah
Moab > (9:3%) Glendive 8 (33.3%)
Price 5(9.3%)
Vernal 4 (7.4%)
Mountainland
Provo 5(9.3%)
Central
Richfield 3 (5.6%)
South West
St. George/Cedar City 7 (13.0%)
Total 54 Total 24

Employer focus group participants represented a wide range of industries. Among the 24 Montana
employers, the most frequently represented industries included staffing/temp agencies (n=4),
government workers (n=4) and companies that employ production or service workers (food
production, energy, security, etc. - n=5). In Utah, among the 54 participating employers, the most
represented industries across the state included staffing/temp agencies (n=8) and companies that
employ production workers for various types of products (food, medical devices, industrial, etc.)
(n=9). The other industries represented included medical services, higher education, financial/
banking, collections, community service agencies, tourism/ hospitality, construction, call centers,
skilled labor/trades, technology and retail. The employers represented companies with varying
numbers of employees ranging from2 to 1,100 in Utah and 5 to 500 in Montana.

Employers in both Utah and Montana provided extensive feedback on the strengths and challenges
of using the LEX and their interactions with the respective state agencies. Because the LEX systems
are built with the same functionality, it is understandable that many of the comments in Montana
and Utah were similar. The findings reported below are based on the focus group sessions and the
feedback provided to the open-ended questions of the online satisfaction survey. When
appropriate, results unique to either Utah or Montana will be noted. All other comments can be
assumed to be true for both states. The findings presented below will first focus on general
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comments regarding the LEX then provide specific information regarding: 1) employer perceptions
ofjob seeker registered on the LEX and the information received regarding these job seekers; 2) job
posting; 3) job matching; 4) comparisons between the states’ LEX and other online job boards 5)
social media, and 6) suggestions forimproving the LEX in the future.

The CurrentLEX

The results of the satisfaction surveys presented above show that, overall, employers are very
happy with the current LEX. When asked, “what do youlike the best” most Utah employers
mentioned the option to clone and repost a job. This feature saves time as employers can repost
positions withoutrecreating the job posting. (One employer was excited to learn about this feature
at the focus group saying, “I didn’tknow I could just reposta job. I've been rewriting them every
time.”) Employersalso like being able to direct job seekers to a company website for completing the
application process. In addition, the 24/7 access job seekers have to the job search site from any
internet connected locationis an asset.

While Montana employers mentioned cloning as a useful tool, the majority of employers in Montana
do not post their own positions. Focus group participants identified that having Job Service post for
them is an asset, although sometimes the posting is changed inappropriately by the Job Service
worker. As in Utah, the ability to direct the method job seekers use to submit applications (i.e. atJob
Service, through email, or the personal company websites) is appreciated.

Employers appreciated having access to labor based information on the website. Information such
as wage data and state economic numbers have been useful in their hiring process and planning for
the future of their businesses. There was limited awareness of other services available on each of
the state LEX websites. Those who had visited the website for reasons other than job posting used it
for reporting new hires, locating information such as Ul numbers or wage data, and to keep abreast
of new HR laws or policies (e.g. Affordable Care Act),access publications (e.g. Trendlines) and
training/job fair announcements. These online services (or other offerings like the Bridge Program
in Utah) were identified as their gateway to using the LEX.

The employers involved with the focus groups were very clear that DWS and Job Service workers
are critical components of the process. Not only do they see the agency workersas an inside contact
to address their technology questions, job posting and program questions; they also see these
workers acting as a type of “personal assistant.” Whether or not the worker is computer savvy,
employers like connecting with a specific person for answers to their questions and concerns.

Employer Views of LEXJob Seekers

Employer perceptions of the pool of candidates available on the state LEX, impact decisions related
to posting positions on the site. Throughout the focus groups themes emerged regarding commonly
held perceptions and stereotypes of job seekers using jobs.utah.gov and jobs.mt.gov. These
perceptions regarding job seekers impacted employer’s decisions regarding which jobs are posted
and ideas about whether candidates for their positions are hirable. In both states, most employers
believe the LEX has a variety of job seekers and an adequate number of potential applicants at least
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for some positions. Employers expressed viewsregarding job seeker characteristics and the
information they receive on which to evaluate job candidates.

Job Seeker Characteristics: Employerswere asked to describe the characteristics of the “typical”
job seeker registered on the state’s LEX. Employers in both states had a variety of experiences in
finding qualified applicants with a variety of skill levels to fill positions. Many seemed feel that
different websites tend to attract different types of job seekers. It was noted:

“Generallabor positions is where I think Workforce Services has the mostvalue for us. We also
work on higher level positions such as machinists/welders and I would agree we have had
mixed results on getting qualified people. For those higher end (positio ns) we like to go to
Careerbuilder, we have an accountwith them.”

Other employers named higher level positions which they had been able to fill by posting on the
state site. There was no consistent trend regarding the availability of qualified applicants; it came
down to each individual’s personal experiences. However, this was not the case when discussing

job seekers and Unemployment Insurance (UI).

In each of the 16 focus groups employers shared a belief that many, if not most, of the state’s
database of job seekers were receiving UL. One employer noted, “I feel like the community
perspective s that it is the Ul office. Thatis where unemployed people go to find work.” While
employers acknowledged that qualified workers can be receiving UI due to layoffsand the
economic downturn, there is a widely held belief that people receiving UI are less employable or
unemployable due to personal deficits; meaning that if they were worth employing they wouldn't
have been the one who was laid off. (The one exception to this belief is when a large corporation
announces layoffs with STEM based or highly trained workers (e.g. Boeing or Kennecott). These
events are viewed more as opportunities to recruit highly qualified workers using DWS or Job
Service as aresource.)

The structure of the Ul program works against job seekers in the minds of many employers who
believe the requirements of programs create a culture of application withoutintention for
employment. As one employer said:

“Forpeople collecting Ul it is a requirementthatthey apply for four jobs a week, so they
randomly pick different places. If I contact them they have no intentions of coming to work for
us orthey won'treturn our calls....Itis not always necessarily someonewho is looking for a job.
I think they are doing what they are supposed to be doing.”

Employers described experiences withjob seekers that promoted perceptions that they were not
really looking for work, such as times they have offered employment and been declined with the job
applicant directly say they were not looking for work. Being disinterested in work was sometimes
termed ‘lazy,’ but it was noted that job seekers were likely to turn down offered positions because
wages do not equal or exceed Ul benefits. As one employer said bluntly, “I would say it (Ul) lends
itselfto (theemployer) notusing DWS.”
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Beyond the issue of Ul, each state had some unique employer perspectives. In Montana, employers
acknowledged that due to the small population and other unique characteristics of their state (e.g.
rural setting, difficulty recruiting out of state job seekers) may be responsible fora lack of applicant
abundance. There is a sense that in rural areas all job seekers are using Job Service as it is viewed as
the location to post and search forjobs. However, rural employers still struggle to find workers,
especially for positions that require specific education or training (e.g. engineers, accountants,
management).

Utah employers acknowledged the difficulty of housing employment services at one-stops and
stated that individuals coming into DWSare often “a cross section of SES and desperation” and are
“going through major life changes. ” Thus, citizens utilizing DWS are a more at risk population who,
if they had the skills they needed to find and maintain employment, would not be using DWS to look
for work.

Interestingly, of the 54 Utah employer focus group participants, only three mentioned any
connection between people being on government assistance programs and being registered on
jobs.utah.gov. When employers made the connection between public benefit recipients and DWSit
was generally thought that these individuals were coming to DWS to access other services.

Job Seeker Information: The quality of job seeker information available, resumes and presentation
of skills is described as poor. It is the poor quality and presentation of information that has added to
employer’s reluctance to search pro-actively forjob seekers on the LEX. The components that are
seen as poor include the site generated resumes, skill listings, and the contactinformation.

The majority of employers who participated in focus groups did not know that the job seeker
resumes they view are auto-generated frominformation that the job seeker inputs during
registration. There was an assumption that the resumes are created by the job seeker and the
grammatical errors, blank fields, lack of references, etc. are due to the job seeker being uninterested
or incapable of completing that information.

Employers described experiences of accessing resumes that were outdated (as old as 2005-2006).
They are confused by this as they are unsure if it means the job seeker is no longer looking for work
(the resume should be inactive and isn’t), the job seeker has huge unexplained gaps in their
employment history or they are already employed, therefore not currently looking for work.

The resume is often used as a screening tool to assess a job seeker’s soft skills, such as their ability
to communicate effectively, pay attention to detail and present professionally. The perceptions
being formed about job seekers because of these resumes, damage the job seekers image and thus
their potential for finding work with the employer. In turn, this experience increases damaging
perceptions in the community regarding the quality of the workforce available through the LEX.

Employers were also critical of the skills lists and how they presented on the resumes. Not only is a
list of skills overwhelming to view, it has little value. It was concerning that the skills are often
poorly matched to the experience portion of the resume. The terminology is vague and can hold a
different meaning for the employer and job seeker. For example, if an employer asks for experience
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in finance they may be requesting advanced knowledge in accounting principles or banking,
howevera job seeker may click finance because they have managed a cash register as part of a job.
Alexicon that could be used to ensure that language is being used in a similar manner was
recommended to alleviate the frustration of this issue.

Overall, employers believed there is a lack of professionalism among job seekers. This opinion
stemmed from their experiences with job seekers being underdressed forinterviews (e.g. t-shirts
and jeans, sweats), having visible piercings and tattoos that would be inappropriate for positions
being applied for, poorly created resumes (disorganized, poor spelling and grammar, missing
information) and a lack of soft skills (communication, organization, people skills). Employers noted:

e “Ifyoucome in with lip rings all over and it’s so crazy, I put that application to the bottom
because I have no tolerance for unprofessional look. It’s hard. There are no jobs for people
like that.”

e “I'venever had an applicant come from Workforce Servicesdressed in anything nicer than
jeans and a t-shirt when they come for an interview.”

e “Ifyoucan’t puttogether aresume, odds are youdon’t have the other softskills that are
necessary.”

Several employers noted that it is not just job seekers from the state websites that lack these skills.
Job seekers in general seem to lack professionalism, yet expect higher wages and benefits that come
with higher level positions that one works up to over the years.

Overall, employers investing their time in pursuing job seekers were frustrated when contact
information was dated, disconnected or absent. Whether the information is out of date for many job
seekers or just a few, when employers run into these problems the thought of “wasting more time”
on what might be dead ends discourages them from trying again. Whatever can be done to ensure
the resumes, skills and contact information provided to employers is accurate and up to date will go
far in encouraging them to continue using the state’s LEX.

PostingJobs

Posting jobs, with the intention of securing employees, was one of the primary functions of the LEX
evaluated for employers. In Utah, most employers reported self-posting their positions to the state
website: jobs.utah.gov. However, there were still some employers who relied on DWS staff to
submit and manage their job postings. In Montana, it was the opposite, as most employers reported
not posting or managing their jobs. In the most rural area of Montana, only one employer in a focus
group self-posted while the others relied on Montana Job Service. Several employers were unaware
that self-posting was possible. Ultimately, in the larger cities of both states the employer groups had
more representation from employers who self-post jobs.

Choosing an O*net code (or what employers oftenreferred to as “categories”) was described as the
most difficult part of the job posting process, some employers stated that they spend the majority of
their time attempting to find the best category to file their job under. After struggling with selecting
a code an employer said, “After posting my job I was doing sample searches to see whatwould happen
and even when I was searching for job categories that my job should never have come up under, the
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jobwas popping up in the job search results.” This was very frustrating and perceived as a great
waste of time.

Many employers believe the categories are outdated and not representative of the type of jobs they
are posting. This was especially true among jobs in the STEM fields, with technology driven
companies feeling the most excluded in terms of job categories. In addition, O*Net codes are
sometimes seen as an issue in identifying the appropriate candidates as more differentiated
branches of professions (such as engineers) are oftenlumped together with disjointed categories
(architects). Such clustering makes the categories feel like a poor fit. While in other situations, the
categories are so technical they only encompass part of a job, and while it may be the qualification
the job seeker “HAS” to have, it is often not the largest part of their job.

Some employers indicated that their industry is not represented anywhere in the current list of
O*Net codes. This creates great difficulty in using DWS as the employer is unlikely to find applicants
who want to work or have the licenses/training that are required for their positions (e.g. disaster
clean-up, web design, specific licensures).

Like job seekers, employers wantto present their company and openings in the best possible light
and are extremely aware of the image they portray through any medium. They expressed
frustration with their lack of ability to present themselves more professionally through formatting
features and design such as having the ability to bold, underline and create paragraphs to organize
their information. In particular, employers are frustrated with their lack of ability to have the
characters/space needed to present a fully formed job post. They view control over presentation as
amethod of adequately describing their job to the public and screening in individuals who are
qualified for their jobs. As one employer noted, “The more we put in that is very specific, the less
likely we are to getthe wrong people applying.”

Matching

Only a small number of employers who were part of the focus groups had heard of the matching
feature or had attempted to use it. Many learned about this resource for the first time in the focus
groups.

Overall, employers who were aware of the matching feature found it cumbersome and ineffective.
Common complaints included:

e the website does not allow you to sort or determine any viewing order for matches (i.e.
ranking order, veteran status, etc.);

e many matches are with job seekers who are already working or not seeking employment;
the matching feature does not appropriately match candidates so employer must sort
through alarge quantity of resumes from generally unqualified job seekers to find even a
small pool of candidates with the skills, education or experience required for the job; this
was not as much of a problem for highly skilled positions as the applicant pool decreases as
the specificity of education, experience and skills required increases, creating a more
manageable pool of candidates to review.
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e O*net codes are suspected as being a main culprit to the lack of quality matching as these
are often confusing, limited and missing for some industries;

There was also a great deal of confusion regarding what factors are considered in creating the
matches. Most employers assumed that it is somehow related to work experience, education and
the skills list. However, matches based on these factorsare only as good as the matching system.
There is a belief that part of the problem in getting appropriate matches is due to forced categories
and poor matching of O*net codes. The LEX is described as being too ‘literal’ with its filtering.
Meaning, when you tell the system to only provide people with a minimal level of experience (i.e.a
RN with a Bachelor’s degree) it will also filter out any candidate qualified beyond the filter (i.e. RN
with Master’s degree). “Sometimesyou throw the baby out with the bathwater - if the applicant
hasn’tkeyed their qualifications in exactly rightthey don’tget through the screen.”

Employers expressed a variety of views about the most important characteristics that should be
used for matching. As on person noted, “Experience is what 1 want, specificity of qualifications. |
prefer experience, butyou take education if the experience isn’t there and hopeyou can train them,
longevity and tenure in positions can tell you a lot as well - it gives you an idea about the employee.”

Skills checklists that job seekers use are described by employers as ‘vague’ and there exists a
general belief that job seekers do not use them correctly. Screening creates frustration for
employers when candidates are identified as matches due to checking off skills on the LEX profile,
but do not have experiences listed on their resume to support those skills. Employer comments
included:

e “Thematching doesn’tworkwell because the job seeker is saying thatthey have skills, but
their resume does notreflect this. These applications are useless to me.”

e “Ipokedinto this (matching) a couple of times and I didn’tsee a lot that got me really excited.
I think it goes back to the buckets - the categories are eithertoo broad ortoo narrow. Either |
get 50 and the first 10 areirrelevantand I just gave up or there would be none.”

e “Sometimes education and/or experience does not make the best candidate - we still want
the ability to make choicesfor ourselves. They may have qualifications on paper, but that
doesn’t mean they can do the job.”

Technology and internet-based companies commented that the programming languages and skills
currently used in their businesses are not represented anywhere on the list. This means searching

for job seekers using the matching feature, especially with an inability to search uploaded resumes,
will not identify candidates in industries requiring specific skills not listed on the checklist.

Beyond the listing of experience, education and skills, employers were most interested in finding
job seekers who “wantto work!” As one employer said, “Matching is helpful - but I stillwant
someone who wants to work here. I stillwant them to seek us out a bit.” This means a job seeker
seeing the job posting, followingthrough on application instructions and making contact with the
employer. This is all part of the screening process for employers. This attitude was particularly
strong when attempting to fill lower pay positions requiring less skill. For these positions, even
employers who know about the matching feature do not actively use it. Nor are employers spending
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time filtering through auto-generated resumes or emails to notify them of potential matches. For
these positions it was commonly stated that it is the job seeker who should be contacting them
when interested in being considered fora position. Employers expect these job seekers to submit
an application and resume, and following through with the application directions. Other employers
agreed when one person said, “I don’tuse the matching on DWS - it is a waste of time. I will postit
and if people come to me and are interested that is when I will look at their qualifications.”

Comparing LEX to Other Online Job Boards

In addition to posting on the state LEX, nearly all employers continue to use a wide range of other
methods to locate potential employees. These methods included: career fairs, online job boards,
colleges, LinkedIn, networking (word of mouth), Veteran’s programs, Vocational Rehabilitation,
Facebook/Social Media, temp/staffing agencies, radio, flyers, community events, newspapers,
industry specific announcements (e.g. Chronicle of Higher Ed) and E-mail blasts. The most often
mentioned non-LEX recruitment method was online job boards. Interestingly, most employers in
Montana who utilize Job Service workers to post positions on jobs.mt.gov, self-post job
announcements on multiple other online job boards.

Employerfocus group participants described a variety of thought processes that they go through
when deciding the best venue or venues for posting jobs. One of the primary factors considered by
employers when deciding where to post particular jobs relates to the skill level required for each
position. Typically, as the skill level /experience needed for a position increases, the less likely
employers are to post on the state’s LEX and the more likely they are to post on a fee based website.
This is especially true when trying to cast the net beyond the state. Generally, employers believed
that applicants needed to fill high level, specialized positions are not found on a state LEX thus they
must use different, and sometimes more expensive, methods. For higher skilled positions
employers generally invest more time in actively recruiting and are willing to pay fees to utilize
other methods. As one participant noted, “Higher level positions we are required to poston DWS so
Veterans and diversity hires have access to them. Thatis the only reason I use DWSwhen posting
higher levels positions.” Another person said, “After six months ofusing the system daily I know what
categories to postmy jobsin now if Iwant a lot of applicants, butif they are specialized (positionsI am
trying to fill) I don’teven dare do it (poston DWS) because I won’tget anything and it is just a waste
of my time.”

As withmany facets of business, costis alwaysa concern. One employer noted, “I use Job Service
exclusively forthe first two weeks of a job posting (due to expense) butl notice a lot of search engines
will pick up the Job Servicejobs (Indeed, SimplyHired)sol don’t need to post elsewhere. I have a hard
time spending money when I don’t have to.” Time can also be a consideration, “When I'm desperate, if
I havea class and we have a shorttime frame, [ will throw it out on DWS for the mass (amount of)
resumes we will receive, but we are pretty picky.”

Rural employers have had more difficulty finding qualified applicants for a wide variety of

positions. This was attributed to geography and having a limited pool of applicants with certain
skill sets in rural areas. One participant noted, “We postprofessional jobs on Careerbuilder etc.
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because those accounts will access other parts of the country and bring the people we need to us. We
are losing a lot of talentin our area- they are going to college and not returning to our city.”

Rural employers cast a wide net when attempting to access applicants across their state and in
different states. They also use more traditional search methods such as newspapers and internship
programs, to draw qualified applicants to their geographic area. As one employer said, “Wedo a lot
of hiring for labor positions in rural areas - those positions are notlooking at Careerbuilder so you hit
the local newspaper and go locally to Job Service in those areas. Higher end positions, Careerbuilder or
Indeed is probably going to reach more of those people with that.”

In addition to online postings, rural employers emphasized the importance of networking or ‘word
of mouth’referrals for hiring. They felt this was essential to hiring qualified applicants and despite
any other method of connection used, was highly reliable in ensuring they hired the ‘right’
candidate. In Montana, Job Service was often identified as the most effective method in recruiting
job seekers because they “know whatis going on” with people and employers and can match people
up in our own geographic area.

As noted above, 36% of Montana employers and 46% of Utah employers completing the online
survey did not feel the state LEX was as good as other online job boards. Findings were similar
among employer focus group participants. Employer experiences with other online job boards
provided important insights into how each state LEX can be supported and improved to encourage
greater use. The strengths and limitations of the state LEX sites relative to other online job boards
are described below. (See Table 15)

Strengths

1) Receiving emails about potential matches was appreciated. However, some employers who
receive a high volume of potential matches or applicants feel overwhelmed when emails arrive for
each individual candidate. [t was suggested that this feature would be better if the information
arrived as a daily (weekly?) digest.

2) The LEX s specific to Utah/Montana and therefore employers know they are searching for
applicants close to home. As online job boards reach a national audience it can be more difficultto
access local candidates only, or have only local candidates apply.

3) The state LEX s free! As previously mentioned, employers are willing to pay the cost associated
with using other online job boards to search for hard to find job seekers. However, especially with
smaller companies or government based employers, having a no-costoption is important to their
bottom line.

4) While it is described as both a blessing and a curse, having a high volume of applicants in
response to job postings is a benefit of the LEX. While quality is sometimes questioned, volume is
not something that alwaysoccurs when using other online job boards. “I receive a higher volume of
applicants from the LEX, but not necessarily higher quality.”
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5) The LEX does not require or force employers to fill out each field in the job posting, making it
easier to post some types of positions as one can use a general description to get the job posted.

Table 15: State LEX Websites Compared to Other Online Job Boards

Strengths of LEX as compared to other job search websites

e Email notifications

e The site is state specific

e Free to the public

e High volume of applications

e Flexibility foremployers in how much information is provided in a job posting

Limitations of LEX as compared to other job search websites

e Limited formatting options/design options

e Limited space for specificity in job postings

e Difficulty with O*net codes

e High volume of applications does not equate to high quality applications
e Filtering/Screening/Matching are poor

e Functionality of reviewing matches; scrolling is tedious

e Other sites will push job postings to other sites; increasing the impact without
increasing employer’s efforts

e Poorcontactinformation forjob seekers

e Outdated and/or poorly written resumes

e Perceptions of job seekers: U], entry level, less willing to move for work

Limitations

1) Employers want more high quality design and formatting options. This includes the ability to
create paragraphs, italicize, underline, create bolding, personalize with logos, provide links to
information and be unlimited in the length of their post. Essentially, to allow their job descriptions
to have the proper detail and appearance it requires. The ability to do this on other websites is
correlated with those websites having a more overall professional appearance. When the design is
poor, the job posting does not adequately represent the company or the type of job seeker they are
hoping to find.

2) The LEXlimits employers in listing specific skills needed. The ability to use unlimited keyword
searches and have it produce relevant results is more effective on other sites. Careerbuilder search
options were praised for their ability to reverse search, search by specific skills and search
uploaded resumes created by the job seeker. “Ifyou arelooking for a CNC machinistthat hasa G
code and a lot of skills - there is only so much space to describe that. You are limited.”
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3) Choosing an O*Net is described as the most difficultaspect of the posting process on the LEX.
Being limited to one category whichis not defined or described on the site, one has to do a ‘best
guess’ as to which category to list the job. On other online job sites the job title is allowed to speak
for itself, eliminating the need for employers to face this frustration.

4) Filtering through applicants is easier on other online job boards. On the LEX a lot of information
is required (registration) to access job seeker information.

5) On the LEX, employers expressed a dislike of how the scrolling feature works when looking at
applicants. Youhave to click through each applicant, scroll through the page and then scroll to the
top of the page to move to the next seeker. “Literally  was dizzy after 10 minutes of looking atthem.”

6) Other websites, such as RockyMountain] obs.com, allow you to post the job once and it is pushed
out to multiple other sites. It is seen as a good investment on employer’s time because they cast a
wide net without the extra time it takes to post the job individually on each site.

7) Other job boards are described as more intuitive - meaning that the website guides the employer
(and job seeker) through the process of posting and searching.

8) Other websites have useful data portals that allow employers to see what other employers offer
in terms of salary, how many other similar job openings are currently listed on the sites, etc. They
receive real time information on their job postings in relation to other similar posts.

9) Other sites, such as Careerbuilder, have a renewal button on job postings. This allowsjobs to be
thrust back to the top of the list, without an employer closing and re-opening a position due toa
concern that it is not visible to job seekers.

10) As previously discussed, on the LEX filtering does not work adequately. “A lot of times on
Workforce I will say ‘they need three years of welding’, they have three months and they still appear in
my search. Careerbuilder has a lot more effective filter and I geta lot more of whatI am looking for.”

Social Media

Most employers recognized that technology and social media do, whether they like it or not, impact
recruiting and hiring practices in the 21st century. Focus group participants talked about their
views on this growing component of employee recruitment. The responses ranged from an
awareness of how powerful the internet and social media can be as an effecttool, “I think that it gets
the word outa lot faster that we are looking for someone - we can post a job and have someone
coming to apply within a halfhour” to feeling overwhelmed, “I want the candidates to be found in one
centralized location. I don’twhat to have to go to severalsitesto find them.”

Currently, many employers are aware of and are using some forms of social media (Facebook,
LinkedIn, Twitter, etc.), but there is wide variation in the type and frequency of use. Information
does travel quickly viasocial media and both company accounts and personal networks can be used
to announce jobs or provide company information to job seekers. (As noted earlier, employers

52



would like to be able to link company websites and social media sites to job postings.) However,
social media was primarily viewed as a method of advertising, networking or socializing, not
necessarily as an active recruitment method. There were basically two lines of discussion regarding
the use social media, one focused on the initial recruitment of job seekers and the second focused
on the “vetting” of job seekers identified as potential hires.

Recruiting Job Applicants Using Social Media: Accessing social media as a recruitment toolis a
new conceptto most employers. In general, there was concern that using social media will create a
high volume of applicants and cause hiring personnel to be overwhelmed. Some organizations and
types of employers (such as government and universities) have policies regarding when a job
seeker becomes a potential applicant and therefore when their tracking process begins. This
creates more work for human resource personnel and leads to concerns regarding legal
ramifications of using social media to recruit.

Ofthose who do access social media, LinkedIn is viewed as the most effective and professional
social media service for recruitment. However, employers identify LinkedIn as catering to more
professional or educated job seekers and would not be a site one would use to fill production or
labor positions.

Employers who represented national corporations expressed concern that social media may be an
ineffective method for them to use, as they are oftenrecruiting for positions that would only be
filled via the local job pool. Therefore, posting positions on their national sites would not reach
their intended audience.

In both Utah and Montana, employers suggested that their states in general lag behind others in the
use of technology. Social media was described as a ‘metropolitan’ tool that may not workas well in
rural areas. In particular, employers in rural Montana suggested the infrastructure required to use
social media is absent as it is perceived that many people still rely on Job Service or public libraries
to access the internet.

A few employers recognized that NOT using social media may limit access to younger workers and
are concerned about a cultural divide due to technology. They are acquainted with descriptions of
the “millennial generation” and believe these younger job seekers are technology savvy and looking
for work via multiple web based/social media methods. Some employers have concerns that this
impacts the younger job seeker’s ability to use the traditional ‘resume/application’ process to
search for jobs, as well as the employer’s ability to access these applicants using traditional
searching and matching methods.

Some employers seeking to expand their pool of resumes from younger job seekers are using
alternate methods such as universities, internships, LinkedIn and other social media. One employer
stated he was currently invested in a heavy social media campaign to recruit younger workers
because he believes that is where they are looking for jobs. “They are on their phone - they go
straightto their phone. Ifwe had the technology it would be nice if they got a text that said, ‘Hey, new
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job, go to this website’.
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Vetting Potential Hires: Some employers eagerly shared how they have used social media to view
potential employees to see if their personal appearance or online presence is a good match with
their company’s purpose or population. However, it was more common for employers to express
concerns about the legal ramifications of using social media to preview a potential job applicant.
Some companies have strict policies against it and others are hesitant to use social media for fear of
being accused of discriminatory hiring practices because of potential visibility of protected class
information such as age, gender, race/ethnicity, etc. Any system which “required” the employer to
access social media to view a job seeker would not be used.

Overall, it appears that social media, while widely recognized as a growing tool - and one that is not
going away - is still in its infancy in terms of employee recruitment among Utah and Montana
employers. While professional sites, like LinkedIn, are generally seen as employment focused, they
are not widely used by employers to recruit or hire job seekers. When asked if DWS or Job Service
should invest time into cultivating these tools for employers and job seekers, it was suggested that
teaching employers and job seekers how to use these sites would be the most effective integration
of these technologies into the current services offered by these agencies.

Improving the LEX

While employers reported overall satisfaction with the website, they also had suggestions for ways
to improve the current LEX. These ideas are meant to increase both the frequency and the
effectiveness of site visits. Many of the issues have already been identified by DWS and Montana Job
Services, however, this information is useful to highlight the impact of the problems on users. The
six general categories of concerns are explained here with specific examples of listed in Table 16.

1) Online Access to Information: Employerswould like to access information online that benefits
their employees. This online information could include: access to job seeker reports regarding their
training and assessment results, lists of classes (suchas typing, etc.) that could be downloaded to
display and even an online calendar of events. As one employer noted, “As an example, they held a
free training that all my employees needed atthe local DWS, but I didn’t know aboutit and sent my
employees to a different state and paid $110 each for 25 people to gettrained. They only had three
peopleshow up in the office for the training. I had no idea, if [ had been aware of it  would have filled
the class.”

The market information and economic data needs to be presented differently. This information
should be area driven, so that it represents the economies in different parts of the states. For
example, the wage information for similar positions may be different in Glendive and Billings.

There were a few suggestions forinformation that would be valuable to employers, but is not
currently on the website. These suggestions included: bonding information for felons,
announcements of special job fairs (e.g. STEM company layoffs), information that employers could
provide to workers who are being terminated or struggling with issues that impact their work (e.g.
SNAP, SSI, Voc Rehab, child care, etc.), community calendar of events and program information (e.g.
Bridges, WIA).
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Employers understand there is no perfect form of communicating this information and there is a
fine line between over and under communicating. Most, however, agreed that either an email
notification and/or an easy way to quickly view the information online would allow them to stay up
to date on information and not be bogged down with multiple pages of reading. Employersalso
suggested a Twitter feed or blog would be a resource they would access to receive up to date
information.

2) Simplify Registration: Employersare concerned that the registration process, for both employers
and job seekers, is too labor intensive and dissuades job seekers from accessing the system. They
are also concerned that the amount of information collected is unnecessary. For example, an
employer for the federal government was surprised that a job seeker’s entire SSN was required for
registration - as the federal government only requires the last four numbers and birthdate for
identity verification. Utah Futures was used as an example of a simplified system - they require
very little information for a person to browse the website.

3) Improved Search Function: As previously mentioned, employers would like for the LEX to be
easier to search. Multiple times the Google search engine (keyword searching with relevance
ranking) was referenced as the desired type of search mechanism. Employers also mentioned other
agencies (LDS Employment Services) that has a keyword search that allowsemployers to search
resumes. For employers, having a usable search engine to search an applicant’s resume is viewed as
a tool that will decrease the time they need to spend searching for candidates on the LEX.

4) Resume Builder: Employers wantjob seekers to have the ability to create and personalize
targeted resumes for their advertised positions. The current resume builder was described as
“generic” and the resumes that are received from the site were critiqued as being poorly written
(grammar, spelling) and incomplete. Few employers were aware that the auto-generated resumes
from the LEX were not being created by job seekers for their specific job postings.

5) Usability: Usability covers a wide range of desired features that all center on making the website
more functional. Most of the usability functionswere basic and are listed in Table 16. It is believed
that adding these features would increase the job seeker pool and would drive job seeker and
employer traffic to the site. The problems encountered with usability tend to be small yet irritating
enough to dissuade employers from returning. For example:

“Ilogged in, butit wouldn’tgive me the option to go in and posta job. I had posted about 50
jobs before, but I couldn’t get in that day.
e “Whatdoesit meanwhen I turn screening on?

e “lhaveto relearnwhen Igo in. Thereisnot a lot of information or drop downs thatgive you
directions.”
e “Theyneed to make the website more user friendly to search resumes and applicants.”
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Table 16: Suggested LEX Features or Changes

Online Access
to Information

1) Lists of classes and trainings

2) Ability to download announcements in pdf

3) Results of assessments and trainings

4) Online workshops

5) Training on how to writea good job post (specifically Montana)

Simplification

1) Job seeker registration
2) Employerregistration
3) Eliminate use of full SSN

Search
Function

1) Google like search - search resumes for keywords
2) Relevance ranking on searches

Resumes

1) Allow individuals to upload personal resumes
2) Include spell/grammar check functions
3) Allow warehousing of resumes, references, etc. forjob seekers

Usability

1) Spell check

2) Employerview job posting online/final format

3) Cloning available on open orders

4) Copy and paste into job order

5) Generate email responses to job seekers inside the LEX so employers
can send mass emails and/or communicate inside the online system

6) Allow the LEX to warehouse job seeker information so inactive
seekers can still receive notifications of jobs they may like

7) Job orders pushed to external websites (even with a small fee)

8) Scrape joborders to jobs.utah.gov and jobs.mt.gov

9) Providethe date resumes were created by job seeker

10) DWS or Job Service staff available to answer LEX questions

11) Renewal button to refresh job postings to the top of the list

12) Lexicon and hover text that would make sure employers and job
seekers are using terminology the same way

13) Map of the state - on the website - so job seekers could search by
clickingon the city /region they are searching

14) Ability for employers to post positions in multiple cities

15) Links to colleges and Vocational Rehabilitation - for posting purposes

16) Link to local Chamber of Commerce or city website to provide
information for out of city /state job seekers

17) Ability to link social media accounts inside job postings

Matching

1) Employer controlled sorting of job seeker matches

2) Employer controlled ranking by job order such as ability to self-rank
skills, education and experience in a desired order for each position

3) Eliminate O*net codes

4) Improve screening / filtering tools
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In Montana is was suggested that as the state moves to a more ‘self-serve’ culture for employers
many who are newly acquainting themselves with the system will produce an initial uptick of
questions and frustrations. Posting on an online job board will not be new to them as these
employers are already posting in multiple places, but they may have difficulties or frustration while
learning a new system and with adding one more job board to their list of posting duties.

Proper training to use the website was also important to employers. While there is variance in the
time they are willing to invest in learning how to use the website, employers state if they had a
better understanding on how to use jobs.utah.gov / jobs.mt.gov as a recruitment tool they would
use it more and with less trepidation. It was acknowledged that various learning styles would
emphasize a need forboth online self-directed trainings and in-person trainings conducted by
agency employees.

6) Matching: See discussion in section above.
Employer Feedback - Conclusion

The results presented here show that employers are both generally satisfied with the state LEX
sites and that they have many suggestions from which decisions regarding future changes to the
LEXin Utah and Montana can be made. While the content of the changes is being decided it will also
be important that attention be given to the process of implementing these changes. Beyond all the
“fine tuning” employers requested, there was also a clear theme regarding the need forbetter
employer education about the site (including the upgraded features) and attention to marketing
and image management of the site and the agencies in general.

Employer Education: Thelevel of employer knowledge of services available on the state LEX varies
widely.In one 10 person focus group in Utah, participants were asked about using the matching
feature that would pull up qualified applicants immediately. Not one of the ten employers knew
that they could access matches online. They didn’t know how screening features worked to limit
who could view their job postings and eagerly asked questions regarding how the system worked.
Every person pulled out a pen and took notes so they could research it after the focus group. This
was an extreme, but in every group across both states there were employers who were unaware of
these features, some because they use flat file or mediated services, as well as many who did not
have any experience using the LEX other than going through the process of posting a job.

On the other hand, there are employers who are willing to do the work but do not find their
investments of time and energy posting on the state LEX productive. Some are now leery about
investing too much time using the matching feature and then sifting and reviewing inappropriate
referrals. These employers did not experience an adequate return on their time investment. Such
past experiences have created distrust that the online job board will provide the types of job
seekers they are looking for, with the right types of experience. For those who have used these
features and have been dissatisfied with the results, it is unknown whether they had adequate
information on how to use the tools to create their desired outcomes. The multiple concerns and
negative experiences with matching tools may be due to the tools being poorly designed; however
there is also an element of education that seems to be missing for employers as to how they can
successfully use the tools that are already available.
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Moving forward, it is imperative that DWS and Montana Job Service invest heavily in trainings and
tools to bring employers up-to-date on features newly introduced to the system as well as provide
basic information regarding current functionality and services available on the website. For
employers who are unaware of what is available on the current system, any exposure to the tools
may increase satisfaction and the likelihood that the employer will give the system another chance.

Managing the Image: In both Utah and Montana, employers indicated that one of the biggest
challenges for DWSand Montana Job Service is managing their image. Employers who use the
system expressed frustration with the stigma attached to the LEX. Historically, in both states, DWS
and Job Service have been linked and interacted with Ul in different roles. While their current role
with Ul s to provide a forum for unemployed job seekers to look for work, the frustrations and
stigma attached to Ul continues to plague their image in the community.

To counteractthe negative image, employers expressed a desire to have a DWSand Job Service
employee more involvedin the employer community. This was seen as both a resource to
employers and as a way of “marketing” the services available through employer focused networking
and community organizations (e.g. Lyons, Kiwanis, BEAR, Chamber of Commerce, JSEC). The
employers who were present for this round of focus groups are already engaged with DWS or Job
Service on some level and therefore have some connection to these agencies that prompts future
engagement with services. Their perspective is that DWSand Job Service have difficulty with their
reputations among other employers due to their low visibility in the community. Although DWS and
Job Service have policies prohibiting them from competing with private industry, they could still
engage more with the community, providing education about available services. This in turn could
lead to employers finding more highly qualified job seekers in the state LEX.

While employers have had experiences with job seekers that support the perceptions or
stereotypes they hold, they also strongly believe there is an image issue that prohibits other
employers from using the site AND discourages job seekers fromlooking on the site. Repeatedly,
employers expressed that DWSand Job Service need to do outreach, promotion and marketing to
shift the misperceptions about their agencies so that the volume of employers and job seekers
increase - which benefits all industries using DWS or Montana Job Service as a recruitment tool.

MontanaFrontLine Staff Focus Groups

The original evaluation design did not include focus groups with frontline staff in Montana;
however, once the employer and job seeker focus groups concluded at each of the four Montana
sites, Job Service staff were anxious to infuse their perspectives into the process. As with the other
focusgroups, these sessions provided unique insights into the experiences of those tasked with
assisting employers and job seekers in coming together on the Montana Job Service LEX.

Overall, the input provided by the Montana Job Service workers was similar to what has been
learned from other sources. Common frustrations with the LEX include:
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e Lackof functionality and options around job seeker registration and resume information
collection, formatting and sharing

e Usability issues for both employers and job seekers; providing helps just so that people can
access and use the system

e Community perceptions that they are still “the Ul office” only serving blue collar low-wage
workers with entry level jobs

e Few employers who know about, let alone use the matching system

e Frustration with O*net codes and all the issues associated with use of this system

There were some unique issues and suggestions that came from these sessions. While not
representative of all workers, these comments often link to other ideas lending more evidence to
support broader areas for change.

Job Service workers were especially concerned that job seekers are not fully aware of how they are
being presented to employers. As one person said, “The resume thatis generated itis the opposite of
whatwe encourage people to do. It is nota good looking resume.” Job seekers are unaware that this is
what employers see. However, as one worker said, “It [the system] doesn’t tellthem what the benefit
is of entering information completely. They don’t know the repercussions of doing it poorly. In Ul you
get more information on why you do things - that may be helpful to job seekers to know why they are
being asked. They need to know whatthe end result is with their effort.” This and other comments
suggested that job seekers (and employers) would benefit from additional help text, to give
definitions of terms and the purpose as well as use of questions and answers. It could be hidden,
only appearing if needed, but it would help people better understand the process and how it works.

In two of the offices, workers spoke of encouraging job seekers to use Indeed as a more user
friendly site for job searching. As one worker noted, “Pointing them towards other online sites is an
option - their search engines sometimes are easier. Ifl am with someone on the phone and they are
struggling and the directions for the site are difficult I will sometimes tellthem to go to Indeed because
ouropenings are on Indeed.” Another worker froma different office said, “When I click on a job on
Indeed I getto see the whole thing; there is no matching or filtering going on. They don’ttell me whatI
lack in orderto apply. There are limitations around that. As a job seeker I think that is where they get
frustrated; being suppressed or being told I cannot apply.”

Some Job Service workers expressed concernregarding employers taking more responsibility for
posting their ownjobs. One concernfocused on employers producing low quality or potentially
illegal job postings due to alack of understanding of how it looks to job seekers. One person
suggested, “Isthere a possibility for the employer, when uploading a job order, to click on a preview of
whatthe job seeker will see when they look at the job order. Thatwould be a good method ofthem
checking what they have entered and editing as needed.” Another worker asked, “Montana has unique
employmentlaws. Is there some way to build in those laws to the self-service system?”

Workers were aware that they have more functionality than employers when posting a job. This

functionality is viewed as critical to creating successful matches. Examples of comments reflecting
this idea include:
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“Iexplain to new employers thatif they enter the job order on their own they can pull their
matches and contact potential employees. IfI do it on my own I am going to send an email to
any job seeker that fits the category. So employers want me to do it. I think employers need
both options; the email to the right candidates and their ability to pull resume matches
themselves.”

“On Job Service side we have the option of checking a box and sending a notification outto a
potential job seeker. For an employerthey have bare bones - they postthe job and hope for the
best. Thereis notan easy way for them to reach outto applicants.”

These questions and concerns were not focused on keeping job posting activities within the role of
the job service worker, but with helping employers who do it themselves to be successful.

Clearly, a portion of the concernregarding employer self-posting was workers losing a part of their
own job identity as a Job Service worker. In this and other ways, it seems that perhaps some Job
Service workers are unsure of their job duties and what “counts” as approved activities within their
scope of work. One worker captured the concern well in saying:

“Iam happy with what we have done to provide information to employers butl am not happy
with ourlack of marketing. The only option we have our Chamber meetings and downtown
meetings and [ get bombarded with lots of questions aboutlabor marketissues. Thattype of
networking is valuable and we should encourage that type of networking and we should be
able to account for that time as Job Service employers. There has to be time to account for the
time we spent nurturing relationships and building relationships with employers. Sometimes
you are interacting with them several times per week answering questions, butwe don’tgetto
account for that time.”

This lack of clarity in job roles or willingness to accept new jobroles has the potential to undermine
several aspects of the LEX project.

Job Service frontline workers are significant implementers of many aspects of the GenLEX project.
Their ownership of and belief in the components being implemented are important to the overall
success of the project. Involvingthese workers in the process (i.e. helping them understand the
benefits of the LEX over sending job seekers to Indeed.com) will improve overall usage of the
system, benefiting job seekers, employers and hopefully increasing the job satisfaction of Montana
Job Service employees.
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DWS Frontline Worker Online Surveys
DWS Workforce DevelopmentSpecialistInput

Introduction: Al DWS Workforce Development Specialists (WDS) were invited to participate in a
short, online survey to gather their opinions about the functioning of the jobs.utah.gov website and
the effectiveness of the website in serving the employer customers of DWS. The survey was
available to all participants overa 2 % week period in October 2013.

0f 18 WDSworkers who were invited to participate, 17 individuals responded. All service areas
were represented in the results. While respondents averaged nearly 13 years of employment with
DWS (range: less than one year to 21 years), they only averaged a little over 3 years (range: 1
month to 13 years) as a WDS worker.

Findings: The 17 WDS participants provided a wide range of ideas and perspectives in their
responses. Quantitative results of this survey are presented in Table 17. All responses to the open-
ended questions are summarized here while specific responses are found at the end of this report.

Respondents were first asked whether or not employers find it easy to post jobs on jobs.utah.gov. A
majority (52.9%) reported that employers do not find this process easy. When asked what makes
posting difficult, the most common responses were not surprising: cumbersome registration,
problems with log-in, and the proper selection of O’'NET codes. In general, it is easier for employers
who post on a regular basis as they learn the steps. Because the process is not very intuitive it is
more difficult for those who do not post regularly and must try to remember overtime. While these
challenges are common to many, some issues are greater for specific types of employers.

Employers who are part of a larger corporation sometimes struggle to know the Federal Employer
Identification Number (FEIN) and Utah Identification Number (UIID) they must use to register on
the site. There is a process for getting a pass phrase but it is a mediated service that employers
often don’t know exists. The WDS cannot assist the employer when they are not in the office. This
slows down the employer if they have to wait. There are also issues for employers when multiple
people access the website or when attempting to register as an employer but is already in the
system as a job seeker as the system will not allow them to use the same email.

WDS workersare being asked to train employers, whenever possible and appropriate, to enter
their ownjob orders, reducing the number of mediated job orders. [t was noted that any effortto
move toward encouraging employers to self-post should include readily available “helps” on the
specific web pages used for posting jobs. Only about one-third of the workers felt they could always
help an employer solve a problem regarding the website, even with Statewide Employment
Services team (SET) assistance. This means that sometimes employers just have to “live with the
problem.” Suggestions for ways to improve the employer experience include:

e Have the SET teams’ phone number clearly listed so an employer can call with questions.
e Design a way for the WDS worker to see what the employer sees so as to walk them through
more easily when the employer calls the WDS worker for help.

61



Table 17: WDS Input on Experience With Employers

N=17
Do most employers youwork with find it easy to post jobs on jobs.utah.gov?
Yes | 8(47.1%)
No| 9(52.9%)
Are employers influenced, either for or against a job seeker, by the resumes they
access online as generated from job seeker information inputted on jobs.utah.gov?
Yes| 13(76.5%)
No 1(5.9%)
Don’tknow | 3 (17.6%)
Do most employers experience jobs.utah.gov as better, the same, or worse
than other sites for posting jobs?
Better than | 2 (11.8%)
Thesame as | 7 (41.2%)
Worsethan | 7 (41.2%)
Do most (or many) employers who post jobs on jobs.utah.gov (notflat file jobs)
use the job matching feature to identify qualified job seekers? Yes 3(17.6%)
No | 11 (64.7%)
Don’tknow | 3 (17.6%)
When an employer calls you with a problem such as sign-in issues, website
confusion, etc. how often are you able to help the employer solve the problem (either
yourself or using resources for example from the SET team) Always | 6(35.3%)
Usually | 8(47.1%)
Sometimes | 3 (17.6%)
Rarely -0-
Never -0-
In general, how do you think most employers perceive job seekers registered on
jobs.utah.gov? (Mark all that apply)
A pool of candidates appropriate fora wide range of positions 5(29.4%)
People on unemployment | 16 (94.1%)
Welfare recipients | 11 (64.7%)
Lowerskilled workers | 14 (82.4%)
Individuals new to the workforce | 4 (23.5%)
Other | 3(17.6%)
Do most employers believe they can access job seekers with a wide range of
skills and abilities on jobs.utah.gov Yes 2 (11.8%)
No | 12(70.6%)
Don’t Know | 3 (17.6%)
What methods do you use to engage with employers and educate them about
jobs.utah.gov? Email blasts 8 (47.1%)
Community events (job fairs, etc.) 17 (100%)
Attend community business events (Chamber meetings, etc.) [ 16 (94.1%)
Call/Walk-In | 16 (94.1%)
Other | 5(29.4%)
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e Providea videolink on the employer page that gives a step-by-step tutorial on how to
register, log-in, post jobs, search job seekers, find matches and close a position. Employers
think it is harder than it is; this will help reduce their fears.

e Enhance features for spell and grammar check for both employers and job seekers, both
sides need help with this.

e Send the appropriate WDSworker a task when a new employer posts a job so a site visit can
be done and DWSservices offered. DWS can be more pro-activein offering assistance.

Respondents were asked why they felt employers choose not to post on the state LEX. Comments
were divided into two primary themes, 1) problems with the posting process and website in
general and 2) a negative view of the applicant pool available on the state LEX. The issues noted
above regarding problems posting jobs were certainly key, however, there are also employers who
have never tried and are intimidated by the online process in general. Employersknow that there
are many options available for posting jobs and most WDSworkers (82.4%) believe employers
experience the DWS site as “the same as” or “worse than” other job posting websites.

WDS workersalso felt that employer perceptions of the applicant pool on jobs.utah.gov contribute
to low usage rates of the site. WDS workers summarized the general employer perception of DWS
job seekers as people on unemployment (94.1%), doing the minimum to keep their benefit. There is
also a perception that the DWS pool is limited to low-skilled workers (82.4%). WDS workers do not
feel the system does a good job of making the job order available to only qualified candidates and
employers must sort through too many to find the right person. However, less than 20% of WDS
workers believe that employers use the job matching feature of the system. From their
experiences, most employers believe that “job seekers should come to me to seek the job I have
posted; it tells me they have initiative and really want the job.” With that mindset, matching is clearly
not a concern.

According to the WDS workers, employer perceptions of applicants are influenced by the resumes
produced by the system. There was general agreement that the resumes produced from the
registration process are lacking. Part of it is due to the system but it is also because many job
seekers do not understand the connection between the registration and the resume. Most WDS
workers (87.5%) have also worked with job seekers. As one worker noted, “It really comes down to
job seekers understanding whatthe registration information they submit does and seeing the value in
taking time the first time to make their resume looknice and complete.” When this fact is not known
or attention paid then as another WDSworker said, “ have had some employers tell me they
immediately throw them in the garbage because applicants don'thave enough initiative to take the
time to create a professional resume.” This is clearly not the goal.

Overall: In general, employers are viewed as having a neutral to negative view of the site. Whether
or not the view is positive or negative, it is often a very limited view of DWS offerings and job
seeker base. There is a need to market the changes (that is “educate” employers) and encourage
people to “give us another chance.” Employers need to experience the value in taking time to post
with us, this may include providing regular updates regarding the ACTIVE job seekers listed on the
site, their skills, and education levels.
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WDS workers, in general, want to be able to better serve employers and are seeking the tools to do
so. Something as simple as more clearly identifying which WDS worker covers each geographic
area of the state. With the proper tools, a good system and resources for educating employers
about the benefits of the system, WDS workers would be better equipped to accomplish their goal
of providing quality customer service to the employers whom they serve.

DWS Connection Team Survey

Introduction: Connection Teams work directly with customers as they seek employment and
navigate many parts of the jobs.utah.gov website. They have a wealth of experience that provides
rich detail about the usability of the website and the frustrations they commonly address with job
seekers. This group of workers (N = 150) were asked to provide feedback using an online survey
regarding their perceptions of jobs.utah.gov, the problems job seekers encounter and suggestions
they have for modifying/improving the website so it better serves the population of job seekers
they interact with on a daily basis.

Before presenting feedback from the Connection Teams, it important to remember that these
workers almost exclusively interact with job seekers who come to the Job Connection Room (JCR)
in a DWS office. Currently, little is known about how job seekers in the JCR differ from job seekers
accessing jobs.utah.gov outside DWS. However, data from the baseline period of the online
satisfaction surveys shows that most job seekers using jobs.utah.gov indicate they are comfortable
using computers to job search. It also indicated that approximately three-quarters of respondents
find jobs.utah.gov easy to navigate. Interestingly, many workers emphasized that in their
experience, most jobs seekers are not comfortable or knowledgeable in using the computer to job
search. This is understandable as they are interacting with job seekers in the JCR; people who come
to DWS specifically to job search. Since most job seeker respondents (77%) indicated they
primarily access jobs.utah.gov fromhome, it is understandable that the perspective of Connection
Team primarily reflects the needs of job seekers who access the website from the JCR. This is a
small and unique portion of the job seeker population in Utah and most likely those most in need of
assistance and resources foraccessing and using jobs.utah.gov effectively. Thisis the context from
which data from the Connection Teams will be analyzed.

Findings: The survey was conducted in late October 2013, nearly 5 months after the updates were
made to the website. This provides an important perspective on how some of the new changes are
working for customers. There were 100 Connection Team workerswho responded to the survey, a
66% response rate. At least one person from each

service area participated in the study. The median Figure 38: DWS Website Relative to Other Job
length of time employed by DWS was 7 years while Search Sites

the median length of time in their current position 8%

was 3 years. 4

42%
Connection Team members were asked to give their
perspective on several different questions
regarding the DWS website and job seekers using
the site. As shown in Figure 38, most Connection 33%
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Team members view the DWSwebsite as better than or at least the same as other job search
website. Those who felt the site was “worse than” other sites were asked to identify features to
could be improved or are missing fromjobs.utah.gov. Ideas included:

e Job posting have better information (9) (e.g. Contact information, layout, wages, hours, etc.)
e Directions/help easier to find (4)

e Other sites do not require a profile/sign on (7)

e Searching/matching functionsbetter on other sites (4)

e Job seekers get a better response from employers on other sites (2)

e Job seekers do not have enough room to input all of their information(1)

While the responses to this question spanned several themes - there was an overarching theme of
jobs.utah.gov being more cumbersome than other websites. The time involved, from creating
profiles to applying forjobs, is increased by alack of directions and site usability. Other sites
require less information and job seekers have an easier time locating what they are looking for with
their searches.

The process of registering produced many questions directed towards the Connection Teams.
Respondents were asked to identify the most frequently asked questions. The themes of these
questions/complaints include:

e Usability questions (31) (e.g. Why do I have to sign in? Where do I find xx? Why can’t I add
this information (licensure, skill set) to my profile/resume? How to find links on the
website — and navigate website registration process)

e Email/single sign-on (20) - difficulty remembering login password, difficulty creating
emails to use the site, JCR computers blocking Gmail, Yahoo and Facebook (so job seekers
cannot access to create a method to logon)

e Computer Literacy (14) - job seekers in the JCR struggle with basic computer skills that
prevent them from registering with ease

e Cumbersome (15) - the registration process is time consuming and job seekers “giveup” on
filling out their profiles when it becomes time consuming

Connection Team respondents noted a lack of information available to job seekers, either in the JCR
or on the computer, that explains the purpose of registration and how the information is used.
While they have traditionally spent time with job seekers explaining these processes and the
benefit of doing them well, they stated they have less time to engage with job seekers at this level of
intensity and job seekers express increased frustration as a result.

When asked to identify problems (beyond registration) experienced by job seekers the majority
centered on the site’s usability (28). Usability issues include:

e Inability to find information (e.g. links, information)

e Using search (e.g. knowing how, using correctterms to provide results)

¢ Difficulty understanding site/navigation (e.g. not enough information or do not understand
the directions)
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e Login information and UWORKS information being different - creating issues for user
e Having to use paperless format
e Site appearance (e.g. font size, appearance of buttons, colors, formatting)

Customers also struggle with a lack of computer skills/reading skills (10), knowinghow to update
their profile (5), resume issues (4) (e.g. want to create their own/adjust the auto-generated
version), the job posting being information poor (3), difficulty with matching (2)(e.g. O*net codes
do not produce the jobs they want) and difficulty completing online application (2) (e.g. benefits,
work applications).

When asked whether job seekers had difficulty finding what they need on jobs.utah.gov, 40% did
feel that job seekers in general find it difficult to locate what they needs on the website. Job seekers
struggle to find:

e Appropriate matches - difficulty with o*net codes, profile exclusions
e  Where and how to update their resume/profile

e Searching; ability to search for jobs by company name

e Registration

e Navigating the page to find information

The majority (80%) felt that job seekers using the system are able to find jobs that meet their skills
and abilities. Connection Team workersreported the most common “missing” jobs were in
construction, trucking and many areas of management. Respondents reinforced the same
perception as employers and job seekers, that jobs.utah.gov houses mostly low-income, blue collar
and entry level types of positions and that more skilled job seekers are probably looking elsewhere.
The registration process and how it is linked to the resume has been another area of challenge.
Nearly one-third (32%) of Connection Team respondents did not think that job seekers really know
that the information they enter forthe registration process is used to create the resume that
employers view. When asked to explain this further, Connection Team respondents noted that job
seekers are generally “ok” (29) with employers viewing their resumes online, but also noted that
the resume builder needs more directions (10), improved editing capability (6) (e.g. grammar, spell
check) and desire the ability to upload their own resume (4).

While this question asked about job seekers feelings about employers viewing their resume, the
responses identified frustrations or suggestions for improving the current resume builder and
processes connected to resume builder, such as registration. Connection Team respondents also
reported that most job seekers want employers to view their resume suggesting that job seekers
believe it will help them get in front of employers, improving their chances of connecting with any
employer. However, worker comments also demonstrated some frustrations/stereotypes about job
seekers in the JCR. “The customers know when we tell them...and then when shown what it looks like,
we stress professionalism. However, the majority of the customers don’treally seem to care. .it’s just
the registration.” “Even whenyou explain the value of making it look resume worthy, may people are
just doing it to fulfill the Unemploymentrequirements as quickly as possible. Some customers don’t
seemto care.”
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Connection Team members were also asked if they felt there were common stereotypes or
perceptions in the community of the “type” of job seekers who post their resumes on jobs.utah.gov.
More than one-third (36%) felt there were common perceptions in the community, about one-third
did not feel there were any stereotypes and another third felt they did not know. Those who felt
there were community perceptions or stereotypes were asked to describe these perceptions. The
descriptions were consistently negative and some extremely negative. One comment sums up the

others very well:

“Employers, even under this pooreconomy, generally feel DWS 'customers’reflect the "bottom
rung”on the job seekers ladder of quality for potential employees. Without programs, such as
Back to Work, OJT, Internships, Step Up, etc. as incentives, employers are generally less
enthused abouta job seeker coming from DWS than those coming who have no relationship to
DWS. The ones who feel this way, I believe, come to DWS because they are unable to do things
for themselves, while those who go to them without contacting DWS first do so because they
don'tneed anyone else help them find employment. Employers wantto hire individuals who
can do things on their own, who don 't need their 'hand held' every step along the way.”

Summary: While the questions in the Connection Team Survey covered a variety of issues, the

responses clustered around several themes.

Usability issues

Perceptions of job seekers: a lack of computer skills, disinterest in engagement
Sign-on issues

Registration Issues

e Job postings are information and design poor
e Lackof directions/information forjob seekers to navigate the site

Alist of more specific descriptions of these issues is listed in Table 18 below.

Table 18: Statewide Connection Team Feedback

Usability

Lack of space for job seekers to enter all of their profile information
Searching/matching features are poor quality

Difficulty with O*net codes

Difficulty updating resume/profile

Inability to upload a personal resume

Grammar and spell checkneeded across entire site (e.g. profile, resume builder)
Difficultto locate/understand help features

Navigation issues (e.g. unable to locate links, difficultto find what they need:
“wheredo I click to fill out an application for food stamps?”)

Lack of skills available on skills lists (e.g. certain licensures, skill sets, cannot
individualize - add own)

Site appearance (e.g. font size, appearance of buttons, colors, formatting,
scrolling)
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Sign-On e Requiring sign-on to job search
e Remembering login/passwords

e Difficulty creating email to sign-on (especially inside JCR due to computer
blocks)

Registration ¢ Finding where to register on the site
¢ Filling out the registration completely; time consuming/difficult
e Understanding the purpose/link between registration and the online resume

Information/ e Cannot find information; no search feature to locate info on the website
Directions e Lackof directions in general (e.g. how to fill out registration, how to search,
lexicon to describe terms, help features)

Job Postings e Information poor (e.g. wage information, company name)
e Design poor (e.g. block text, spelling/grammatical errors)
e Industries that do not post jobs on the site

Lack of e Keyboarding issues
computer e Mouse issues
skills e Difficulty followinglinks

o Difficulty filling out online applications
¢ Difficulty creatingan email - especially on JCR computers that sometimes block
their access/ability to create emails

The general perception garnered from the Connection Teams suggests that the site is generally well
functioning and easy to navigate for many people; however, it can be cumbersome and difficult for
those with fewer computer skills. As mentioned above, Connection Team workersinteract
primarily with those walking into the JCR and thus their perspective is influenced by working with
this sub-group of the larger job seeker population. Keeping this perspective in mind, Connection
Team participants provided suggestions on how to improve the site for the job seekers they
encounter. These suggestions included:

e C(Create aless complicated sign-on procedure (e.g. get rid of email, use SSN)

e Making links/information easier to find (e.g. create a a-z listing)

e Easier navigation (e.g. less clicks, terms people understand)

e Improve the visual design (e.g. colors, fonts, etc.)

e Simplify registration

e Simplify paperwork/reporting functions (e.g. in particular Ul, mediated customers)

e Improve search functions - for both matching purposes and locating information on the site

e Add spell check across the site — workers state they correct spelling forjob seekers on their
resumes and so their searches produce results

e Improve employer job postings (e.g. design, information, remove when job is filled/post
expires)

e Improve directions on the site (e.g. pop up boxes) and help features

e Subheadings (e.g. food stamps under temporary assistance) should be in a drop down menu
from the links - hard to see the links due to colorand scrolling

68



As noted above, this survey was conducted 5 months after the first set to changes had been made
to the website. When asked what differences they have noticed in how well job seekers were able to
navigate the jobs.utah.gov website now versus the website as it was before last May, the majority of
Connection Team members stated that job seeker navigation is about the same (35). Some
identified that it was worse (16) than before and a few identified it was better (7). Specifically,
when they identified it as being worse the comments focused on layout issues (e.g. links hard to
find, sign-in being an extra step to job search, difficulty to understand how to “edit” your profile)
and design (e.g. less user friendly, wording being to light, too much white space). While few in
number, other points shared by workers included: 1) a sense that after acculturating to the new
“look” it functions the same 2) computer skills being the main issue and not the site itself and 3) the
new layout of the site makes it easier when coaching, especially over the phone.

PROCESS EVALUATION (UTAH AND MONTANA)

Through the GenLEX initiative, Utah’s DWS seeks to continue its role as an early implementer of
promising ideas to better serve the needs of job seekers and employers. As noted in the DWS grant
proposal, little is known about the experiences of self-service on-line services forjob seekers and
employers. Including a process evaluation in the overall evaluation plan provides a pathway for
gathering the “lessons learned” from the GenLEX Utah and Montana partnership as well as making
the findings available nationwide during and after the project’s implementation. Changes in the
original study design will be referenced and can be viewed in Attachment 7.

Research Questions 5 and 6 reflecttwo questions typically answered by process evaluations
including: “Wasthe intervention implemented as intended to the targeted recipients?” and
“What factors (external or internal) acted to support or frustrate effortsto implement the
study components as intended to the targeted recipients?”

This first process evaluation focuses on the design and development stages of the GenLEX initiative.
This period is critical for laying a strong foundation for successful implementation.

Data Collection: The first stage of the GenLEX process evaluation is based on a variety of data
sources, including:

e the proposal logic model as a guide to key components of the program

e direct communication with key GenLEX initiative designers involvedin the planning and
implementation processes

e direct communication with key stakeholders and personnel involved with grant
implementation including but not limited to implementation staff, job seekers, employers,
agency partners

e evaluation and agency project managers field notes and recording of significant events in
the life of the project.
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Introduction: GenLEX Initiative in Context

The GenLEX initiative is primarily a technology project. The focusis the online LEX whichis
required to be continually functional, that is, it can’t be taken down forlong periods of time.
Changes made in one part of the system can affect many parts of the organization. Determining the
timing of planned changes, staff training requirements and agency capacity when implementing the
changes are all factorsthat must be considered as the initiative is prepared to go live.

Utah and Montana are able to work as partners on this innovation grant because they use similar
data bases to manage the LEX system and thus the technical nature of the GenLEX initiative is
supported through this connection. While the partners are similar in their use of technology, they
are very different in other wayssignificant to implementation of the grant.

One primary differenceis the scope of services offered within each state agency. Montana Job
Service staff work specifically with those seeking employment and employers looking to hire.
Changes within the agency tend to only affectthis group, however, the lack of connection to other
agencies tends to limit access to relevant administrative data. DWS workers must sort through a
variety of options to determine customer type in order to provide appropriate services. Leadership
within the agency must consider the impact of decisions on many varied programs and services
under the DWS umbrella. Making changes to one component of a large agency such as DWSwill
always be challenging and unpredictable as competing and sometimes higher priority needs must
be addressed. The hierarchy of needs can be changed by agency leaders, state legislators or even
federal mandates. Decision making in Montana generally requires fewerlevels of approval simply
due to its compact size.

While some components of the process evaluation overlap, the context for implementation is
different enough that the findings from the two states will be presented separately. In this way, the
uniqueness’ of each context can be noted as other states consider implementation of similar
initiatives.

GenLEXin Utah

DWS is a very large, complex, state agency. Co-locating several entities (job service, public benefits,
Unemployment Insurance) in one department can facilitate data sharing, communication and
cooperation. Designing and implementing a project as extensive as the GenLEX initiative requires a
well-coordinated effort from many within an agency. Changes which occur at critical junctures of
program development and implementation can have a significant effect on the progress of the
overall project. DWS was affected by several substantial changes which occurred during the end of
the application process and first year of the GenLEX initiative.

1) New DWS Executive Director and Deputy Directors: Shortly after DWS was awarded the DOL
innovation grant the Executive Director left the agency for a position on the Governor’s staff. While
the new Executive Director and deputies came from within the agency, the challenges naturally
associated with such a transition period stretched personnel and resources.
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2) Key GenLEX personnel transitions: Some key personnel assigned to the project (including
technical personnel) were transferred to other projects just as the GenLEX initiative was being
integrated into the agency.

3) Reprioritizing of changes to DWS systems: Thelist of initial test components changed several
times in the months leading up to the original implementation date as more and different agency
personnel became aware of the GenLEX initiative goals. Projects outside the GenLEX initiative were
also introduced at various points in time.

4) Introduction of additional trainings: Audit findings for the WIA program required training of DWS
personnel working with customers receiving these services. There was significant overlap between
this group of workersand those who would be impacted by the GenLEX initiative changes.

5) The Federal Government Shutdown: The nearly three week government shutdown occurred
while the agency was in the final stages of preparing the first set of test components.

The impact of these changes over the first year of program design and implementation will be
added to the broader discussion of factors, both external and internal, that acted to support or
frustrate efforts to implement the study components as intended to the targeted recipients
(Research questions 5 and 6).

Technology

As noted above, the GenLEX initiative is primarily a technology project. The programmers and
developers were generally supportive of the project and visionary as they expanded their capacity
to maintain two systems to support the RCT evaluation design. Yet, the process has not been
without its challenges.

By its very nature, technology development is often non-linear. As one part of the process is
implemented, adjustment must be made to other parts. Features outlined in the original design
might not workin practice or create such unintended consequences that they must be changed.
Functionality on a central server might not work the same way in a rural office with limited band
width. (For example, web based staff training for GenLEX implementation had excellent content
however system issues made it so that many staff were not able to experience the training as
designed.) The rate at which technology changes challenges designers to consider future needs in
today’s designs. These are challenges often not well addressed by large public agencies and as the
GenLEX initiative was moving from the design to implementation phase several additional factors
presented challenges for this technology project.

As programmers began making changes new ideas surfaced. Others jumped on the bandwagon,
suggesting additional changes that seemed small, yettied up coding for making other changes.
These individual projects (especially the web redesign) were prioritized ahead of the central
project and created delays. Substantial changes were also made in the content of the year one
intervention components leading to loss of time for development. These additional programming
requests significantly compressed the timeline for designing the central GenLEX components.
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Because of this, there was not time to do proper testing and the role out of the first test of
components was delayed due to web browsers did not work with the new system. A second delay
occurred when frontline personnel were required to receive extensive additional training to
address audit findings.

One suggestion for future iterations of the GenLEX initiative is to develop the agreed upon design
first, then show it to agency decision makers and modify as requested. This process would give
agency personnel a chance to see something tangible before dismissing the idea out of hand and
gives developers time to do the major tasks timely. The experience of the first year shows that those
who work with the technical side have made great progress in their tasks. For example, the core
group focused on job matching worked very well together as all understood the system and the
overall goal of the changes. With a project such as GenLEX there is clearly a need to have a person
who can serve as a “translator” between agency leaders and the programmers. The DWS GenLEX
project manager worked hard to fill this role however other challenges made this more difficult.

Outside technical support was helpful as state systems are also tied to federal systems through
reporting requirements. Technical support helped DWS get through to O*net to answer critical
questions. It was hoped that additional insight would be gained through the in-person grantee
meeting which was to have been held in early October. The government shutdown slowed down the
process as grantees and evaluators were not able to communicate with key personnel.

Maintaining The GenLEX Initiative Over Time

The goals, scope and vision of the GenLEX initiative were clearly outlined in the DWS proposal;
however, the project must be carried out by current DWS leadership and those workingon specific
aspects of the project. The dynamic nature of larger public agencies and the social and political
contexts in which they exist create challenges for multi stage initiatives such as GenLEX.

The Impactof Changing Key Personnel: As noted above, DWS top leadership changed shortly after
the grant was awarded. There is clearly a significant impact when an agency makes a long term
commitment to a large projectand then new leadership (with potentially different goals or
philosophy) takes over the helm. While the new leadership of DWS came from within and was
aware of the GenLEX initiative, the leadership style sets a somewhat different tone.

A change in top leadership led to adjustments throughout the agency. Over the first year of the
project, key people were assigned to other projects and changing job duties of some created a ripple
effect for more changes. Changes in the technical support leadership were particularly challenging
as this initiative is primarily a shift in technology. Knowledgeable leadership in this position is
critical, not only within DWS but also in partner agencies where connections to IT personnel are
critical but sometimes lacking. During this period there was also a renewed emphasis on “right
sizing” state agencies and making due with fewer personnel. Shifts in funding sources also made a
difference and led to staff realignments and changes in availability.

Shifts in personnel resulted in some new faces at the table. New project participants brought
passion for the initiative ideas but sometimes did not have the background to be part of the
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decision making or did not have support from their supervisor to engage fully in the process. With a
project this complex, farreaching and at times very technical, even with education it was hard to
bring everyone up to speed on the project. For example, the GenLEX steering committee was a
helpful leadership group initially, however, there were too many individual included due to their
position not due to their level of expertise on the project. This created many difficulties as
confusion over the projectgrew and people stopped attending the meetings.

The GenLEX initiative effects many divisions at several levels within DWS. Determining the roles of
each partner in the process was and continues to be a challenge. Decision making roles often fall
into three areas including, 1) those who should be consulted on decisions, 2) those who are the
ultimate deciders and 3) those who should be informed after the fact. As every decision cannot be
made by everyone, these roles may shift depending on whether the decision involves general
agency policy or a detail of programing. Itis important to find the best match between the tasks
being completed and people making major decisions. The significant changes in the initial stages of
the GenLEX initiative made discerning the best people for each role more difficult.

Valuing and Implementing the Vision: Changes in agency personnel as well as the sheer scope of
the project not only created gaps in knowledge, but also added new voices that saught to redefine
the place of the GenLEX initiative in the long list of agency priorities. While the overall project
stayed on course, there were several components of the intervention which were changed (either a
little or a lot) midway through the design process. These shifts often reflected input from those who
had little investment in the initial design yet were now in positions to influence and change the
direction of the project. At times, designers and implementers who worked to create the initiative
felt somewhat unsupported in their efforts. Like most businesses and agencies, there are power
differentials between partners in the process. It is a challenge to create an environment where staff
feel they can provide honest feedback to those in authority without risking undesired
consequences.

The scope of the project means that many different areas of the agency are involved, making it
difficult to track all the changes being suggested or simply implemented under the project umbrella.
Leaders in individual service areas can and do regularly implement practices and processes unique
to their area. These horizontal changes reflect the goals of a specific area but could impact the long
term goals and outcomes of the initiative in unknown ways.

Another challenge to implementing the vision is keeping the vertical structure. Everyone from
leadership to frontline workers, invested in the long term goals of the initiative. There is a lot of
positive excitement about the initiative and the staff, in general, are looking forward to the changes.
There has been much cooperation from the Workforce Development Specialists and the Connection
Team, two groups greatly affected the changes. Some staff were part of work groups used to help
design the new models, although there have not been as many opportunities for broad input from
front line people as was needed. Some input was solicited for the baseline and these teams will be
accessed again in the future. Finding the right balance between gathering input and communicating
principles and processes is challenging. The question is, how can a balance be struck between
sharing information and bringing people along, creating by-inand ownership? There is no easy
answer to this question however some attempts have been made.
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The most structured effortto communicate the vision and changes coming as a result of the GenLEX
initiative was a statewide training ofall DWS personnel impacted in any way by the project.

This training was conducted a few weeks prior to the planned implementation date of the first set
of changes. Postponing the GenLEX changes by two months created the need to provide a refresher
training which was conducted just ahead of the planned release of changes in mid-November.

Fidelity to the Process:Inlight of all the moving parts of this project, it is not surprising that
maintaining fidelity to the GenLEX initiative process has been quite challenging. A GenLEX project
oversight group was developed to oversee the process of the project. A core function of the group
was to provide a venue to discuss intersecting issues that affect multiple divisions within DWS.
Representatives from Utah Futures, training, web design, the GenLEX evaluation team as well as the
DWS GenLEX leadership met, and continue to meet, regularly. Systems designers, data base experts
etc. also attend periodically to address and provide input on specific issues as needed.

DWS leaders supported the vision of the GenLEX initiative, yet they also strive to be responsive to
customer needs and ready to adjust processes to improve services. The practice of making frequent
changes works against the nature of a randomized control trial (RCT) that requires fidelity to a set
protocol over a period of time. It has been challenging for some in leadership to acceptthe
protocols needed to conductthe RCT, especially when there is already the strong belief that the
new system is “much better” than the current system. There are still ongoing concerns about some
customers not receiving the test components for three years. While DWS leaders understand the
value of an RCT, it is hard to deny benefits to people when it is so strongly believed that what is
being tested is truly better. Attempts to evaluate the outcomes must acknowledge ways in which
the program was not implemented as designed or other factorswhich were outside the program
and willlikely affectthe measured outcomes.

Changes whichhave already occurred include implementation of the new web design months ahead
of the initial GenLEX changes. When this occurred the limited programing resources were stretched
beyond capacity resulting in reduced time available to program GenLEX changes. An outside
vender working on a projectthat was not part of the initiative also overwhelmed resources,
resulting in the delay of implementation of the year one GenLEX components. Another factor
impacting the year one role out was training on Work Investment Act (WIA) policy whichwas
required of workers at the same time. Understandably, there was concern that front line staff would
be overwhelmed with all the new procedures and unable to be successful in any of the areas.

Implementation of the first set of test components occurred on November 12, 2013. While most of
the new test components were implemented with only minor problems, it became clear within the
first days and weeks that employers were very unhappy withthe way matches werebeing
displayed. The volume of the feedback made it clear that it would be very detrimental to the overall
effortnot to fix the problem immediately. On December 18, 2013 a change was made in the way
matches were presented to employers. This change shifted the start of the first year of the
controlled trial to December 19, 2013.

Another shift occurredin the role of Workforce Development Specialists (WDS) and their activities
with employers. DWS has recognized that the relationship between the agency and employers
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needs to be strengthened. Yet, there is also a need to move from doing ongoing mediation
(primarily posting jobs) to one time mediation. That is, encouraging employers to do more on their
own with the improved system. This evolving role has been changing throughout this year,
however, changes will not be complete as the first round of test components go live. This evolving
relationship is not part of the GenLEX initiative yet could impact the system in ways that will
influence the outcome measures. Currently, some WDS workersalso engage with job seekers by
sending out thousands of emails to inform them of job openings, however, they are seldom using
the matching feature to make appropriate referrals.

The GenLEX Project Manager and other members of the GenLEX team have worked hard to educate
DWS personnel on the need to stay faithful to the process and make changes only at designated
times. Moving forward, targeted support is being provided by Operational Program Specialists
(OPS). This new team has received more intensive training up front and will be available in the
officesto answer questions on site. It will take concerted effortssuch as these to manage change
within the agency so that it has as little effectas possible on the outcome measures of the GenLEX
initiative.

GenLEXin Montana

The process surrounding implementation of GenLEX in Montana follows Utah’s pathway in that the
computer systems are the same and primarily programed by the same set of programmers in Utah.
Many of the same components were implemented in Montana as in Utah. However, as noted above,
there are also differences between the two states that affect the implementation process of GenLEX
in Montana.

Montana’s Workforce Services Division of the Montana Department of Labor and Industry manages
the Job Service Offices throughout the state. These One Stop Centers “make up a state-wide system
of workforce development partners that collaborate to provide customer focused employment and
training opportunities that prepares, trains, and connects a highly skilled workforce to the business
community striving to enhance and improve long term employment outcomes for job seekers and
business.” (Montana Job Service Directory) The focus of workers in these officesis specifically on
employment from both the job seeker and employer perspectives. This is very different than the
broader mission of Utah’s DWS.

While Utah and Montana share some geographic similarities, Montana has a population
approximately one-third that of Utah (i.e. 1 million vs. 3 million residents) yet is nearly double in
size. The largest city in Montana, Billings, has a population just over 107,000. These realities affect
many aspects of the employment market and cultural environment within the state and thus impact
the implementation of GenLEX.

Unlike Utah, Montana is not participating in the randomized control trial for job seeker outcomes or
the time series outcomes associated with employer outcomes. Input from the online satisfaction
surveys and statewide focus groups will provide the data to measure changes over time. These
measures have become the foundation of evaluating changes associated with the GenLEX initiative.
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Yet, like Utah, these measures can be affected by outside forces which can influence the
implementation of the intervention as designed. These factorsinclude valuing and implementing
the vision, changes in technology, and staff training and support.

Valuing and Implementing the Vision

As in any state agency, there is never just one thing happening. Asin Utah, a project like GenLEX
needs champions who are always thinking about the initiative and other realities within the agency
that might impact the outcomes being measures or stretch resources which have been designated
for the project. From the beginning, agency leaders were part of the decision making and have
supported the goals of the GenLEX initiative and there was detailed discussion about the changes
when the state agreed to participate in the grant.

The smaller size of the organization (both in personnel and scope of mission) in Montana presents
fewerbarriers to change, but it also means there are fewerindividuals available to both focuson
the vision of the project as well as carry out tasks associated with the grant. In the fall, changes
involving consolidation of the IT department shifted the workload of the Montana GenLEX project
manager (a systems analyst) who is on the grant part time. The other Montana staff person working
part time on the grant also had new job duties, which impacted the time available to do training.
These are the only two people in Montana who have time written into the grant. Keeping the
GenLEX initiative in the minds of decision makers and implementers has fallen to this team. In
general agency leaders have been supportive of this effortas everyone is aware that the GenLEX
initiative addresses important issues related to the future of the Workforce Services Division.

Job Service in Montana has a reputation for being the “unemployment office.” One of the main goals
leaders in Montana sought to achieve through participation in the GenLEX initiative was to change
the image of Job Service from being “a place to get a check” into “a place to find a job.” One aspect of
this was to simplify processes so more activities could be completed independently by job seekers
and employers. This shift would allow Job Service staff to focus more time and energy on harder to
place or discouraged workers. It would also allow them to do more outreach to the business
community by providing information regarding Job Service resources and employer supports. This
shift in mindset is something that changes slowly through many conversations both formal and
informal.

Each]Job Service Office has a great deal of autonomy. While they are directed by the Bureau Chief,
how they implement services is impacted greatly by the population and the employment counselor
philosophy in each of the offices. Growth processes and change (initially) can be hard. The GenLEX
team has attempted to keep the new ideas alive by keeping the managers aware of what is coming
by speaking about upcoming changes at manager meetings or other venues where it can be
discussed. The team also spends time, when possible, going to the offices, talking one on one with
staff, listening to concerns and communicating the principles behind the changes. Much has been
done to try to move forward without losing people along the way.
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Technology

One factor that has made the project work well in Montana has been the strong working
relationship that was in place before implementation started. The two states are philosophically
similar, both seeking research driven decision making thus there is a level of trust that we are all
working toward a similar goal. If key personnel in the two states had differed significantly in their
approaches, this project may not have worked. But in this case, the teams in each state were easily
able to agree on paths of action.

Technically, a significant barrier to implementation has been the website hosting service itself.
There are Javadifferences between Utah and Montana that have created a need for programmers to
design new code and make adjustments so that changes will workin Montana. Montana does not
have the technological infrastructure in place to handle such changes on its own. Most of the time it
is not an issue, however, the stretching of resources in Utah has made it even more difficultto
address needed changes in Utah and Montana.

The original goal was to implement the first set of test components on the same schedule as Utah,
logistically they are tied to Utah’s system and its parameters. However programing delays in Utah
and challenges in completing the additional coding for Montana resulted in an approximately two
month delay in rolling out the first set of test components in Montana. The push back of the roll out
date was actually a relief for the Montana GenLEX team as the training schedule had been delayed
as well, thus preparing workers for the changes would have been very difficult.

One issue still being addressed that was not part of the grant but will likely affect outcomes is flat
filing. At this point, flatfiling is not being used in Montana however they are currently in dialogue
with larger employers to start using a flat filing system. This would increase their ability to file with
larger employers and national chains, like Target, Walmart, etc., and would encourage larger
institutions, such as universities and hospitals, to file with Job Services without needing to enter
jobs. This is one difference between the job listings in Utah and Montana.

Another concernthat was mentioned is how external sites, such as Monster.com and
Careerbuilder.com, scrape the job listings site in Montana and post on their own external systems.
This creates some difficulty with job matching as it reduces the control of the job listings. It is
difficultto improve the image of the agency when others entities are using a primary asset, such as
the job listings, for their own advantage.

A concern voiced early in the process but reaffirmed in the office visits and focus groups was that
“technology aversion” may be a potential issue for job seekers, employers and potentially Job
Service staff who rely on a “hands on” methods at this time. There is clearly a group of people who
are not comfortable using computers and will find the ongoing shift to self-service on the computer
more difficult. These individuals will continue to come into the Job Service Offices for help. Not all
officeshave the same computer to customer ratio and this can create some difficulties. As well,
there are more rural areas that may have less internet access due to geography that may impact the
applicability of the service. These issues are being monitored at this time and will need to continue
being monitored as the webbased system expands.
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Staff Training and Support

While agency programmers, systems people and trainers talk about the GenLEX initiative and how
it works in theory, the front line Job Services staff are most affected on a daily basis. As noted above,
much has been done to try and educate and train staff about the purpose and process of the
changes. This addresses the “nuts and bolts” of how processes will work differently, however, some
still struggle to get on board with the new philosophy.

Job Services staff who have been around for a few years often carry strong ideas about their role
and the services a Job Service Office should provide in a community. Some workers have, for many
years, viewed their role as a sort of gate keeper between employers and job seekers, entering
information into the LEX for both groups. It was a huge shift when customer volume in the offices
went up with the recession. It was impossible for]Job Service workersto do it all and they had to
teach people to do it on their own. The side benefit was that Job Service workerslearned more
about the job seeker side of the site and thus were better able to provide in person and assistance
over the phone.

At present, many Job Service workers view employers as their customers. This means their services
have been geared towards increasing employer satisfaction through attempting to generate high
quality referrals and ease of the process of posting jobs. There is oftena fear that if “wedon’t do it
for them, they will do it wrong.” Montana does have some unique laws on what can be contained in a
job posting. To reduce the need of workersto control the job orders, the system analyst on the
GenLEX project has implemented an auto-report that scans job orders for illegal language and
notifies a worker to adjust/change it.

Ultimately, some Job Service workers fear that if they do not post jobs for employers these jobs will
not get posted on jobs.mt.gov. What is often not acknowledged by Job Service workers is that
employers are already entering job orders on many other job posting sites, Job Services is but one
of many places they are looking forjob seekers. Changing the Job Service workersview of their role
in the LEX is one of the greatest challenges to implementation of the GenLEX initiative.

Right now workers struggle to help employers do it on their ownbecause they don’t know what the
worker side looks like. Workers enter the info from the internal MWORKS perspective, not the user
perspective. Like the shift that occurred with job seekers, Job Service workers need ongoing
training that assists them in feeling more comfortable in a new role with employers. At this time,
one-third to one-half of the grant funds in Montana have been dedicated to staff training/retraining
for these systems. However, just learning the new systems will not alleviate all concerns.

There is a sense among some workers that they will lose their relationships with employers if they
are not managing the job orders. A next step is to help staff better understand that their
involvement with employers should go far beyond entering job orders. Management believes that
once workers are freed up from entering job orders they will have more time to do relationship
building and help with more complex issues. Job Service workerswill need help understanding and
appreciating this new focuson the relationship.
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Job Service as a whole wants to be more data driven, not just in outcomes for employers and job
seekers but also with staff activities. Thus, part of the redesign also includes a redesign of how
employment counselors spend their time. To measure changes in worker behaviors, Job Services
has started to generate “report cards” that identify which “countable” productive activities are
being completed by the Job Service workersin each office. These report cards identify the
expectations of Job Service workers and what will be considered a countable activity, retraining
employment counselors to understand their job responsibilities to include serving both employers
and job seekers. This will encourage them to participate in activities that are focused on helping the
job seeker obtain employment. It is important to note that many employment counselors spend a
great deal of time reviewing job seekers data to create potential matches for employers, an activity
that is not counted as productive. The tracking of report card data will be an important component
for evaluating the impact of the GenLEX initiative components. An increase in the frequency of
workers allowing the system to do computerized matches will reflect a shift in thinking and a
freeing up of time for workersto engage in more productive activities.

DISCUSSION

This report presents a starting point, a baseline for the GenLEX initiative in Utah and Montana.
While the preceding findings reflect only the time frame prior to implementation of their first set of
GenLEX test components, the information is critical to understanding and interpreting the data
gathered over the next stages of the initiative. The quantitative baseline data provides a historical
context against which post intervention data will be compared and the qualitative and process
evaluation data add arich foundation for understanding the personnel dynamics, agency
challenges, political influences and user experiences, initiating the long list of “lessons learned” to
be disseminated to those attempting similar endeavors in the future.

Quantitative Baseline Data

The quantitative baseline data sets for context for the GenLEX initiative outcome measures. In
general, the baseline data show that the 2008 recession had a dramatic, negative impact on the
quality and likelihood of employment forjob seekers using the online system in Utah. “New
employment in the next quarter” decreased from 55% to 35% for job seekers using the system.
Consecutive quarters with wages decreased from around 2.5 to around 2, on average. Median
wages in the next quarter decreased from around $2,500 before the recession to $500 during the
recession. All of the job seeker outcomes have been slowly improving for the last several years, but
ata slow pace.

One surprising aspect of the baseline data is that, with the exception of the obvious effect of the
recession, the users of the online system were relatively likely to find high quality, steady
employment. Low-income users made up a much smaller percentage of the total system usage than
was previously thought by many within the agency.Based on this data, if nothing dramatic changes
in the job market, we expect to see the same steady improvement in outcomes for even the control
group over the next several years. The major question will be whether or not the treatment group
improve at a greater rate than the control group.

79



Because the employer data only extends to post-recession periods, it is hard to judge the impact
that the recession had on these outcomes. However, it is clear that there is a steady increase in the
number of non-mediated users on the online system as well as the number of jobs they are posting.
A continued, steady increase in the number of users on the system and the number of job openings
posted would be expected, even if no improvements were made to the system. In order to show a
statistically significant increase in these outcomes, Utah will have to increase the rate of users
above this baseline rate of improvement.

The baseline level of job seeker and employer satisfaction as measured by the satisfaction scale
within the online survey, is relatively high in both Montana and Utah. It will be especially
challenging to the state agencies to increase these levels significantly over the span of the study.
These data will be used, in conjunction with the qualitative comments from users, to understand
the distinct characteristics within the LEX of each state that led to these levels of satisfaction.

The outcome measures for the GenLEX initiative focus on elements that are very difficultto
influence in ways that will produce statistically significant change. When test components are
changed incrementally, not as designed but by those acting outside the parameters of the grant the
likelihood of observing significant results is reduced even more. Efforts should continue to
implement the study as designed, reducing the risk of influences from outside the research design.

Qualitative and Process Evaluation Based Lessons

In both Utah and Montana it is clear that frontline staff care about providing what they view as
quality, appropriate services to job seekers and employers. This dedication works to support the
GenLEX initiative and at times frustrates the effort. Front line staff have provided valuable feedback
on what is and is not working on the LEX. Moving forward, staying connected to these workers will
provide critical input. However, when workers are not well trained in using system components or
do not agree with a particular protocol, some find waysto work around the system, even if this
means not following the approved pathway. This can be an even greater problem in large states,
where there are great distances between officesand workers often have a great deal of autonomy.
Program designers need to stay very connected to the ground level, front line workers who
implement components of the initiative on a daily basis.

The LEX users in both Montana and Utah can be divided into two groups, those who access the
system exclusively on their ownand those who (either periodically or regularly) require assistance
from agency staff. Combining all data sources, it is clear that agency staff, the primary implementers
of the GenLEX project, are heavily influenced by those who seek out and receive assistance.
Differencesin the responses gleaned from focus group participants (hand-picked by agency staff)
and random participants in the online satisfaction surveys, show that the general user is more
comfortable using the online system and more satisfied with the system overall. Because front line
workers generally have their perceptions formed by approximately 10% - 20% of the user base,
one of the greatest challenges in moving toward even the first step of implementation is helping the
front line staff understand the purpose and scope of the initiative and how it could benefit users.
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While staff focus on a narrow band of users, the agencies as a whole often speak of “employers” and
“job seekers” as homogeneous groups. This is far fromthe case. One question which does not seem
to have been asked (or at least answered) at this pointis “who is our target employer, or job
seeker?” It does not seem realistic that a state LEX will serve all the specific needs of a small family
cafeand the state university. It was noted that the most frequently represented employers in the
focus groups were staff agencies. Are these the target employers? A serious review of this question
may help the agencies when strategic decisions need to be made regarding which components to
add or remove from the system. This is especially true given the challenges surrounding
implementing sophisticated technology changes in a system that is live and continuing to serve the
community.

Utah and Montana also share the challenge of managing their image to the public at large. Both state
LEXs have been viewed as primarily a place for those receiving Unemployment Insurance to go for
benefits, not necessarily employment. Whether or not this is really the case, educating employers
and the public at large regarding the widerange of resources available could greatly enhance the
image of each state’s LEX. This enhancement alone has the potential to create much change in usage
rates of the LEX.

A project such as the GenLEX initiative is an enormous undertaking for any state agency, a bold
effortat innovation. Ifall aspects of the project were created and implemented as designed, it
would still be a great challenge. However, state agencies must also exist in a society where political
changes can lead to new agency leadership, where laws passed at the state and federal level can
significantly change the agencies scope of work, user base, and regulations for providing service. At
this initial phase of the GenLEX initiative, there are many factorswhich have influenced and
changed, the original design of the project. (See Attachment 7 for alist of changes potentially
affectingthe GenLEX timeline.) Learning from experiences is a way of taking perceived “failures”
and turning them into opportunities forimprovement. The challenge for state administrators and
the evaluation team is to pay close attention to these influential factorsand make adjustments as
needed in an effortto stay true to implementing the project as designed, and strive to obtain the
best data possible for future users.

Moving Forward

The timeline for moving forward with the GenLEX initiative has yet to be finalized. DWS and
Montana Job Services have some decisions to make in the near future. The two greatest decisions
involvethe specific content of the year two set of test components and the time line for introduction
of these components. Feedback from frontline workers and other agency staff is being gathered to
determine major concerns arising from the implementation of the year one components and
additional issues that should be considered. Preliminary feedback from the qualitative portion of
the job seeker and employer online satisfaction surveys will also be reviewed to identify any major
areas of concern. While it is tempting to make changes to the system as each issue is identified, the
agencies are committed to holding all future changes until the implementation of year two test
components.
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GENLEX INITIATIVE TIMELINE

2013

2014

2015

2016

Q1

Q2 | a3

Q4

Q1

Q2 | Q3

Q4

Q1

Q | a3

Q4

Q1

Q2 | Q3

Q4

Study Preparation Activities

Evaluators to MT to discuss project

University of Utah IRB approval

User interface components upgraded

Basic computer course - UT

Initiating Baseline

Evaluate Randomization of Subjects - UT

Randomization of job seekers - UT

Conduct baseline period

Collection of job seeker satisfac surveys

Collection of employer satisfaction surveys

Baseline focus grps/key informant interviews

Process Evaluation

Group 1: Job Matching

Job matching method

Paired down job seeker registration

Evaluate Group 1 test components

Focus Groups/Key informant interviews

Annual Evaluation Report 1

Intervention Activities
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2013

2014

2015

2016

Gen LEX Timeline Continued

Q1

Q | Q3

Q4

Q1

Q2 | Q3

Q4

Q1

Q2 | a3

Q4

Q1

Q2 | Q3

Q4

Group 2: Interactive User Experience

On-line work ready evaluation

Integrated social media

Enhanced flexible search criteria

Utah Futures Integration - UT

Employer and job seeker dash boards*

Evaluate Group 2 test components

Focus Groups/Key informant int. May - June

Annual Evaluation Report 2

Group 3: Advanced Job Search Tools

Online Networking

Predictive analytics

Push Technology

Online Employment Counseling* - UT

Mobile Apps*

Evaluate Group 3 test components

Focus Groups/Key informant interviews

Annual Evaluation Report 3

Final Report

* - Inidcates activities outside of randomization

Intervention Activities
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Attachment 1: Randomization Model

The following procedure is being used for randomizing individuals into groups.

Due to the policy of “Veterans Priority of Service”, veterans are excluded from the randomization
process. Per conversations with WIF personnel, veterans will be directed into the test system as
soon as it becomes available.

Mediated (as defined by DWS), and mixed online and mediated users will also be excluded from the
study as it is unlikely that randomization would be unbiased without at least a minimal amount of
training for all workers in the state.

Individuals under age 18 will be directed into the current system until they turn 18. The first time
an individual logs into the system after turning 18, she or he will also enter the pool for possible
randomization into one of the two conditions.

Once an individual is determined eligible for the study (non-veteran, non-mediated, 18 or older) the
person will be presented with the consent document and asked to agree or disagree with being part
of the study. Once a person has completed the consent document the system will not display the
consent at future entry into the system.

If an individual logs into the system, is eligible for the study, has never been consented and then
agrees to participate, he/she will be randomized into either the current or test group. Individuals
declining study participation will receive the current system. Every subsequent time a user that is
eligible, and has been randomized, enters the system that user will be directed to the LEX site
matching their current or test group assignment.

March 9, 2013 Next Generation LEX Randomization Model
sign on

ActiveCM &
assigned

| | > , new syst x |

* i used new > ( Treatment
. § ' 7l New System

received New
system?

Cont

No

Treatment

Yes does NOT want to participate—

b4
Consent
previously “No”,
No
Y
Under 18

Ye.

g

Control
h 4 > Control
7| current system
Page 1
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Attachment 2: Randomized Controlled Study Consent (Job Seeker)

Consent Language

DWS is working hard to improve our services for helping job seekers like you find a job. In order to
do this we are testing some new ways of matching job seekers and employers and other parts of the
job search website. At this time we are conducting a research study to find out if these new features
make a difference in employment outcomes. We are hoping to learn more about what works and
what does not work to improve the job search services DWS provides to job seekers using the DWS
system.

You are being asked at this time to be part of this study. If you agree to participate (click on "Accept"
below) you will be assigned at randomto either receive the job search services as they are delivered
currently or you will receive services using the test features. If you do not want to participate (click on
"Decline") and you will receive the job search services as they are delivered currently.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and will have no effect on your eligibility for any
DWS services. Employers viewing your information will not be aware of whether or not you are
participating in the study. No personal identifying information will be shared by DWS with anyone
outside of the agency. All findings will be reported for all job seekers in the study and never tied
directly to you as an individual.

Consent: By clicking on "Accept" | am consenting to participate in the research study described
above.

Accept Decline
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Attachment 3: Online Survey Consent

Online Survey Consent]Job Seekers (IRB Approved)

DWS Website Improvement Project

Thissurveyis part of a research study to help the Department of Workforce Services (DWS) improve
theirwebsite forjob seekersand employers. The purpose of this study is to better understand your
experience with the websiteand to use thisinformation to make improvements to the job search
website inthe future.

We wouldlike toinvite youtoanswerafew questions are about your experience with the job seeker
website. It should only take about 5 minutes to complete the survey. Your participationis completely
voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer. Yourchoice whetherornot to
participate inthe study will not affect the services youreceive onthe DWS website and yourresponses
will notimpactyourrelationship with DWS.

Your answers will be kept completely confidential. This survey will only be connected to your userid,
and will not ask for any identifyinginformation (unless you volunteerto be contacted by a researcher).
Your individualanswers will not be given to anyone and will not be made public.

If you have any questions complaints orif you feel you have been harmed by thisresearch please
contact Mary Beth Vogel-Ferguson, Ph.D. from the Social Research Institute at the University of Utah -
(801) 581-3071.

Contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) if you have questions regarding your rights as a research
participant. Also, contact the IRB if you have questions, complaints or concerns which you do not feel
you can discuss with the investigator. The University of Utah IRB may be reached by phone at (801) 581-
3655 or by e-mail atirb@hsc.utah.edu.

By clicking onthe NEXT button below, you are giving your consent to participate in this study.
If you have decided not to participate in the study please click on the NO THANKS button.

Thank you for helpingimprove DWS’ job seeker website. Your feedback is much appreciated!
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Online Survey ConsentEmployers (IRB Approved)

DWS Website Improvement Project

Thissurveyis part of a research study to help the Department of Workforce Services (DWS) improve
theirwebsite forjob seekers and employers. The purpose of this study is to better understand your
experience with the DWS website and to use thisinformation to make improvements to the website in
the future.

We wouldlike toinvite youto answerafew questions are about your experience with the employer
website. It should only take about 5 minutes to complete the survey. Your participation is completely
voluntary. You may skip any question you do not wish to answer. Your choice whetherornot to
participate inthe study will not affect the services you receive onthe DWS website and your responses
will notimpact yourrelationship with DWS.

Your answers will be kept completely confidential. This survey will only be connected to your userid,
and will not ask for any identifyinginformation (unless you volunteer to be contacted by a researcher).
Your individualanswers will not be given toanyone and will not be made public.

If you have any questions complaints orif you feel you have been harmed by this research please
contact Mary Beth Vogel-Ferguson, Ph.D. from the Social Research Institute at the University of Utah -
(801) 581-3071.

Contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) if you have questions regarding yourrights as a research
participant. Also, contact the IRB if you have questions, complaints or concerns which you do not feel
you can discuss with the investigator. The University of Utah IRB may be reached by phone at (801) 581-
3655 or by e-mail atirb@hsc.utah.edu.

By clicking onthe NEXT button below, you are giving your consent to participate in this study.
If you have decided notto participate in the study please click on the NO THANKS button.

Thank you for helpingimprove DWS’ employer website. Yourfeedback is much appreciated!
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ATTACHMENT 4: Individual Job Seekers Satisfaction Scale Question Scores - Utah

General Website

Agree

Disagree

1.1 am comfortable using the internet to complete tasks on
jobs.utah.gov (n=4120)

3964 (96.2%)

156 (3.8%)

2. Itis difficult to navigate the jobs.utah.gov website (n=4015)

1061 (26.4%)

2954 (73.6%)

3.Ican do everything I wantto do on jobs.utah.gov (n=3999)

3567 (89.2%)

432 (10.8%)

15. Finding help is easy on jobs.utah.gov (n=3109)

2245 (72.2%)

864 (27.8%)

16. It is easy to link to information about education and training on
jobs.utah.gov (n=3055)

2344 (76.7%)

711 (23.3%)

17.]Jobs.utah.gov is NOT as good as other job search websites (n=3164)

808 (25.5%)

2356 (74.5%)

18. The jobs posted on jobs.tuah.gov are NOT up-to-date (n=3023)

681 (22.5%)

2342 (77.5%)

Responses to this set were only used if participant DID job search onjobs.utah.gov

Usingjobs.utah.govN = 3989

Agree

Disagree

5. Creating my job search account on jobs.utah.gov was easy (n= 3799)

3405 (89.6%)

394 (10.4%)

6. Searching for jobs on jobs.utah.gov is hard (n=3791)

540 (14.2%)

3251 (85.8%)

7.1 often have trouble “signing-in” to job search (n=3760)

579 (15.4%)

3181 (84.6%)

8.1 can'’t find jobs that match my skills and abilities on jobs.utah.gov (n
3741)

1143 (30.6%)

2598 (69.4%)

9. jobs.utah.gov provides job matches that meet my search criteria
(n=3741)

2946 (78.7%)

795 (21.3%)

10. Applying for jobs is easy using jobs.utah.gov (n=3725)

3149 (84.5%)

576 (15.5%)

11.1would return to jobs.utah.gov in the future to job search
(n=3753)

3607 (96.1%)

146 (3.9%)

12.1would recommend jobs.utah.gov to other job seekers (n=3718)

3455 (92.9%)

263 (7.1%)

13. Overall, [ am satisfied with my job search on jobs.utah.gov n=3713)

3272 (88.1%)

441 (11.9%)

General Website Excellent | Vry Good Good Fair Poor
680 1287 1516 343 36
19. lity of the Inf ti =3862
Quality of the Information (n=3862) | |, co\ | (33394 (39.3%) | (89%) | (0.9%)
689 1263 1433 396 70
20. Overall Appearance (n=3851) (17.9%) (32.8%) (37.2%) (10.3%) (1.8%)
21. How well the site is organized 676 1185 1343 512 117
(n=3833) (17.6%) (30.9%) (35.0%) (13.4%) (3.1%)

89




Individual Job Seekers Satisfaction Scale Question Scores - Montana

General Website

Agree

Disagree

1.1 am comfortable using the internet to job search (n= 1849)

1815 (96.3%)

69 (3.7%)

2. Itis hard to find what I need on jobs.mt.gov (n= 1849)

375 (20.3%)

1474 (79.7%)

3. Overall, jobs.mt.gov is easy to use. (n= 1849)

1672 (90.5%)

175 (9.5%)

4. Creating my job search accounton jobs.mt.gov was easy (n= 1818)

1541 (84.8%)

277 (15.2%)

5. Searching for jobs on jobs.mt.gov is hard (n= 1802)

212 (11.8%)

1590 (88.2%)

6.1 often have trouble “signing-in” to job search (n=1797)

366 (20.4%)

1431 (79.6%)

7.1 can’t find jobs that match my skills and abilities on jobs.mt.gov
(n=1771)

595 (33.6%)

1176 (66.4%)

8. Jobs.mt.gov provides job matches that meet my search criteria
(n=1752)

1308 (74.7%)

444 (25.3%)

9. The jobs posted on jobs.mt.gov are not up-to-date (n=1751)

411 (23.5%)

1340 (76.5%)

10. Applying for jobs is easy using jobs.mt.gov (n=1732)

1334 (77.0%)

398 (23.0%)

11.1would return to jobs.mt.gov in the future to job search (n=1743)

1691 (97.0%)

52 (3.0%)

12.1would recommend jobs.mt.gov to other job seekers (n=1725)

1641 (95.1%)

84 (4.9%)

13. Overall, I am satisfied with my job search on jobs.mt.gov (n=1699)

1497 (88.1%)

202 (11.9%)

14. Finding help is easy on jobs.mt.gov (n= 1306)

955 (73.1%)

351 (26.9%)

15.]Jobs.mt.gov is NOT as good as other job search websites (n= 1321)

264 (20.0%)

1057 (80.0%)

General Website Excellent | Very Good Good Fair Poor
) ) _ 290 646 581 175 14
19. Quality of the Information (n=1706) (17.0%) (37.9%) (34.1%) (10.3%) (0.8%)
300 570 594 188 44
20.0 1A =1696
verall Appearance (n ) (17.7%) | (33.6%) (35.0%) | (11.1%) | (2.6%)
21. How well the site is organized 292 548 557 226 64
(n=1687) (17.3%) (32.5%) (33.0%) (13.4%) (3.8%)
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Attachment 5: Focus Group Consent Documents

Social R@sear‘f;h_msmute
College of Social Work
» THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

JOB SEEKER FOocuUs GROUP - CONSENT DOCUMENT

BACKGROUND

You are being asked to take part in a research study. Before you decide if you would like to
participate, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will
involve. We will go through this information together. As we go through this consent form if you
have any questions, if anything is unclear or you would like more information please let me
know. You can take your time to decide whether you want to volunteer to take part in this study.

The purpose of the study is to better understand how you and a few other job seekers who have
accessed the online job board feel about the online system and your experiences using this
online system. We would also like to know more about how you think the current service could
be improved.

STUDY PROCEDURE

As part of this study you have been invited to take part in a focus group. The focus group will
last about 1% hours. Questions will be asked about your views of the DWS job seeker website
and your experiences using this online service.

RISKS

The risks of this study are minimal. You may feel upset thinking about or talking about personal
experiences related to using the online system. These risks are similar to those you experience
when discussing personal information with others. If you feel upset from this experience, you
can tell the researcher, and he/she will tell you about resources available to help.

BENEFITS
W e cannot promise any direct benefit for taking part in this study. However, input from the focus
groups will be used to make changes to the DWS job seeker website.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The focus group will be tape recorded using a small digital voice recorder so we can remember
all that is said in the focus group. The recording will be stored on a password protected
university computer which can only be accessed by the researcher and will be transcribed within
one month of the focus group session. Once the transcription is done the recording will be
immediately deleted. The recordings will not ever be used in any public setting. Any paper
copies of data will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in the researcher’s office. Only the
researchers will have access to this information.

We will do everything possible to keep information you share while participating in the focus
group from those not associated with the project. Thus, we ask you and the other participants to
keep the focus group discussion confidential. Still, there is a chance that someone in the group
might mention your comments or name to others who were not in the group. Because of this, we
cannot guarantee that no one will share what you have said after they leave.
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PERSON TO CONTACTS
If you have questions, complaints or concerns about this study, you can contact Mary Beth
Vogel-Ferguson at 801-581-3071.

Institutional Review Board: Contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) if you have questions
regarding your rights as a research participant. Also, contact the IRB if you have questions,
complaints or concerns which you do not feel you can discuss with the investigator. The
University of Utah IRB may be reached by phone at (801) 581-3655 or by e-mail at
irb@hsc.utah.edu.

Research Participant Advocate: You may also contact the Research Participant Advocate
(RPA) by phone at (801) 581-3803 or by email at participant.advocate@hsc.utah.edu.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

It is completely up to you to decide if you want to take part in this study. If you do not want to be
in the focus group or if you decide to leave early it will not affect your ability to access the DWS
website or receive any appropriate services from DWS.

COSTS AND COMPENSATION TO PARTICIPANTS
There will be no costto you for participating other than your time. In appreciation for your time
and participation you will receive $20 at the end of the focus group.

CONSENT

By signing this consent form, | confirm | reviewed the information in this consent form with the
researcher and have had the opportunity to ask questions. | will be given a signed copy of this
consent form. | voluntarily agree to take part in this study.

Printed Name of Participant

Signature of Participant Date

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Consent

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date
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Social Research Institute
College of Social Work
. THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

EMPLOYER Focus GROUP - CONSENT DOCUMENT

BACKGROUND

You are being asked to take part in a research study. Before you decide if you would like to
participate, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will
involve. We will go through this information together. As we go through this consent form if you
have any questions, if anything is unclear or you would like more information please let me
know. You cantake your time to decide whether you want to volunteer to take part in this study.

The purpose of the study is to better understand how you and a few other employers who have
accessed the online labor exchange job board feel about the online system and your
experiences using this online system. We would also like to know more about how you think the
current website could be improved.

STUDY PROCEDURE

As part of this study you have been invited to take part in a focus group. The focus group will
last about 1%2 hours. Questions will be asked about your views of the DWS employer website
and your experiences using this online service.

RISKS

The risks of this study are minimal. You may feel upset thinking about or talking about personal
experiences related to using the online system. These risks are similar to those you experience
when discussing personal information with others. If you feel upset from this experience, you
can tell the researcher, and he/she will tell you about resources available to help.

BENEFITS
W e cannot promise any direct benefit for taking part in this study. However, input from the focus
groups will be used to make changes to the DWS job seeker website.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The focus group will be tape recorded using a small digital voice recorder so we can remember
all that is said in the focus group. The recording will be stored on a password protected
university computer which can only be accessed by the researcher and will be transcribed within
one month of the focus group session. Once the transcription is done the recording will be
immediately deleted. The recordings will not ever be usedin any public setting. Any paper
copies of data will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in the researcher’s office. Only the
researchers will have access to this information.

We will do everything possible to keep information you share while participating in the focus
group from those not associated with the project. Thus, we ask you and the other participants to
keep the focus group discussion confidential. Still, there is a chance that someone in the group
might mention your comments or name to others who were not in the group. Because of this, we
cannot guarantee that no one will share what you have said after they leave.

PERSON TO CONTACTS

If you have questions, complaints or concerns about this study, you can contact Mary Beth
Vogel-Ferguson at 801-581-3071.
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Institutional Review Board: Contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) if you have questions
regarding your rights as a research participant. Also, contact the IRB if you have questions,
complaints or concerns which you do not feel you can discuss with the investigator. The
University of Utah IRB may be reached by phone at (801) 581-3655 or by e-mail at
irb@hsc.utah.edu.

Research Participant Advocate: You may also contact the Research Participant Advocate
(RPA) by phone at (801) 581-3803 or by email at participant.advocate@hsc.utah.edu.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

It is completely up to you to decide if you want to take part in this study. If you do not want to be
in the focus group or if you decide to leave early it will not affect your ability to access the DWS
website or receive any appropriate services from DWS.

COSTS AND COMPENSATION TO PARTICIPANTS
There will be no costto you for participating other than your time. In appreciation for your time
refreshments will be served during the focus group session.

CONSENT

By signing this consent form, | confirm | reviewed the information in this consent form with the
researcher and have had the opportunity to ask questions. | will be given a signed copy of this
consent form. | voluntarily agree to take part in this study.

Printed Name of Participant

Signature of Participant Date

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Consent

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date
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ATTACHMENT 6: Focus Group Guides

JOB SEEKER GUIDE - Montana
- Introduce ourselves

1. Introduce yourself
a. Type ofjob /industry youusually work
b. Ifdifferent, what type of work youlook for on jobs.mt.gov
c. How many years of work experience

2. Describe the various methods youuse to job search
a. Ofall the methods youuse, which do youbelieve is most effective in connecting you
to work?
b. Do youhave any specific method for deciding which type of job searching to do?
c. Ifyouuse other online job searching websites, how do they compare to jobs.mt.gov?
i. What do you like?
ii. What do you dislike?
d. Are there any particular types of jobs youlook for on jobs.mt.gov or DON'T look for
on the website?
i. What makes that so?

3. Please tell us about your “process” forlooking for jobs on jobs.mt.gov.
a. Sign-on, what they do withresults, where you go from there

4. What are your general thoughts about job searching on jobs.mt.gov?
a. Do youalways sign into jobs.mt.gov when you job search on the website?
i. Ifnot, whathappens that makes you decide to sign in?
b. What type of search terms or filters do you use to search?
i. What do you think of the quality and number of the jobs that result from
your job searches?
c. What types of jobs would youlike to see more of on jobs.mt.gov?
d. How often do you access jobs.mt.gov to job search?

5. What do you like best about jobs.mt.gov?

6. What problems or barriers do you have with the website?
i. What do you think is the cause of the problem?
ii. Do youhave trouble using any of the features on the website?

7. Ifyou could add any feature to job searching on jobs.mt.gov what would it be?
a. What would adding this feature or service do foryou?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Besides job searching - what other service do you know about that are offered on the
website?
a. Have you used any of these services?
i. What do you like about these services?
ii. Dislike?

What types of social media do you use?
a. How does the use of social media get incorporated into your job search methods?
b. What do you think about the effectiveness of social media to job search?
c. What types of social media options do you think Job Service should provide to assist
you withjob searching?

What has been your experience with using the help features online?

IfI asked you about the typical job seeker using jobs.utah.gov, how would you describe
them?
a. Are there specific types of jobs or occupations being searched for on the website?

What do you think are the perceptions of the community and employers regarding job
seekers using jobs.mt.gov?
a. What experiences have you had that have created this impression?

What types of employers do you believe are using the website to post jobs?
a. Do youthink any employers or industries are NOT using the site? Why /why not?

What other types of information would youlike to receive from Job Service?
a. What is the best method for Job Service to communicate this information to you?

Is there anything we haven't asked you that is important to understanding a job seeker’s
experience of Job Service and jobs.mt.gov?

If you had one minute to talk to the director of Job Service regarding jobs.mt.gov what
would yousay to him?

Extrajob seeker questions that came up throughout the session:
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Employer Focus Group Guide: Utahand Montana

- Introduce Ourselves

- Brief introduction to the purpose of the Focus Group and the GenLEX project

1) Introductions: Have each member of the Focus Group introduce themselves and respond to
the following questions -

a. What type of industry do you workin?
b. Approximately how many employees do youhave in your company?
i. Isthe person present here today an HR representative? Do they have a
specified HR person where they are employed?

2) What trends do you see in changes in how employers are finding job applicants these days?
a. Howdo yousee changes in technology impacting hiring practices?
b. Inrecruiting employees?
c. Inidentifying qualified candidate?

3) Describe the various methods you use to identify or connect with potential employees?

a. Who in your company posts the jobs to jobs.utah.gov? Is there more than one person
at your company who posts jobs?
Ofthe methods of job posting mentioned, how do youdecide which method to use?
c. Foryour company, which method do you think has been most effectivein
connecting youto qualified candidates for your positions? What makes this the most
effective method?
d. When might you use other methods for posting or announcing job openings?
Are there any other general issues or hiring practices that are important to you?
f. How does jobs.utah.gov compare to other online job sites?
i. What are the features or qualities of the other systems that you prefer?
ii. How does the quality of the applicants compare?

@

4) Are there any particular jobs or types of jobs that you do not post on jobs.utah.gov?

a. What makes it so you don'’t find jobs.utah /mt.gov the best place to post particular
jobs?
b. Where do you post those types of jobs?

5) As an employer, how (if at all) are you using social media to find and hire qualified
candidates for yourjobs?

a. Do youuse social media to ‘research’ or ‘vet’ potential employees?

b. Ifyouaren’t using social media, what are your objections, issues or barriers that
have prohibited this method?

c. What types of social media options would youlike to see DWS provide to assist you
with your hiring needs?

6) What do you like about jobs.utah.gov?
7) What is the biggest issue or barrier with using jobs.utah.gov or working with DWS?

a. What causes the problem?
b. What would your preferred solution be when youhave issues?
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8) Ifyou could add any feature or service to jobs.utah.gov, what would it be?
a. What would make you use jobs.utah.gov more?

9) Do youever use the online help features or agency personnel to resolve issues online?
a. Any issues with accessing help?

10) Thinking about the jobs.utah.gov employer portion of the website - training on the features
and functionality of. Would you be interested in receiving training to learn more about the
features of functionality of thejobs.utah.gov website?

a. Ifyes, What would be the best format forreceiving the training?
b. Inwhat specific areas would you like more training/education?

11) IfT asked you to think about the typical job seeker using jobs.utah.gov what qualities or
characteristics would you use to describe this person?

a. What experiences have you had that have created this impression?

12) When you think about the jobs seekers who use the DWS website jobs.utah.gov to look for
jobs, what kinds of jobs do you think the average person using jobs.utah.gov is looking for?

a. What types of job skills do you perceive most of these job seekers have?

13) What types of job seeking skills do you observe from job seekers coming from
jobs.utah.gov?

14) What are the strengths or most user friendly aspects of the website have younoticed when
posting jobs on jobs.utah.gov?

15) What kinds of problems (if any) have you had with the job posting process - posting,
accessing applicants, contactingapplicants?

16) Which of the four sign-in methods do you use when signing on to post a job?
a. Why do you use this particular method?
b. Do youevery have any difficulty with signing on? If so, what? How often?
c. Ifyes, whathave you done to resolve the issue and how did it go for you?

17) If/When you use jobs.utah.gov to post jobs and search for applicants, what are your
perceptions about the number and quality of matches that youreceive for open positions?

18) Besides posting jobs on jobs.utah.gov, what other services do you know about that are
offered on the website?

19) What other types of information would youlike to receive from DWS?
a. What is the best method for DWS to share this information with you?

20) Is there anything we haven’t asked that you think is important to understanding an
employer’s experience of DWS and jobs.utah.gov?
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ATTACHMENT 7: Time Line of Significant Events

Date

Activities

2012

October

SRI chosen as 3rd party evaluator

December

Job matching white paper first presented

2013

January

Learning Express Library (LEL) contracted for Resume builder

February

Evaluation team received IRB approval from the U of U

May

- Significant changes (look and feel not functionality) were made to the DWS website and
the LEX screens for both job seekers and employers; site navigation problems were
addressed

- From an evaluation perspective it was important that the baseline data collectiondid
not start until after these changes were in place as simply getting to the site has been
reported as one of the greatest barriers to using the LEX in Utah.

- Online Customer Satisfaction surveys (Utahjob seekers and employers) started

- Randomization of job seekers into test and current conditions to evaluate
randomization functionality

- Focus groups with employers and one-on-one discussions with job seekers statewide -
Utah

July

- Utah Online Job Seeker Satisfaction Survey Started (7/11)

- Utah Online Employer Satisfaction Survey Started (7/12)

- Utah Online Job Seeker Satisfaction Scale finalized and implemented (7/13)
- Montana Focus Groups (Job Seeker, Employer, Staff) Conducted

August

- Basic Computer skills course made available on DWS website (Utah)

- Resume Writer available in the JCRs only (Utah)

- Montana Online Job Seeker Satisfaction Survey Started (8/6)

- Montana Online Employer Satisfaction Survey Started (8/6)

- Utah Employer Satisfaction Survey was not functioning (8/28 - 10/16)

- Conflicts with other DWS priorities resulted in delay of implementation of first set of
test components

November

- Utah First Set of Components (initially) Implemented (11/13)
- Challenges implementing test components simultaneously in both states resulted in
delay in implementation of first set of test components in Montana

December

- Significant negative feedback from employers resulted in Utah changing in the way jobs
seeker matches are displayed; Implementation date for first set of test components in

Utah reset to 12/19

2014

January

- Online surveyswere being sent too frequently - fixed 1/3
- Utah Online Employer Satisfaction Survey link broken - (1/1 - 2/19)
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February

- Frequency of Online Satisfaction Survey delivery to Utah and Montana employers was
changed from 10% to 100%; updated so survey only comes again after one month if
individual declines and after 3 months if individual says yes (2/6)

- Above fix corresponded with break in link to Montana Online Satisfaction Survey (2/6 -
3/2)

- Montana first Set of test components implemented (2/8)

- DWS employee added an additional link for employers to post jobs on their main
website outside of the component release schedule (2/24)

100




