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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Random Audit program pilot tests were conducted from April,
1981 through March, 1982 in Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, New Jersey and
Washington. This summary provides a very brief overview of some major
study highlights. A more complete summary is provided as the final section
of the report.

The major purpose of the pilot tests was to identify and resolve the

problems associated with implementing the Random Audit concept as an oper-

and their project staffs greatly exceeded any expectations that realistically

could have been established in terms of meeting the challenges required for
the development of a large-scale operational program. The success achieved
by these pioneering pilot states is indicated by the fact that the operational
program that evolved from this study is about to be expanded to include a

total of 35 Ul jurisdictions.

In the pilot tests, comprehensive investigations of weekly probability
samples of Ul payments provided the basis for estimating the payment errors
that occurred statewide. The standard investigative methodology provided
for an extremely intensive verification to determine whether claimants
actually satisfied all benefit eligibility criteria for the weeks of unemployment
randomly selected for investigation.

A number of limitations importantly affect the interpretation of the
empirical results obtained from the Random Audit program. Some of the
most important of these limitations include the following:

(1) The study results are based on samples selected from

statewide populations and should be interpreted as

estimates (subject to some sampling error) of the "true"
population values.

(2) Operatlonal constraints/problems and other study_limita-
tions suggest that these estimates probablv understate
actual overpgyments in_each state. Moreover the diffi-

earnings probably resulted in a larger under‘statement
of fraud~than of total overpayments.
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(3) The design decision to exclude from the study population
weeks that were claimed but not paid undoubtedly resulted
in an understatement of underpayment errors in each state.

(4) Interstate comparison of payment error rates very easily
could result in misleading interpretations. For example,
high payment error rates could be caused by the com-
plexity of a state's laws/policies rather than by poor
quality in the administration of those laws/policies.

(5) The empirical results presented below cannot be generalized
to provide payment error estimates (and measures of their
raliahilitv) far anyv nmnantilatinne nathar +than thaca camnlad in
P Ciianigg l.y} (A2 ) Glly H\JVUIOLI\JI 9 VeIl LI LViivoo JUIIIHI\‘U L
this study

Some major empirical findings for the five pilot test states include

the following:

(1) The percent of weeks paid statewide that had either an
overpayment or an underpayment of any amount varied
between 12 and 52 percent (see line 1 of the Summary
Table at the end of this Executive Summary). However,
a number of these weeks involved monetary determination
errors that amounted to only a small percentage of the
key-week payment.

(2) Overpayments, as a percent of Ul benefits paid statewide,
varied from 7.3 to 24.3 percent (see line 2 of the Summary
Table).

(3) It is estimated that the total dollar amount of overpayments
was $392 million or 14.2 percent of the $2,754 million total
of Ul benefits paid in the five states combined.

(4) Fraud overpayments, as a percent of statewide Ul benefit
payments, ranged from only 0.2 percent to a high of 2.7
percent (see line 3 of the Summary Table]).

7 (5) Overpayments due solely to €laimant_errog accounted for
between two-thirds and nine-tenths of the dollars over-

paid in these five states (see the Summary Table, lines
2 and 4). ’

(6) Work search that was determined to be inadequate on the
basis of written law/policy in each state was by far the
most important single issue responsible for the overpayments
detected (see the Summary Table, line 5). In fact, work-
search overpayments_accounted for from about one-haif to
four-fifths of the dollars overpaid in these states (see the
Summary Table, lines 2 and 5).
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(7) Extremely intensive in-person efforts to verify the
job-search contacts listed by sampled claimants revealed

that it was very difficult to definitely verify whether

such contacts actually represented valid attempts to

actively seek work (see item 6 of the Summary Table). Wj/ - s
Given the resource-intensive nature of the Random Audit W W

program investigations, these findings raise serious

guestions about the ability of the Ul system to monitor/ W o7

enforce the work-search requirement. M '
(8) Underpayments, as a percent of Ul benefit payments,

did not exceed 1 percent in any of the five states.

The Random Audit program pilot tests were not designed to provide
specific diagnostic information for the formulation of any corrective action
plans that may be required. Hence, the preparation of such plans is
not discussed in this report. Nonetheless, it should be noted that several
states already have taken steps to reduce payment errors by revising forms
and/or operational procedures. The pilot test states also have formulated
plans for implementing other corrective actions designed to reduce payment

errors.
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SUMMARY TABLE

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL EMPIRICAL RESULTS: FIVE RANDOM AUDIT
PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1

Point Estimates of Annual Population Values

AIX

Category Mlinois Kansas Louisiana New Jersey Washington

Percent of Weeks With Overpayment or Underpayment

of any Amount 19.1%  15.0% 12.2% 52.1% 31.7%
Dollar Rate of Overpayments 11.9% 12.9% 7.3% 24.3% 9.3%
Dollar Rate of Fraud Overpayments 1.2% 0.2% 2.7% 1.9% 2.1%
Dollar Rate of Overpayments

Due Solely to Claimant Error 7.7% 11.6% 6.5% 19.2% 6.4%
Dollar Rate of Overpayments

Due to Failure to Actively Seek Work 5.7% 10.3% 3.6% 17.3% 4.6%
Percent of Work-Search Contacts Investigated That Were:
A. Verified as Proper 35.5% 50.2% 68.7% 31.9% 28.0%
B. Verified as Improper 10.7%  21.9% 3.1% 19.7% 13.3%
C. Unverifiable 53.8% _27.8% 28.2% 48. 43 58.7%
D. Total 100.0% 100.0% 100. 03 100.0% 100.0%




ORIGINS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM

Although comprehensive audits of a sample of payments have been
routinely conducted in certain other social payment programs for several
years,1 the selection of a probability sample of unemployment insurance
(Ul) payments for an in-depth audit was first attempted in 1979—80 in an
experimental project funded by the National Commission on Unemployment
Compensation [NCUCL2 The complete findings of the NCUC Overpayments
Study were submitted about one year after the expiration of the NCUC
(September 30, 1980) to the Unemployment Insurance Service (UIS) of the
U.S. Department of Labor. 3 Although the results of the NCUC Overpay-
ments Study could not be aeneralized to the Ul system as a whole, the
findings strongly suggested that a potentially troublesome overpayments
problem might exist within the Ul program. Moreover, the study results
also indicated that the statistics on detected overpayments routinely reported

e

by state Ul agencies to the UIS were not accurately depicting the actual

~———

magnitude of Ul overpayments. As a result, the UIS immediately initiated

plans to obtain additional evidence about overpayments in the Ul program.u
The pilot tests described in this report represent the results of the joint
efforts of the UIS and five volunteer states to develop an operational system
for accurately estimating the payment errors in statewide Ul programs.
Planning for the pilot tests began in August, 1980. Five states--
Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, New Jersey and Washington--volunteered to con-
duct the pilot test programs. The projects in these states were operated in
a pilot test mode through March, 1982, at which time, a fully operational
Random Audit system was implemented. Although the focus of the report is
on the five original pilot test states, the report also may serve as a source
of background information for the operational Random Audit programs that
are now or soon will be functioning. It is anticipated that subsequent re-
ports generated from these operational programs normally will focus primarily
on providing a continuing flow of statistical information, and will not empha-
size the background information on the Random Audit program that consti-

tutes a major portion of this report.



The major purpose of the Random Audit program pilot tests was to
identify and resolve the technical and logistical problems associated with
implementing the random audit concept as an operational, statewide program.
It was expected that many difficulties would arise in the process of refining
the methodology, procedures and forms that would be suitable for statewide
operational programs. Accordingly, it was important that the project states
be willing to participate in a pioneering effort that was likely to involve
numerous changes during the course of the pilot test. It also was important
to have personnel assigned to this project who were willing to "learn by
doing" because it was likely to be necessary to refine and further develop
many of the investigative techniques originally implemented. Fortunately,
the participating states and their project staffs greatly exceeded expectations
in terms of their willingness to be flexible in searching for the "best" inves-
tigative techniques, staffing plans, training procedures, report forms, data
collection/transmission /updating procedures, case management/tracking tech-
niques and the many other details that accompany the development of a
large-scale operational program. The success of the pilot test states in
meeting and resolving the many challenges required to make the Random
Audit concept an operationaAl one is indicated by the fact that ten additional
states were added to the program on an operational basis even before the
completion of the pilot test period. Moreover, training sessions for an
additional twenty states now are scheduled for December, 1982 and January,
1983. Thus, the major objective of the pilot test--the development of an
operational system--clearly was accomplished.

Even though this report does not emphasize the specific problems/
resolutions involved in refining the Random Audit methodology and proce-
dures, some indication of these changes provides a useful perspective on the
evolution of the operational system. For example, individual project super-
visors arranged for different amounts and types of training; this variation
was useful in determining the types of training that appeared to be more or
less effective for Random Audit program personnel. Some states centralized
all investigators in a single location, whereas other states "outstationed" one
or more investigators in various regions of the state; this permitted an
assessment of the logistical advantages of each approach in investigating



sampled cases drawn from throughout the state. Some variations were per-
mitted in the sequence and/or substance of certain investigative procedures;
in some states Random Audit investigators attempted to verify claimant
work search contacts before the claimant was interviewed, whereas work
contacts were verified in other states only after the personal interview with
the claimant. Initially, weeks paid under the Federal-State EB program were
included in the population of Ul payments from which the weekly samples of
payments were drawn, but later such payments were excluded from the
study. The techniques that the Project Supervisors used to "track" the
cases that had been assigned for investigation varied among the states,
and this variation helped identify tracking approaches of exceptional merit
for use by other states. All of the variations described above, as well as
many others, were extremely useful in refining the details of the operational
system that now is in place. Documentation of some of the above problems
and others encountered and resolved during the pilot test period is provided
in the various memoranda and bulletins referenced in Appendix A of this
report.

The Random Audit concept that was pilot tested and that now provides
the basis for the nationwide operational system was designed to provide the
following payment error estimates for each participating Ul jurisdic’tion:5

(1) the percentage (amount) of Ul dollars paid statewide
that was fraudulently overpaid;

(2) the percentage (amount) of Ul dollars paid statewide
that was overpaid, whether for fraudulent or non-
fraudulent reasons;

(3) the dollar amount of underpayments, and underpayments
as a percent of the amount of Ul dollars paid statewide;

(4) the percentage of weeks of unemployment paid statewide
that was overpaid, whether for fraudulent or non-
fraudulent reasons;

(5) the percentage of weeks of unemployment paid statewide
that was underpaid; and

(6) the percentage of weeks of unemployment paid statewide
that was not correctly paid because of either an overpay-
ment or an underpayment. - {4 g



Although the payment error measures listed above were emphasized in
developing the Random Audit program, payment error rates for specific
error types and causes also are provided. Payment error types were
developed to indicate for each payment error found: (1) whether it was
fraudulent or nonfraudulent; and (2) the investigator's judgment as to the
appropriate division of responsibility for the payment error among the
claimant, employers and the Ul agency. A detailed listing of payment error
causes was developed to identify the specific provisions of the state's
employment security law or policy that were violated in the payment errors
detected.

Because the study design provided for selecting a sample that could
be used to conduct analyses of a variety of issues that would be relevant
for each participating state, another objective of the pilot tests was to com-
pile a comprehensive data base that could be used for such analyses. The
items included in this data base are reported in Appendix B. Although much
of the emphasis in developing this data base was placed on issues related to
the prevention or detection of payment errors, the data base also includes a
number of items that could be of interest for other purposes.

As the objectives of the Random Audit program pilot tests are delin-
eated, it also is very important to recognize the many limitations imposed on
the study by time and resource constraints, as well as by other factors.
Because several of these limitations result from the experimental design and
operational features of the Random Audit program, a full discussion of these
limitations is deferred until after the details of project design and operation

have been presented.



EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN OF RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM

The experimental design of the Random Audit program provided for the
selection of weekly samples large enough to provide estimates of the above
payment error measures that would be sufficiently precise/reliable to accom-
modate the needs of state and federal Ul program administrators. During

each week of the sampling period, a computer-based file of payments and
6 .

offsets~ was constructed a
for investigation. Appropriate statistical tests were conducted to determine
if the samples selected were representative of the populations of payments
from which they were drawn. Once this determination had been made, the
payment errors detected in the sampled cases were analyzed to formulate
probability-based statements about the estimated payment error amounts and
rates in the statewide populations of Ul payments. Each of these aspects of
experimental design is discussed below, and additional details on these

issues are provided in Appendix C of this report.

Study Population and Weekly Samples

In order for a payment (offset) for a specific week of unemployment8
to be included in the weekly population file, the payment had to meet all of

the following criteria:

(1) Only payments for regular program claims were included
(i.e., only payments made under the auspices of the
state's regular Ul program, the UCFE program for federal
employees, the UCX program for ex-servicemen or some
combination thereof were included). Accordingly, any
payments made under special programs (e.g., Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance) were excluded.

(2) Starting with the "payment week" that began on June 28,
1981 and thereafter, only payments made for claims filed
under each state's normal duration-of-benefits provisions
were included. From March 1, 1981 through June 27,
1981, payments made under the Federal-State EB program
also were included in the population of payments for this
project. 9



(3) Only payments that were "original" payments--the
first payments ever made--for weeks of unemployment
other than waiting weeks were included. Any "sup-
plemental" payments and any payments for waiting

weeks were excluded from the population for this study.

(4) Only payments to intrastate claimants were included.
Accordingly, all payments for either interstate-agent
or interstate-liable claims were excluded.
On the basis of the above criteria, the great majority of all payments made
in each state were included in the population for this study.

Each week the popuiation fiie in each state that met the criteria de-
tailed above was accessed to select the weekly sample. This file was sorted
by amount paid/offset so that the selection of a systematic sample assured
that payment amounts throughout the entire range of payments in each state
would be represented in the samples actually selected. Because the weekly
samples for a state were selected so that each payment in the population
had an equal probability of being sampled, the results of investigating these
sampled cases--denoted as "key weeks" in this study--could be used to form
estimates (and measures of their reliability) of payment error rates in the

statewide populations from which the samples were drawn.

Confidence Level for Reported Results

Although the selection of a probability sample does not guarantee that
the sample actually selected will be representative of the population from
which it was drawn, it does make it possible to use probability theory to
quantify the risk inherent in describing a population on the basis of sample
information. This is done by using the sample information to construct a
confidence interval that has a preselected likelihood of containing the un-
known value of some population parameter of interest. For example, the
interpretation of an 80% confidence interval constructed around a sample pro-
portion is that the likelihood is 80% that the interval includes the "true"
value of the population proportion.‘IO

In cases where it is not possible to determine the extent to which a
sample is representative of the population from which it was drawn, it is

appropriate to preselect very high likelihood levels (e.g., 95 percent or 99



percent) for constructing confidence intervals. Preselecting a very high
likelihood level in such a case ensures that the interval will include the value
of the population parameter unless the sample is very unusual or nonrepre-
sentative (e.g., a sample with a probability of occurrence of less than .05
or .01). On the other hand, if some information is known about the popu-
lation, it is possible to assess the extent to which the sample is representa-
tive of the population with respect to the known information, and it may not
be necessary to
confidence intervals. Selecting a lower likelihood level is appropriate in

preselect extremely high likelihood levels for constructing
these latter cases because, if it can be shown that a given sample is repre-
sentative of a population with respect to a large number of known character-
istics, it may be assumed that the sample also is representative of the popu-
lation with respect to other unknown characteristics of interest for the study.
In the Random Audit pilot tests, the known characteristics for the
population included sex, age, ethnic status and the amount of the payment/
offset for the key week. The decision was made to accept a sample as
representative of the population with respect to these characteristics if the
probability of obtaining the observed set of sample values for these character-
istics was at least 20 percent. Moreover, if the probability of obtaining the
observed set of sample values for the above characteristics was at least 20
percent, it also was assumed that 80% confidence intervals constructed around
the sample estimates for the unknown population values of interest for this
study--primarily the various measures of the population payment error
amounts and rates--actually would include the "true" population values for
these unknown characteristics. For the five pilot test states, each sample
had a probability of at least 20 percent of being selected. Hence, 80%
(rather than 95% or 99%) confidence intervals were constructed for all esti-

mates of the population values presented in this report.






ORGANIZATION OF STATE RANDOM AUDIT UNITS

The National Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service was respon-
sible for the design, implementation, operation, funding, evaluation and
management oversight of the Random Audit program pilot tests. The project
guidelines--the specific details of project design and operation, as well as
the instructions for the collection, recording and reporting of project data--
es in three series of bull
randa. The title of each bulletin and memorandum in these series is listed
in Appendix A of this report. The major responsibility for conducting the
Random Audit program activities within these guidelines was, however,
assumed by the pilot test states themselves.

Information related to the specific responsibilities and tasks of the UIS,
outside contractors and the participating state Ul agencies is presented in
some detail in Appendix D. The remainder of this section focuses directly
on only the most important issues related to the organization of the Random

Audit units in the pilot test states.

Selection /Authority of Project Staff

It was recognized that it would be difficult for a participating state Ul
agency to select highly qualified individuals for special assignment to the
Random Audit unit, given the importance of maintaining quality in normal
operations. Nonetheless, the same commitment to program quality that
prompted the state Ul Directors to volunteer for participation in the Random
Audit program also prompted them generally to select highly qualified indi-
viduals to staff the project.

The project guidelines specified that the Project Supervisor and the
Field Investigators assigned to each Random Audit unit had to be authorized
to take whatever official actions they deemed appropriate (within the guide-
lines of that state's law/policy) on any payment errors found without first
obtaining authorization from others within the state agency. The inde-
pendence of the Random Audit unit to undertake such actions on each and
every key-week payment error detected was an important component of the

overall experimental design of the project because each sampled case repre-
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sented a large number of cases in the statewide population of Ul payments;
hence, the final disposition of each sampled case importantly affected the
estimates of the dollar amounts and rates of payment errors in the statewide
population of Ul payments. |f the Random Audit unit in each state had
lacked the authority to directly initiate appropriate actions, the study results
easily could have been distorted because other units might not have taken

appropriate action on some payment errors detected.

Organizational Location of Random Audit Unit

The organizational specifications for the project provided that the Ran-
dom Audit unit should be independent from those units within the state Ul
agency with direct responsibility for Ul operations. In part, these specifi-
cations were based on the following two considerations: (1) it is common
practice in private industry for the "quality control" unit to be independent
from the "production" unit; and (2) there is a useful analogy between the
payment of Ul benefits (production) and the responsibilities of the Random
Audit units- ("quality" control or "quality" evaluation). The specific recom-
mendation of the UIS for the organizational location of state Random Audit

units now has been formalized in a General Administrative Letter that includes

the following pr‘ovisions:11

(1) The Random Audit unit must be organized as a separate
unit within the state Ul agency, and not integrated on
an administrative basis with other units (e.g., benefit
payments control or internal security units).

(2) The Random Audit unit must be supervised full-time by
someone other than the Ul Chief of Benefits, Ul Chief
of Tax, the Chief of Data Processing, or any individual
having direct responsibility for payment certification or
processing operations;

(3) The Random Audit Project Supervisor must report to an
administrative level that does not have direct responsi-
bility for Ul operations. Further, this supervisor must
report to an administrative level within the State Employ-
ment Security Agency organization that has authority at
least equal to, and preferably beyond, that of direct Ul
operations administration.



The practical effect of the above organizational guidelines for the

pilot test states was that each Project Supervisor reported directly to the

state's Ul Director.

11
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INVESTIGATIVE METHODOLOGY OF RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM

The fundamental methodological premise from which the Random Audit
investigations proceeded was that the payment received by the claimant for
the key week was correct, given the Ul eligibility provisions of the state's
written employment security law and policy. This premise was based on the
fact that the claim for the key-week payment already had been screened
through the routine processing channels of the state Ul agency and had been
approved for payment. Hence, at the time a sampled case was assigned for
investigation, it was presumed to have been a correct payment.

This orientation implied that the initial approach to a case was one of
routinely verifying the claimant's eligibility for the benefits received for the
key week. During the course of the investigation, however, evidence incon-
sistent with the initial presumption could be uncovered. When such evidence
raised the possibility that the key-week payment was incorrect, it was the
responsibility of the Field Investigator to pursue the investigation: (1) until
substantive evidence had been obtained to document fully the existence of a
payment error; or (2) until it was determined that the payment actually was
proper; or (3) until it did not appear possible to firmly document any
suspected payment errors. It should be emphasized that the "borderline"
cases that comprised the third category were coded as proper payments for
the purposes of the Random Audit study. This approach was adopted be-
cause of the initial presumption that all selected payments were properly
paid, and because it appeared preferable to treat "borderline" cases as
proper payments so as to understate (rather than overstate) payment errors.

An oVerview of the investigative procedures employed in the Random
Audit pilot tests is provided in Chart 1, and a summary discussion of the
various aspects of these procedures is provided below. Not all of the inves-
tigations proceeded in precisely the sequence(s) illustrated. However,
virtually every completed investigation included all or most of the steps
described below. The entire process outlined in Chart 1 was a very inten-
sive one that was designed to verify, to the maximum extent possible,
whether claimants were properly or improperly paid for the key weeks
sampled. A detailed outline o\f the verification procedure has been included

as Appendix E.
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CHART 1
BASIC INVESTIGATIVE PROCEDURES

Project Supervisor Verifies Weekly Sample

l

Claimant Contacted For Personal Interview

Desk Review of Ul Agency Files on Claimant

l

Contact Base Period Employers

| 1

Personal Interview With Claimant

l

Contact Work-Search Employers

Other Contacts

l

Close Case and Case Writeup

!

Case Review

l

Followup For Appeals
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Project Supervisor Verifies Weekly Sample

Although not formally a part of the investigative procedure, the pro-
cessing of the sampled cases for each week began with a review by the
Project Supervisor of the sample selected to identify any apparent problems
in the sampling program. If, as almost always was the case, this review
indicated no problems with the sample selected for a week, the cases for

that week were assigned for field investigation.

Claimant Contacted for Personal Interview

The claimant was interviewed as soon as possible after the key-week
payment was selected for investigation. Experience obtained from the NCUC
study indicated that delays in conducting personal interviews resulted in
substantial recall problems for claimants. For this reason, efforts were made
in most of the pilot test states to schedule the personal interview as soon
as possible after the case was assigned for investigation or to arrange an
interview with the claimant at his/her next scheduled in-person reporting
date, if such a date already had been established. In the event that a
claimant failed to appear for the interview, arrangements were made for
another interview time. |If the claimant had returned to work and could not
be interviewed during normal working hours, arrangements were made for an
interview at the convenience of the claimant. In a very few instances, it
was not possible to interview the claimant; fortunately, in some of these
cases the claimant was willing to complete the interview form and return it
by mail to the Field Investigator. Notwithstanding these efforts to complete
all interviews, a very small number of cases had to be closed without a

completed interview form.

Desk Review of Ul Agency Files on Claimant

All information available from the Ul agency's files related to the pay-
ment for the key week was reviewed soon after the case was selected.
Computer-based files typically were available from which information on base
period employers and qualifying wage credits could be obtained. Whenever
possible, information also was obtained from either computer files or manual

records to determine: (1) the reasons for the claimant's separation from
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employment for the spell of unemployment that included the key week, and
for previous spells of unemployment in the claimant's current benefit year;
(2) whether any nonmonetary determinations that had been issued prior to
the key week could have affected the claimant's eligibility for Ul benefits
for the key week; (3) whether the pattern of claims filing during the cur-
rent benefit year might suggest benefit eligibility problems; (4) whether
any return-to-work dates suggested the possibility of any unreported earn-
/ment; (5) whether the signatures
on certifications filed by the claimant appeared to match check endorsement
signatures; (6) whether information was available about local labor market
conditions or other factors relevant to the claimant's search for work during
the key week; (7) whether available information might suggest a job refusal;
and (8) whether there was any written documentation of any "official" sus-
pensions or modifications of written agency policy on eligibility requirements
that could have affected the claimant's eligibility for key-week benefits.

Contact Base Period Employers

In-person contacts with base period employers were conducted when-
ever possible. Generally, most or all of a claimant's in-state and border-
state base period employers were visited personally by the Field Investigator
assigned to the case. The principal reason for contacting base period
employers was to verify the wage credits upon which the claimant's original

12 However, base period

monetary determination for Ul benefits was based.
employers sometimes also could provide information about the reason for the
claimant's separation from employment or information about reemployment

opportunities that might have been offered to and/or refused by the claimant.

Personal Interview With Claimant

One of the most important sources of information about the claimant's
eligibility for benefits was the personal interview with the claimant. A uni-
form and detailed questionnaire was developed for use in all pilot test states:
see Appendix F for a copy of this questionnaire. Although the questionnaire
was designed to obtain information on a variety of topics related to the
claimant's interaction with the Ul program, the most significant questions
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were those related d
In many cases, an important part of this information related to the claimant's
specific job-seeking efforts during the key week. Where relevant, the claimant
was encouraced to provide as much detail as possible about the name and
location of each firm contacted, the individual contacted by the claimant, the
time and place of the job contact, whether an application form was taken or
completed, etc. This detailed information enabled the Field Investigators to
more efficientiy conduct the verification of these work-search contacts at a

later stage of the review process.

Contact Work-Search Employers

Whenever possible, contacts with work-search employers were made in
person, and signed statements related to the claimant's application for or
inquiries about employment possibilities were obtained from employers. The
Field Investigators were encouraged to be very persistent in their efforts to
verify work-search contacts; because claimants might have provided wrong
phone numbers or addresses for work-search contacts, every reasonable
effort was made to locate and verify such contacts. In the event that a
claimant was excused from the state's active search-for-work requirement
because of a temporary layoff, union membership or other reasons, it was
necessary to verify whether the claimant had been appropriately excused
from the requirement and whether the claimant met any other conditions that
might accompany his/her special circums'cances.13 For example, this might
require a contact with the union hiring hall to determine if the claimant had
been properly registered and could have been referred to a job during the

key week.

Other Contacts

Depending on the circumstances of each individual case, investigative
activities other than contacts with work-search and base-period employers
also were conducted. The purpose of these other contacts was to fully
verify any items (other than those discussed above) that materially could
affect the claimant's eligibility for key-week benefits. For example, Field
Investigators sometimes contacted the Job Service to determine if the claimant
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was registered and could have been (or was) referred to employment during
the key week, or to determine if any job refusals might have occurred as a
result of such referrals prior to or during the key week. Other aspects of
the investigation included efforts to determine if the claimant was available
for work during the key week and if the claimant was able to work during

that period.

Close Case and Case Writeup

Once all relevant evidence had been obtained and evaluated, a judgment
was made by the Field Investigator as to whether the payment for the key
week was a correct payment. In the event that the evidence appeared to
be sufficient to challenge the initial presumption that the payment was cor-
rect, the Field Investigator was required to reinterview the claimant to
confront him/her with the evidence that had been accumulated. During this
reinterview, the claimant was given an opportunity to rebut any of the evi-
dence presented, and to provide any additional information relevant to deter-
mining if he/she was eligible for the payment received for the key week.
‘Further efforts to verify the claimant's eligibility for benefits then were
undertaken, if required, prior to deciding whether the key week was cor-
rectly paid. Then, a written report was prepared for the case, a Summary
of Investigation Form was completed, and all appropriate documentation was
placed in the case file. The complete case file then was submitted to the

Project Supervisor for review.

Case Review

Comprehensive case-review procedures were established as an in,tegralb
part of the Random Audit program because the investigative outcomes for
the sampled cases provided the basis for estimating errors in statewide popu-
lations of Ul payments. Because only a small proportion of these statewide
payments was selected for intensive review, each sampled case "represented"
a much larger number of payments in the statewide population. As a result,
errors in classifying even a few of the sampled cases (as correct vs. incor-
rect payments) could impact importantly on the estimates of statewide Ul

payment errors. For these reasons, a comprehensive review process was
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developed to ensure that each case was thoroughly investigated, properly
documented, and appropriately classified as a correct or incorrect payment.

These review procedures are summarized below.

Review by Project Supervisor. The first review of a sampled case was

performed by the Project Supervisor after the case was completed by the
Field Investigator. This review included an assessment of: the documenta-
tion obtained; the investigative efforts undertaken; and the logic employed
in evaluating the evidence to determine if the key week was properly paid.
In the event that a case file was found to be unacceptable or incomplete,

as judged by any of these criteria, appropriate steps were taken to properly
complete the case. Once the Project Supervisor was satisfied that all of the
case file evaluation criteria had been met, the sequence of events in the
review process depended importantly on whether the key-week payment had
been classified as proper or improper. Cases coded as proper payments
were closed and filed as completed cases. If it was determined that the case
involved an underpayment, or an overpayment due to an error in the mone-
tary determination, appropriate action was taken on the case (if possible)

by the Random Audit team without soliciting further review by a local Ul

office manager. Th

Review by Local Office Manager. The review of overpayments due to

nonmonetary issues by the manager of the local office where the key-week
claim had been filed provided additional input that might affect the classi-
fication of such cases as correct or incorrect payments. To facilitate the
review of these cases, the Project Supervisor provided to the local office
manager a copy of the Summary of Investigation report, together with any
additional information deemed relevant to this review. A reasonable period
of time was allowed for the local office manager to review these materials and
to express in writing agreement or disagreement with the judgement of the
Random Audit team that a key-week payment error had occurred. These
views of the local office managers were not intended to be binding on the
decisions ultimately made by the Project Supervisors, but rather were to be
used by the Project Supervisors in forming their final judgments about such

cases. 15
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Review by Federal Monitors. All completed cases, whether classified

as proper or improper payments, were subject to an additional review by
one or more Federal Monitors. A major goal of this review was to ensure
that the judgmental decisions reached within a particular state were consis-
tent, fair and based upon a reasonable interpretation of the state's written
law /policy. This review was designed to increase the objectivity of the
Random Audit program results by providing for a relatively neutral "outside"

review of the decisions reached by state

LIE P L

ersonnel. The Federal Monitors
rsonn Federal Monitors

also carefully checked the completeness of case file documentation and the
accuracy with which project data were coded.

Followup for Appeals

Further case followup sometimes occurred if official actions were taken
because of key-week payment errors. If the error involved an overpayment,
the claimant was informed at the time of the reinterview of his/her appeal
rights. In the event of an underpayment for the key week, it was possible
that an employer might appeal the Ul agency's action to increase the payment
to the claimant for the key week. If an appeal was filed by either the
claimant or an employer, ari*angements were made, whenever possible, to
have the Field Investigator who processed the case present at the first-level
appeals hearing. If new evidence was presented at the hearing, it was the
responsibility of the Field Investigator to undertake any further verification
that might then be appropriate. On the basis of this information, the Field
Investigator (and ultimately the Project Supervisor) had to form a final judg-
ment about whether the payment for the key week was proper or improper.
Also, the system developed for coding project data made it possible for the
Random Audit team to record whether it agreed or disagreed with any appeals
reversals that affected decisions made about the correctness of key-week

payments.
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CLASSIFICATION OF INVESTIGATIVE RESULTS

In order to correctly classify the investigative results for each sam-
pled case, a very detailed set of definitions was developed. These detailed
definitions are summarized below, but it should be emphasized that the
summary provided is an extremely condensed one that is much less complete
than the exact definitions and classification criteria that were actually utilized
16

(A

Overview of Key-Week Payment Status Codes

The system developed to record the results for each sampled case
includes three different measures of payment errors, two measures of correct
payments and a residual category. The reasons for adopting the system
utilized in the study are discussed briefly below. This general overview is
followed by a more specific discussion of the six key-week payment status
categories that comprise the classification system.

One important issue involved in developing the classification system
was how many payment error categories to utilize. It was determined that
three payment error categories would provide enough information to meet the
needs of both the participating states and the UIS. Because historically
there has been substantial concern about fraud in the Ul program, one pay-
ment error category was defined to include only fraud overpayments.
Because there also was substantial interest in measuring all payment errors--
and not just fraud overpayments--two additional payment error categories
were developed. One of these was defined to include all overpayment and
underpayment errors for which "official" actions were taken; in effect, the
errors in this category were "sanctioned" by the formal Ul system through
official actions. The remaining category includes cases that the state Ul
agency was either unwilling or unable to sanction through official actions,
in addition to all cases for which official actions were taken; this category
thus includes all overpayment and underpayment errors detected by the
Random Audit team, even if all such payment errors were not sanctioned by
official actions. It was this difference between sanctioned and unsanctioned
payment errors that led to the use of these two additional categories for

classifying payment errors.
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Once any cases with payment errors had been classified, virtually all
remaining cases were classified into one of two correct payment categories.
The first of these categories was defined to include those cases determined
to be correct by both the Random Audit team and the formal Ul system.
The second category was defined to include those cases that were deter-
mined to be correct payments by the Random Audit team, even though the
formal Ul system indicated its disagreement by undertaking some official
action related to the original key-week payment. It also was necessary to
define a residual category to classify any unusual cases that could not be
placed into the payment error or correct payment categories outlined above.
Taken together, these six categories comprise the mutually exclusive and
collectively exhaustive classification system developed for this study, and
each of these categories is discussed in more detail below.

17

Group A (Fraud) Overpayments. Group A payment errors were

classified solely on the basis of whether an issue was detected that prompted
"official" Ul agency actions (including those of the Random Audit team) to

18 against the key week.

establish fraud overpayments or voided offsets
Group A (Fraud) overpayments include only weeks for which there was
complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement) betweenv
the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net dollar
result of the official actions taken on the fraud overpayments detected for
the key week.19 That is, Group A (Fraud) overpayments represent dollars
of Ul benefits that, in the judgment of both the Ul agency and the Random

Audit team, were fraudulently paid for the key week.

_Group B _(Formal Actions) Payment Errors. Group B (Formal Actions)
payment errors were defined to include all overpayment and underpayment
errors for which "official" actions were taken because the original key-week

payment was either too large or too small. Specifically, these Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments and underpayments include only key weeks
for which at least one of the following "official" actions was taken: (1)
establishing a recoverable or nonrecoverable overpayment; (2) issuing a
supplemental check; or (3) changing the claimant's WBA, MBA or remaining
MBA balance. Thus, Group B (Formal Actions) payment errors include all
Group A (Fraud) overpayments, plus any additional nonfraud errors that
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resulted in the "official" actions listed above. Whereas the Group A (Fraud)
category includes only overpayments, the Group B (Formal Actions) cate-
gory includes both overpayments and underpayments. It should be noted
that Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments (underpayments) include only
weeks for which there was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases,
partial agreement) between the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system
as to the net dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud
overpayments (nonfraud underpayments) detected for the key week.20 That
is, Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments (underpayments) represent
dollars of Ul benefits that, in the judgment of both the Ul agency and the
Random Audit team, were overpaid (underpaid) for the key week.

Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) Payment Errors. The third pay-
ment error category (Group C) was defined to include all overpayment and

underpayment errors detected for the key weeks investigated by the Random
Audit team, even if "official" actions were not taken for all such errors.
Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) payment errors include all Group B
payment errors, plus some additional errors associated with issues for which
"official" actions were taken and reversed or for which "official" Ul agency
actions could not be taken. Group C (Formal/Prohibited Aétions) overpay-
ments or underpayments thus include: (1) weeks for which there was com-
plete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement) between the
Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net dollar result of
the official key-week actions listed above for Group B; and (2) additional
payment errors, as determined by the Random Audit team, for which official
actions were prohibited because of finality or other rules in the state's
written law/policy. An example of how cases might fall into the second cate-
gory is provided by considering finality rules that often are included in a
state's written employment security law/policy. Such rules typically prescribe
that nonmonetary determinations become "final" after some minimum length of
time, unless new and compelling evidence is introduced. If it were discovered
during the course of an investigation that a clearly erroneous nonmonetary
determination had been issued at an earlier date, such finality rules might
prohibit any additional action on the issue (because no new information was

found). Under these circumstances, the payment "error" would not be
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included in the Group B (Formal Actions) measure because no "official" action
could be taken, but such an error would be included as part of the Group C

(Formal /Prohibited Actions) measur'e.21

Comparison of Payment Error Measures. Given the discussion of the

three payment error categories provided above, the specific rationale for
developing these three categories (particularly Groups B and C) now can

be more clearly explained. Obviously, the purpose of Group A (Fraud)
overpayments is simply to measure the extent of fraud detected by the Random
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Audit team in each state. Group B (Forma
both fraud and nonfraud overpayments, as well as all nonfraud underpay-
ments, that were "sanctioned" by the formal Ul system through official

actions taken for the key week. Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) pay-
ment errors include all Group B payment errors plus any additional errors
that the Ul agency was either not willing or not able to sanction through
official actions. The main purpose of the Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions)
category is to provide a check on whether all (or at least most) errors de-
tected by the Random Audit teams actually resulted in official Ul agency
actions. However, Group B (Formal Actions) payment errors are emphasized
in the empirical results presented in this report, since such errors included

only dollar amounts that were "sanctioned" by official Ul agency actions.

Group D Correct Payments. The Group D correct payments category
includes those few cases that the Random Audit team determined were correct

payments even though the state Ul agency indicated its disagreement with
this determination by taking some '"official" actions that either increased or
_decreased the payment for the key week. However, nearly all correct pay-
ments found in the study fell into the Group E correct payments category

described below.

Group E Correct Payments. The Group E correct paymlants category
includes those cases that satisfy the following criteria: (1) the Random Audit
team determined that the original payment for the key week was the correct
amount (or at least the Random Audit team could not document that the pay-
ment amount was incorrect); and (2) the state Ul agency ratified the view
of the Random Audit team, typically by taking no official actions after the
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22 Separate codes were available within

original key-week payment was made.
this category to identify cases for which a "formal warning" was issued, even
though the payment for the key week was determined to be the correct

amount. 23

Residual Payment Category. Cases that could not be classified into

any of the three payment error categories or into one of the two correct
payment categories above were grouped into a residual category. These

cases involved instances in which: (1) a check was written (and included

o
0

on the population file) but never given or sent to th
investigation of the sampled case had not been completed at the time the data
for the cases sampled during a given quarter had to be submitted to the
Arizona agency for processing; or (3) the investigation had been completed,
yet the case could not be classified either as a payment error or as a cor-
rect payment.25 With the exception of (2) above, the number of cases
classified into the residual payments category was extremely small during the

entire year-long Random Audit program pilot test period.

Type/Cause Categories for Payment Errors

In addition to classifying each sampled payment into one of the correct
or incorrect categories or into the residual category described in the previous
section, the "type" and "cause" of each incorrect payment also was determined.
A detailed listing of these type/cause categories is provided in Appendix G,
and an overview of them is provided below.

Payment error types were assigned to indicate: (1) whether the pay-
ment error was due to fraud; and (2) whether the responsibility for the
payment error was that of the claimant alone, the Ul agency alone, employers
alone or some combination of these three parties.

A large set of payment error cause categories was developed to identify
the specific provisions of a state's law/policy that accounted for each payment
error. The following major cause categories were utilized for overpayments:
(1) unreported earnings for the key week; (2) errors in reporting/recording
earnings for the key week; (3) errors in reporting/recording earnings for
the base period; (4) separation issues; (5) eligibility issues; (6) incorrect

dependents allowances; and (7) all other causes. Fewer categories were



26

required to classify the underpayments detected in the study. In fact, the
major cause categories utilized for underpayments included only the following
four of the above categories: (1) errors in reporting/recording earnings for
the key week; (2) errors in reporting/recording earnings for the base period;
(3) incorrect dependents allowances; and (4) all other causes. Within each of
the major cause categories just listed for both overpayments and underpay-

ments, more specific causes also were identified.



LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Because the empirical findings presented in this report can be mean-
ingfully interpreted only within the context of certain limitations, it is
important that they be discussed prior to presenting the empirical results.
These limitations relate to the following: (1) sampling error; (2) repro-
ducibility problems; (3) operational constraints; (4) claims vs. payments;
(5) generalization of results; (6) multiple payment errors for individual
payments; (7) disaggregation of results; (8) developing corrective actions;
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Sampling Error

Sampling error occurs in the Random Audit program because the esti-
mates of the population error rates are based on the results of investigating
a sample of Ul payments. If all Ul payments in the population had been
reviewed, no sampling error would be present in the study, but that ap-
proach was not taken because it would have been prohibitively expensive.
Because appropriate sainple;selection procedures were utilized, however,
probability theory may be used to quantify the risk associated with accepting
the estimates of the population error rates developed from the sample infor-
mation. This was. accomplished in this study by constructing 80% confidence
intervals for the estimated payment error rates. Strictly speaking, the like-
lihood is .8 that these intervals include the actual population error rates.26
However, because of the results of tests conducted to determine whether the

_samples selected for this study were representative of their populations, it

almost certainly would be the case that the 80% confidence intervals reported
below would contain the (unknown) population error rate values, if none of
the other factors discussed below had affected the accuracy of the study

estimates.

Reproducibilitv Problems

Another source of possible error relates to the reproducibility of the
Random Audit study results. The theorems underlying the probability-based
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calculations assume that each sampled case was processed in a uniform and
consistent manner. For example, it is assumed that the classification of each
payment as correct or incorrect would not be changed if the sampled cases
had been assigned to different Random Audit program Field investigators.
Obviously, there is no way to guarantee uniformity and consistency, given
the complexity involved in investigating and evaluating each sampled case.
Since this issue was recognized as a potentially important one, a number of
actions were taken to ensure uniformity in the investigative process. The
training provided for the Project Supervisors and Field Investigators empha-
sized the importance of uniformly processing each sampled case. Detailed
written instructions were provided for all phases of project activities, and
this certainly increased the likelihood of obtaining reproducible results.

A common interview form was utilized for the claimant interview, and uniform

guidelines were developed for coding and processing all project data. Re-
views of project case files by the Pl;oject Supervisors and by the Federal
Monitors also encouraged and facilitated a uniform application of employment
security law and policy. Despite the above safeguards, all cases undoubt-
edly were not uniformly processed during the entire pilot test period. With
the exceptions noted imrnediétely below for lllinois and Kansas, however,
there appears to be no basis for concluding that this potential problem
created a consistent bias that resulted in either an overstatement or under-
statement of Ul payment errors in the pilot test states. Nonetheless, the
reproducibility issue (where relevant) does introduce some added variability
in the sample estimates that is not accounted for in the confidence intervals
constructed for this study.

A-careful review of certain operational problems that arose in both
[llinois and Kansas strongly suggests that the "reproducibility" assumption
was not satisfied for some portion of the pilot test period in these two states.
Incomplete and sporadic investigative efforts occurred for some cases in each
of these states during the first three calendar quarters of the study period.
Also, turnover in the project staffs--including changes in the Project Super-
visors--occurred in both states during 1981. Federal Monitor reviews of the
completed case files from both states indicated that comprehensive investiga-
tions did not occur and/or well-documented case files did not exist for all
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1981 cases in each of these states. These problems, of course, served to
highlight the need for additional case controi and management procedures
that subsequently could be implemented as additional states were included

in the Random Audit program; viewed in the context of a pilot-test program,
the occurrence of such problems was not unexpected. Nonetheless, it is
quite likely that these operational problems resulted in underestimates of the
payment errors reported for both lllinois and Kansas. Although it is not
possible to quantify precisely the magnitude of these underestimates, it is
quite likely that the underestimation problem is much more serious for lllinois
than for Kansas; this conclusion is based on the fact that the problem in
lllinois potentially involves about three-fourths of all sampled cases, whereas
the problem in Kansas potentially involves only about one-fifth of all sampled
cases. Moreover, the potential underestimation in absolute terms in each
state undoubtedly is much greater for overpayments than for underpayments,
simply because (as will be shown below) underpayments represent a much
smaller percentage of total payments than overpayments in the other three

states where no reproducibility problems were evident.

Operational Constraints

Certain characteristics of Ul laws/policies and the operational proce-
dures of the Random Audit project also would limit the accuracy of the pay-
ment error estimates reported for these states, even if the sampling error
and reproducibility problems discussed above could be completely ignored.
As will be evident from the following discussion, most of these problems
are more likely to affect the estimates of overpayment than underpayment

_errors. O . -

Constraints on Verifying Benefit Eligibility. A basic feature of the Ul
program is that Ul benefits are paid with at least a one week lag. Since it

is neither operationally feasible nor desirable to monitor the behavior of
potential claimants, the verification of claimant eligibility for benefits must
rely on ex post efforts. The ability of claimants and others to recall relevant
facts or events that occurred during the key week fades with time. Addi-
tional restrictions result from the provisions of employment security laws and
policies that properly limit the extent to which an individual claimant's
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activities can be investigated to determine if the claimant was eligible for the
Ul benefits received for the key week. These constraints imply that, all
other things equal, the overpayment errors estimated in the Random Audit
program likely do not include all overpayments that actually occurred. Un-
fortunately, the magnitude of the understatement of overpayment errors that
results from these factors cannot be quantified. It also is possible that, to
a lesser extent, these features of the Ul program could lead to an under-

which claimants had worked (in Ul-covered employment) while receiving bene-
fits for the key week was not included in the Random Audit program, pri-
marily because of the delay that would have been required to include
postaudit results.27 If such a postaudit had been conducted, it is very
likely that some additional overpayments, particularly overpayments due to
unreported earnings, would have been detected. To the extent that instances
of unreported earnings are more likely than most other violations of employ-
ment security law/policy to be established as fraud overpayments, the omission
of a postaudit probably resulted in a much larger understatement of fraud
than of total overpayment rates. It is also possible, although less likely,
that a comprehensive postaudit would have resulted in the detection of some
additional underpayments; this could happen, for example, if some sampled
claimants had reported more earnings for the key week than should have

been reported.

Cash Economy. Even the utilization of a comprehensive postaudit
would have been largely ineffective in detecting "cash economy" transactions
in which Ul claimants are paid "off the books" for their work during the key
week. These cash-economy transactions could not affect the Random Audit
program estimates of Ul underpayments. However, it almost certainly is the
case that some undetected instances of unreported earnings in the cash
economy resulted in an underestimation of overpayment errors. For the

same reasons just discussed above, this limitation probably resulted in a
much- larger underestimation of fraud than of total overpayment rates.
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Documenting Payment Errors. Each review of any case selected in the

Random Audit program began from the fundamental premise that the payment
for the key week was a proper payment. In order to record a payment
error, it was necessary to obtain documented evidence sufficient to establish,
beyond a reasonable doubt, that the original payment for the key week was
not correct. To obtain the required documentation for Ul underpayments
typically was fairly routine, because most underpayments in the population
of Ul payments sampled were the result of easily documented errors in re-
porting/recording base period wages. In contrast, the large number of
complex considerations that surround the claimant's nonmonetary eligibility
for benefits (especially those related to the claimant's availability for and
ability to work and his/her job-search activities during the key week) often-
times could not be documented so easily. Hence, it is quite likely that
overpayment errors are somewhat understated in the Random Audit study,
simply because compelling documentation of some actual violations of the

nonmonetary eligibility criteria could not be obtained.

Updating Case Files. The updating procedure utilized for the study
could result in either an understatement or an overstatement of payment
errors, although the magnitude of the problem quite likely is fairly small.
The specific issue involved is that each sampled case could be updated only
one time after the information was first submitted for the case. This update

for the cases selected in any given calendar quarter occurred about four to
five months after the close of the calendar quarter in which the cases were
sampled. After this one opportunity to update a sampled case file, no
further changes were made for that case in the data base constructed for
—the project. It is possible;, of course, that changes might have occurred -
after this update opportunity that would have affected the classification of
particular key-week payments as either correct or incorrect. One example
of how this update procedure might result in an overstatement of payment
errors is provided below, followed by one example of how the procedure
might result in an understatement of payment errors.

Perhaps the best example of how the update procedure might create
an overstatement of payment errors is related to the possibility of an
established overpayment that is appealed and ultimately reversed. If the
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reversal were to occur after this update opportunity, however, the data base
would not be corrected. In the latter instance, the error rate calculations
reported would (incorrectly) include such a case as an established overpay-
ment. It is possible that long periods for appeals also could result in some
overstatement of underpayments, but it seems very likely that this issue is
more important for overpayments than for underpayments. Information ob-
tained from the Project Supervisors in each of the five pilot test states
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appeals had occurred after the data reported for 1981.2, 1981.3 and 1981.4
had been revised. Thus, the potential problem discussed in this paragraph
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appears to be a relatively minor one.

The update procedure also might create some understatement of the
payment errors that actually occurred. For example, a particular key week
might be coded as a correct payment at the time the update opportunity for
the case occurred. Thereafter, additional information (perhaps for base
period wages or for unreported key-week earnings from a postaudit) might
be obtained that would result in either an overpayment or an underpayment
for the key week. However, this new information would have no effect on
the error rates reported siﬁce no further updating of the data base would
occur for such a case.

The overall impact of the updating procedure in terms of creating some
tendency toward either an overstatement or an understatement of reported
error rates can not be precisely determined. However, as explained above,
it is very doubtful that the potential problem for overstating payment errors
is more than a minor one. In contrast, the potential for understating pay-

“ment errors--particularly if the possibility of unreported earnings that would

be found through a postaudit is considered--certainly appears to be much
more likely. Also, it probably is the case that the potential impact is some-
what greater for overpayments than for underpayments.

Preliminary Data and Incomplete Cases for 1982.1. Given the time
framework for the preparation of this report, it was not possible to utilize
revised data for the first quarter of 1982; the annual estimates reported
are based on only preliminary data for 1982.1. In general terms, this means
that the considerations just discussed in the prior section probably are more
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important for all five states for the 1982.1 data than for the data for the
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other three calendar quarters. However, there a
tion that applies to both New Jersey and Washington, since the investigations
had not been completed for a small percentage (2.0% and 1.3%, respectively)
of the total cases (for the four-quarter pilot test period) in these states.
For all error rate calculations presented in this report, these incomplete
Cases were treated as proper payments. Therefore, the error rates reported
for New Jersey and Washington would tend to understate the "true" popula-
tion error rates in these two states if any payment errors subsequently were

found for these incompiete cases.

Overall Impact of Operational Constraints on Error Rates. On balance,
the operational constraints discussed in this section strongly suggest that
the study results tend to understate the payment errors that actually
occurred. It also is important to note once again that this tendency to
understate payment errors undoubtedly is much more important for over-
payments than for underpayments. Unfortunately, it is not possible to
quantify the magnitude of the understatement of the error rates, if any,
that exists in the empirical results included in this report. Nonetheless,
that possibility should be considered in interpreting and evaluating the

results subsequently presented.

Claims vs. Payments

A quite different type of limitation from those discussed above is due
to the fact that the study populations consist only of Ul payments /offsets
actually made. Clearly, no overpayments were excluded by the design
—decision to restrict the relevant population to Ul payments, because no
overpayment is possible without a payment (or offset) first being made for a
week of unemployment. In contrast, the exclusion of weeks claimed but not
paid probably impacted importantly on the underpayment estimates, since an
important source of Ul underpayments could be the erroneous denial of
benefits claimed (and such underpayments could not have been detected in
the Random Audit program since only weeks paid were sampled). The deci-
sion to exclude weeks claimed but not paid was made because an entirely
different methodology would have been required to include such weeks in

the study populations.
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Generalization of Results

The empirical findings of the Random Audit program pilot tests can be
appropriately generalized only to the specific study populations of statewide
Ul payments made in the five pilot test states during the year-long pilot
test period. The experimental design and the statistical procedures used
in the study provide no conceptual basis for generalizing these results to
other time periods within a given state or to other Ul jurisdictions. In
short, there is no statistical basis for generalizing the empirical resuits of
the pilot tests to any populations other than the specific statewide popula-
tions of Ul payments from which the actual weekly samples were drawn.

Multiple Payment Errors for Individual Payments

The coding system developed for the Random Audit study allows for
recording only a single payment error type and cause within each payment
error category for each sampled payment week. |n some cases, however,
multiple payment errors were found for these individual payment weeks. In
each such case, the total dollar amount of the payment error recorded is
equal to the net dollar amount of all payment errors detected for the case,
but payment error type and cause codes recorded are based on the error
that accounted for largest portion of the total dollar error found. As a
result, it is possible that certain types (or causes) of payment errors could
occur frequently and yet not be identified as "important" simply because
they often were accompanied by larger payment errors of different types (or .
causes). The main example of this possibility is that adjustments in the WBA
typically resulted in fairly small payment errors for the sampled weeks with
such changes. As a result, a case with multiple payment errors that in- )
cluded an incorrect WBA typically had some other payment error type/cause
identified in the empirical results presented below, since the WBA error by
itself typically did not account for the largest portion of the total net pay-
ment error for such a case. A good example of such a case would be one
in which a claimant did not actively seek work during the key week and also
was overpaid by some fraction of the original key-week payment due to an
incorrect WBA; because failure to actively seek work would (in this example)
result in an overpayment of the entire original payment, it would be coded
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as the error in this example since it wouid be larger than the monetary over-
payment that would have been recorded had the claimant actively sought work
(and met all other eligibility criteria) for the key week. Although only a

few cases with multiple payment errors were detected during the year-long
pilot test, the treatment of multiple payment errors described above is
relevant in interpreting the empirical results for payment error types and

causes reported below.

The primary purpose of the Random Audit program was to develop and
pilot test an operational system designed to produce reasonably precise esti-
mates of payment errors in the statewide populations of Ul payments made
quarterly. Hence, the experimental design of the study called for the selec-
tion of weekly samples of just sufficient size to permit the development of
such estimates. An important implication of this decision, however, was that
the number of sampled cases selected each week to accomplish this primary
objective would not necessarily be large enough to provide the basis for
formulating reasonably precise estimates, on a quarterly basis, of certain
types or causes of payment errors. Furthermore, the quarterly data would
not necessarily support the estimation of disaggregated payment error rates
for specific Ul local offices, districts or regions of the state, or for certain
types of claims or claimants (e.g., UCFE vs. UCX claims or rural vs. urban
claims). An obvious and uncontrollable factor in this regard is the number
of payment errors actually detected in any quarterly sample, and the
similarity or diversity of the payment errors found in a particular state dur-
ing a particular quarter. If the number of payment errors detected in a

quarterly sample were quite small, disaggregation of the few payment errors
found into many different type or cause categories, geographic locations or
claim-type groups would not prove to be a useful exercise. Moreover, even
if a large number of payment errors were detected, estimation of payment
error rates for disaggregated subgroups of the total sample would be mean-
ingful only if some concentrations of payment errors occurred by type,
cause, geographic location, claim-type or other factors.
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Developing Corrective Actions

The Random Audit pilot tests were not designed to support a statistical
diagnosis of detected payment errors for the purpose of developing any de-
tailed corrective action plans that might be required in a particular state.

In place of such a statistical diagnosis, some of the pilot test states did
conduct a detailed review of the individual sampled case files to obtain some
clues as to appropriate corrective actions that could be undertaken. It also
is possible that such in-depth reviews of the sampled case files in other

gest the types of information that should be obtained to determine how to

structure such plans. The acquisition of such additional data was beyond

the scope of the Random Audit pilot tests, although any participating state
Ul agency could have gathered such information. For these reasons, any

diagnostic efforts undertaken by the pilot test states or any resulting cor-
rective actions are not emphasized in this report.

Another diagnostic limitation of the Random Audit pilot tests is related
to interpretations that may be placed on quarter-to-quarter variations in the
estimated payment error rates. The weekly samples were large enough to
permit reasonably precise estimates of population error rates on a quarterly
basis, but the sample sizes were not large enough to necessarily facilitate a
meaningful comparison of the quarter-to-quarter changes in the estimated
values of such population error rates. Hence, within the pilot test period,
there was virtually no emphasis on the interpretation of quarter-to-quarter
changes in the estimated population error rates.

Interstate Comparisons

Another important limitation of the study is related to the fact that
most direct comparisons of the estimated values for a given payment error
measure across different states would very likely be extremely misleading.
A major reason is that employment security laws/policies, procedures and
administrative structures differ importantly from one state to another, and
these differences are profoundly important in interpreting the empirical
results of the Random Audit program pilot ’cests.28 Identical behavior by

identical claimants could lead to the establishment of an overpayment in one
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state, and yet be quite acceptable within the provisions of law and policy
ate. As another example, an overpa yment that was prosecuted
as fraud in one state might well be considered a nonfraud overpayment (or
perhaps even a nonrecoverable overpayment) in some other state. Some
state policies prohibit retroactive Ul agency actions on availability issues,
and the interpretation of the active-search-for-work requirement is far from
uniform across the states. Some states have information on wages paid in
covered employment routinely reported to the Ul agency each quarter, while
other states must obtain this information by special request from employers L
at the time a claim for benefits is filed, and these differences can impor- =
tantly impact on the frequency and magnitude of the errors made in a :
claimant's initial monetary determination. However, all of the above points
are only examples of large differences in the laws, policies and procedures
associated with the Ul programs in different states. The fundamental point
is that individual state Ul programs differ in many significant ways, and that
these differences affect the number and types of payment errors detected

in the Random Audit program. An obvious implication of this fundamental
point is that high payment error rates do not necessarily imply inefficient

or low-quality administration of a Ul program. ngh payment error rates
mnght occur, for example, because a given state has employment securlty
laws that are extremely difficult to administer within the constraint of avail-
able resources. In such a state, the responsibility for high payment error
rates might actually be that of the legislators who formulated the state's
employment security laws, and not that of the individuals responsible for
administering such laws. Hence it is possible that a Ul agency in a state
~with a high payment error rate might be making greater efforts to efficiently
administer its Ul program than a Ul agency in a state with a low payment

error rate.

Impact on Benefit Payments of "Tighter" Administration

A possible result of an operational system that routinely provides
accurate payment error estimates is that some states will determine that
corrective action plans are required to reduce unacceptably high payment
error rates. Presumably, one focus of such plans would be to "tighten"
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the administration of existing eligibility rules so as to reduce overpayments.
A potentially important question that arises in this context, especially given
the trust fund insolvency that currently exists in a number of states, is
what the impact on benefit payments would be from such "tightening" of
the payments system.29 In addressing this question, a useful distinction
can be made between the impact that tighter administration of existing rules
would have in reducing benefit payments because of reduced overpayments,
ayments by reducing claims
filing. The latter effect is addressed first, followed by a discussion of the
relationship between reduced overpayments and reduced benefit payments.

Tighter administration of any given set of eligibility rules presumably
would directly reduce benefit payments to some extent, other things equal.
This would be the case because: (1) fewer ineligible claimants would file
for benefits; (2) fewer eligible claimants would file for unemployment insur-
ance because the higher costs of meeting the tighter eligibility criteria would
exceed the benefits; and (3) some claimants presumably would be encouraged
to return to work more quickly by tighter administration. However, to the
extent that there were few ineligible filers or that eligible claimants merely
modified their behavior to meet the test of tighter administration without
reducing the weeks they claimed, the net (direct) impact on benefit payments
would be very slight.

The second effect of tighter administration of any given set of eligi-
bility rules presumably would be to reduce the overpayments that result from
the payments system, since improved administration would reduce the extent
to which ineligible filers who still file would be paid, other things equal.
This reduction in overpayments probably also would tend to reduce total
benefit payments to some extent beyond the reduction already discussed
above. However, certain features of the Ul system make it impossible to
conclude that this reduction in overpayments would have a dollar-for-dollar
impact in reducing total benefit payments; this is illustrated by the following
example for a state with estimated Ul overpayments of $15 million per year.
In this example it might be argued (erroneously) that the introduction of
corrective action plans that had the effect of reducing overpayments from
$15 million to $5 million each year, other things equal, also would have the




39

effect of reducing payments by $10 million each year. The direct link as-
sumed in this example between reducing overpayments and reducing
benefit payments fails to reflect the fact that, after a claimant initially is
held monetarily eligible for Ul support, entitlement to benefits is determined
on a weekly (or perhaps biweekly) basis. Hence, if a monetarily eligible
claimant were overpaid for a given week (e.g., due to the failure to
actively seek work), such an overpayment normally would not disqualify

the claimant from benefits in a subsequent week of unemployment in that
same benefit year'.30 As a result, the effect of establishing an overpayment
for a singie week may simpiy be to deiay the payment of benefits until some
later week in the same benefit year. In the event that such a claimant
exhausted his/her MBA entitlement, the establishment of an overpayment
against a given week in a benefit year clearly would not affect the total
amount of benefits ultimately paid during his/her Ul benefit year (unless the
amounts of established overpayments were deducted from the claimant's MBA
entitlement). In any case, it certainly is not possible to conclude that re-
ducing overpayments has a dollar-for-dollar impact in reducing total benefit
payments. '

The above discussion should make it clear that the relationships among
tighter administration of any given set of eligibility rules, reduced overpay-
ments and reduced benefit payments are extremely complex. Nevertheless,
tighter administration and reduced payment errors generally would be desir-
able goals to ensure that, to the extent "feasible," Ul benefits are paid only
to eligible claimants. "Feasibility" in this context, however, should be
evaluated in terms of the specific costs and benefits associated with specific
_ corrective action plans. Obviously, it would not be desirable to tighten

administration if the costs of such changes exceeded the benefits of those
changes.
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The empirical results for the five pilot test states are presented in this
section of the report. After discussing the results of tests conducted to
determine the representativeness of the samples analyzed in each state,
the estimates of Ul payment error rates in the statewide populations of Ul
payments made during the year-long pilot test period are presented.

ple and population for each of the piiot
test states are presented in Table 1. Tests conducted on the basis of these
characteristics to determine the representativeness of the samples selected
indicated that the sex, age, minority status and amount paid/offset distribu-
tions for each sample and its corresponding population are very similar. The
largest (absolute) difference between a sample proportion and its corresponding
population proportion was recorded for the sex distribution in New Jersey,
where males were somewhat underrepresented and females correspondingly over-
represented in the sample. Presumably, the most critical set of comparisons for
a study of payment errors would be for the amounts paid /offset and the sample
vs. population proportions for these distributions are very nearly the same
within each of the pilot test states. Because no statistically significant differ-
ences were found between the sample and population proportions for any of
these known characteristics of the population, it can be assumed that the
samples analyzed also are representative of their corresponding populations

for the unknown characteristics of interest (i.e., payment error rates) for

Overview of Payment Error Estimates

Estimates of Ul payment error rates are presented below. As empha-
sized previously, meaningful interpretations of the differences in these results
among the five states would require detailed information about a multitude of
complex factors that influence the payment of Ul benefits in each state. In
most cases, the development of such interpretations is beyond the scope of
the present study. As a result, very little attention is given to actually



TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SELECTED SAMPLE AND POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1

41

| IlIinojsb Kansas Louisiana New Jerseyc Washingtonb
Characteristic? Sample Population] Sample Populationy Sample Population| Sample Populationf Sample Population
Male 64.9% 68.1%3 | 61.8% 63.8% 66.1% 66. 3% 50.1% 55.6% 68.6% 68.4%
Female ‘ 35.1% 31.9% 38.2% 36.2% 32,5% 33.3% 49, 9% TTTE 31.4% 31.5%
Missing 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 0..0% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age:
Less than 25 yrs | 18.2% 20.2% 26.9% 25.1% 20.6% 20.0% 22.7% 23.0% 17.3% 19.2%
25-44 years 57.2% 54.3% | 50.7% 54. 0% 55.3% 53.7% 51.1% 48.0% 57.0% 58. 4%
45-64 years 23.6% 23.7% 21.3% 20.2% 21.0% 22.9% 23.8% 26.1% 25.2% 20.8%
65 years & up 1.0% 1.8% 1.1% 0.8% 3.1% 3.1% 2.4% 2.8% 0.4% 1.7%
Missing 0.0%3 0.0% , 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.03 0.0%
Minority Status:
White 71.0% 69.9% 83.3% 81.8% 58.7% 57.3% 72.3% 67.5% 84.4% 83.1%
Spanish, Black/ A
Other Nonwhite | 29.0% 30.1% 12.4% 14, 3% 41.0% 42.0% 27.7% 32.5% 7.0% 9.6%
Missing 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 3.9% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% 7.2
Amount Paid/Offset:
Less than $50 3.7% 3.8% 5.4% 5.8% 7.1% 7.1% 5.8% 6.4% 8.6% 7.8%
$50- %99 21.1% 21.9% 24, 4% 25.4% 29.1% 29.2% 28.3% 27.2% 25.5% 26.8%
$100 - $124 11.7% 12.7% 15.5% 15. 9% 13.2% 12.9% 25.2% 24.7% 12.8% 13.3%
$125 - $149 27.4% 26.4% 54.7% 52.8% 11.7% 11.7% 40.7% 41.7% 13.0% 11.43
$150 & up 36.0% 35.2% 0.0% 0.0% 38.8% 39.1% 0.0% 0.0% 40. 0% 40.6%
Missing 0.0% 0.03% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.03

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this table.
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"explaining" the interstate differences found for a given payment error
measure. [t also should be emphasized that the findings can be appropriately
interpreted only in light of the limitations of the study discussed earlier in
the report.

Because the three payment error measures used in the Random Audit
program were discussed in some detail earlier in the report, only a brief
summary of each measure is provided below:

Croup A (Fraud) QOverpayments: his measure includes only
detected fraud overpayments that were "sanctioned" by the
"formal" Ul system through official actions taken for the key

week. That is, Group A (Fraud) overpayments represent
dollars of Ul benefits paid that, in the judgment of both the
Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system, were fraudu-
lently overpaid.

Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayments (Underpayments):
This measure includes only those fraud and nonfraud over-
payments (nonfraud underpayments) that were "sanctioned"
by the "formal"Ul system through official actions taken for
the key week. That is, Group B (Formal Actions) overpay-
ments (underpayments) represent dollars of Ul benefits that,
in the judgment of both the Random Audit team and the
"formal" Ul system, were overpaid (underpaid).

Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) Overpayments (Under-
Payments): This measure includes all key weeks with
original payments that were determined by the Random Audit
team to be too large (too small), even if official actions were
not or could not be taken by the "formal" Ul system to
"sanction" the views of the Random Audit team.

The text discussion below emphasizes the Group B (Formal Actions) measure
of payment errors, although .a complete set of empirical results for each

“state is provided in Appendix H. As will be evident in the subsequent
discussion, the basis for this emphasis is that Group A (Fraud) overpay-
ments account for only a small proportion of all payment errors detected and
that only small differences were found between the Group B (Formal Actions)
and the Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) measures.

The various aspects of the Group B (Formal Actions) payment error

measures discussed below include the following:
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Case Error Rate: The estimated percent of weeks paid
statewide with either a Group B overpayment or underpay-
ment of any amount.

Week Overpayment (Underpayment) Rate: The estimated
percent of weeks paid statewide with a Group B overpayment
(underpayment) of any amount.

Dollar Overpayment (Underpayment) Rate: The estimated
percent of dollars paid statewide that was overpaid (under-
paid) according to the Group B definition.

Dollar Overpayment + Formal Warning Rate: The estimated
percent of dollars paid statewide that was either overpaid

according to the Group B definition or that was paid for a
week for which a "formal warning" was issued.

Dollar Overpayment Rate by Type (Cause): The estimated
percent of dollars paid statewide that was overpaid according
to the Group B definition and that was due to a specific
type (cause).

One additional feature of the empirical results presented below requires
some explanation. Corresponding to each "point estimate" of a population Ul
payment error rate is an "error factor" that appears in parentheses. The
upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
adding (subtracting) each error factor to (from) its corresponding point
estimate, with the exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater
than zero. An approximate interpretation of an 80% confidence interval
normally is that the likelihood is 80 percent that the interval includes the
"true" population value; for example, if the point estimate of a given popu-
lation payment error measure were 10 percent with an error factor of 3
—percent, the-likelihood normaly-would be 80-percent-that the-interval-from——
7 percent to 13 percent includes the true population value. However, be-
cause the results of the tests reported in the prior section indicated that
the sample selected in each state was representative of its respective population,
it almost certainly would be the case that the 80% confidence intervals reported
below actually would contain the population error rate values, if it were not for
the other study- limitations discussed in the prior section. Although only the
point estimates are discussed in the text, the error factors and corresponding
confidence intervals should be considered throughout the following discussion

of empirical results.
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Group B (Formal Actions) Case Error Rates and
Week Overpayment (Underpayment) Rates

The Group B (Formal Actions) case error rates, together with week
overpayment and week underpayment rates, are presented in Table 2. The
case error rates range from a low of 12.2 percent in Louisiana to a high of
52.1 percent in New Jersey. The case error rate for Washington also was
quite high (31.7%), whereas the case error rates estimated for lllinois (19.1%)
and Kansas (15.0%) were more similar to the rate estimated for Louisiana.
These findings indicate that, for the year-long period in these five pilot test
states, the minimum rate at which some payment error occurred was one in
every eight cases, and the maximum rate actually exceeded one in every two

. cases.

The results reported in Table 2 also indicate that overpayment errors
tended to be much more common than underpayment errors in each of the
pilot test states. In each of the pilot test states, over three-fifths of the
weeks with Group B (Formal Actions) payment errors were weeks with over-
payments, and overpayments accounted for over four-fifths of all weeks with
Group B errors in three of the states. These findings, of course, were not
totally unexpected because, as noted earlier in the report, all underpayments
that resulted from an erroneous denial of benefits claifned were excluded from
the population of payments for the Random Audit program. Also, overpaid
weeks tended to exceed underpaid weeks simply because of the nature of the
nonmonetary criteria that govern the eligibility for Ul benefits in most
states: issues related to the nature of the claimant's separation from pre-
vious employers, availability for work, ability to work and active job search
~are much more likely to result in overpayments than underpayments. None—
theless, in two states--Washington and New Jersey--weeks with underpay-
ments still accounted for more than one-fourth of all weeks with Group B
(Formal Actions) payment errors.

Dollar Rates vs. Week Rates of
Group B (Formal Actions) Payment Errors

The dollar rates of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments and under-
payments are presented in Table 3. These findings indicate that the percent



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF WEEKS WITH GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPé\YMENTS
OR UNDERPAYMENTS FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1

Case Error Rate: Overpayments: Underpayments:
2 of Weeks With % of Weeks With % of Weeks With
Group B (Formal Actions) . Group B (Formal Actions) Group B (Formal Actions)

State Overpayment or Underpayment Overpayment Underpayment
. b | o
illinois 19.1% 16.0% 3.1%
(3. 6%) (3.2%) . (2.5%)
Kansas® 15.08 14.1% 0.93
(2.6%) (2.5%) (0.8%)
Louisiana 12.2% 10.5% 1.7%
(2.1%) (2.0%) (0.9%)
New Jersey® 52.1% 38.2% 13.9%
(3.4%) (3.3%9) (2.4%)
Washington® 31.7% 20. 0% 11.7%

(3.29) (2.7%) (2.28)

An error factor is st}own in. parentheses below each point estimate; the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
by addmg'(subt.racungl this factor to (from) the point estimate, with the exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero.
An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is 80% that it includes the "true" population value; for a more precise
explanation, consult the Technical Appendi*.

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this (abale.
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i TABLE 3

ESTIMA'ﬁED RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS
AND UNDERPAYMENTS FOR DOLLARS AND WEEKSa FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES:
| 1981.2 - 1982.1

Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayments Group B (Formal Actions) Underpayments
State % of  Dollars % of Weeks % of Dollars % of Weeks

Hiinois® 11.9% 16. 0% 0.8% 3.1%
(2.1%) (3.29) (0.7%) (2.5%)

' Kansas® 12.9% 14.1% 0.1% 0.9%
(2.5%) (2.5%) (0.1%) (0.8%)

Louisiana 7.3% 10.5% 0.1% 1.7%
(1.7%) (2.0%) (0.1%) (0.9%)

New Jersey® 214. 3% 38.2% 1.0% 13.9%
(F!.O%) (3.3%) (0.2%) (2.4%)

Washington® 9.3% 20. 0% 1.0% 11.7%
(1.8%) (2.7%) (0.3%) (2.29)

|
An error factor is shown in parentheses below each point estimate; the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
by adding (subtracting) this factor t ) (from) the point estimate, with the exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero.

An approximate interpretation of sucm‘ an interval is that the likelihood is 80% that it includes the "true" population value; for a more precise
explanation, censult the Technical Appendix.

See Appendix | for the footnotes for lihis table.
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of dollars paid statewide that were overpaid ranged from a high of 24.3 per-
cent in New Jersey to a low of 7.3 percent in Louisiana. The estimates for
the remaining states are: 12.9 percent for Kansas, 11.9 percent for Illinois
and 9.3 percent for Washington. Given the dollars paid statewide from 1981.2
through 1982.1 for each state, these estimates of the dollar rates correspond
to the following estimated dollars of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments

in these states:

Totai Doiiars of Ui Estimated Doiiars

State Benefits Paid . of Overpayments
Hlinois $1, 329. 3 million $158.5 million
Kansas $ 108.3 million $ 14.0 million
Louisiana $ 229.3 million $ 16.7 million
New Jersey $ 674.0 million $163.8 million
Washington $ 413.0 million $ 38.6 million
Total $2,753.9 million $391.6 million

Obviously, the ranking of these states by the estimated dollars of Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments does not correspond to the ranking of these
states by the dollar rate of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments, because
of the very large interstate differences shown above in the dollars of Ul
benefits paid. Whether considered by dollar rates or dollar amounts, the
findings are suggestive of an overpayment problem of considerable impor-
tance in at least several of these states. >

The unimportance of underpayments relative to overpayments is clearly
evident in the data presented in Table 3 as well. These estimates indicate
that the dollar rate of Group B (Formal Actions) underpayments never ex-
ceeded 1 percent in any state and, in fact, was estimated to be only one-
_tenth of 1 percent in two of the pilot test states. These findings show that,
at least among the five pilot test states, underpayments amounted to only a
small percent of the total Ul dollars paid statewide.

The information presented in Table 3 also indicates that payment
errors smaller than the key-week payment were common in these states.
This conclusion is based on the comparison--made separately for overpay-
ments and underpayments--of the "percent of weeks" and the "percent of
dollars" columns presented in Table 3. In Washington, for example, 20 per-
cent of the weeks paid had a Group B (Formal Actions) overpayment of some
amount, but only 9.3 percent of the dollars paid to the statewide population
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involved a Group B (Formal Actions) overpayment. Similarly, in New Jersey
38.2 percent of the weeks paid had an overpayment of some amount, but
such overpayments accounted for only 24.3 percent of the dollars paid to
the statewide population. Relatively less evidence of only partial key-week
overpayments is shown by similar comparisons for the remaining three states,
but nonetheless there is an indication in each state of some partial key-week
overpayments.

The evidence presented in Table 3 also strongly suggests that many of
the Group B (Formal Actions) underpayments detected in each pilot test
state were for amounts much smaller than the original key-week payment.
For example, in Washington underpayments were detected for 11.7 percent
of the weeks paid, but these underpayments amounted to only 1.0 percent
of the total dollars paid statewide. Similarly, in New Jersey underpayments
accounted for 13.9 percent of the weeks paid but for only 1.0 percent of the
total dollars paid statewide. As noted above, however, only "partial" under-
payments could have been detected in the ‘Random Audit program because
the study population consisted only of weeks claimed for which at least some
original payment had been made.

A major reason for the frequency with which payment errors of small
dollar amounts occurred is evident from the information obtained about the
frequency and mean doilar amount of errors in the WBA, MBA or base period
wages that were detected in the process of verifying monetary determinations
(see Table 4). The information in Table 4 provides the basis for the
following summary of the estimated frequency of such errors in these states:

State WBA MBA Base Period Wages
Illinois 33 9. 4% 10.2% 29.0%
Kansas 1.9% 2.6% 4.6%
Louisiana 5.2% 6.8% 19. 4%

New Jersey 36.1% 45.4% 71.9%
Washington  21.6% 29.5% 31.8%

The estimated percent of weeks with WBA errors ranged from lows of 1.9
percent in Kansas and 5.2 percent in Louisiana to highs of 21.6 percent in
Washington and 36.1 percent in New Jersey. As shown in Table 4, these



TABLE 4
ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND MEAN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CHANGES IN THE
WBA, MBA |OR BASE PERIOD WAGES FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES:
1981.2 - 1982.1°

WBA Changes MBA Changes Base Period Wage Changes

Increases Decreases Increases Decreases Increases Decreases
2 of Mean | % of Mean | % of Mean | % of Mean | % of Mean | % of Mean
State Weeks S$Amt | Weeks $SAmt Weeks SAmt Weeks S$Amt Weeks SAmt Weeks SAmt
Ilinois® 3.63 $9.14 | 5.8% $10.20| u.13 su33 6.13  $323 13.3%  $1268 | 15.7%  $977
(1.3%) (2.52)| (1.6%) (4.10] (1.43) (271) (1.7%)  (100) (2.43) (312)] (2.5%) (255)

Kansés 0.7% $2.26 1.2% $35.63 1.2% $192 1.4% $450 3.2% $596 1.4% $493

(0.7%) (c) (0.8%) (c) (0.7%) (c) (0.8%) (c) (1.39) (426) (0.9%) (c)

Louisiana 2.0% $7.91 3.2% $11.99 4,19 $272 2.7% $356 10.9% $1630 8.5% $710
(0.9%) (1.56)] (1.1%)  (2.84] (1.3%) (65) (1.1%)  (122) (2.13)  (331)] (1.8%3) (249)

New Jerseyd 19.0% $7.28 17.1% $ 7.56] 18.5% $271 26. 9% $205 26.5% $1045 45.4% $784
(2.6%) (1.20)] (2.5%) (1.84] (2.5%9) (91) (3.0%) (46) (2.9%) (281) (3.3%) (163)

W«’:lshingtond 12.4% $7.29 9 2% $13.18| 18.1% $252 11.4% $384 20.2% $765 11.6% $985
(2.2% (1.50) (1.9%) (4.96) (2.6%) (55) (2.1) (128) (2.7%) (160) (2.1%) (273)

An error factor is shown in parentheses below each point estimate; the upper and lower
by adding (subtracting) this factor to (fram) the point estimate, with the exception that
An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is 80% that it incl

explanation, consult the Technical Appendix.

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this table.

limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero.
udes the "true" population value; for a more precise
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all but one case. Moreover, WBA errors tended to be fairly evenly
divided between cases that required increases vs. decreases in the WBA
amount.

Errors in the MBA were more frequent than errors in the WBA in all
five states. These MBA errors ranged from lows of 2.6 percent of the weeks
paid in Kansas and 6.8 percent of the weeks paid in Louisiana to highs of
29.5 percent in Washington and 45.4 percent in New Jersey. As would be
expected, the average dollar amount of these MBA errors was much larger
than the average dollar amount of the WBA errors found. The average
changes required to correct these MBA errors ranged from a low of $192
for MBA increases in Kansas to a high of $450 for MBA decreases in Kansas.
Generally, MBA changes in a state were fairly evenly divided between cases
that required increases vs. decreases in the MBA. However, MBA decreases
were somewhat more frequent than increases in New Jersey, whereas MBA
increases were somewhat more common than decreases in Washington.

Erroneous base period wages were more common than either WBA or
MBA errors in all states, especially in Illinois, Louisiana and New Jersey.34
The estimated percents of weeks with erroneous base period wages ranged
from 4.6 percent in Kansas to a high of 71.9 percent in New Jersey. As
would be expected, the average dollar amounts of the errors found in base
period wages were much larger than the average MBA errors found. The
average dollar change required to correct these base period wage errors
ranged from a low of $493 for base period Wage decreases in Kansas to a high
of $1,630 for base period wage increases in Louisiana. Base period wage
__changes also tended to be fairly evenly divided between increases vs.
decreases in lllinois and Louisiana. However, decreases in base period
wages were much more common than increases in New Jersey, whereas the
opposite was the case in Kansas and Washington.

Although WBA, MBA and base period wage errors were frequently de-
tected in several of the pilot test states, it is likely that quite different
factors accounted for the bulk of these errors in each of these states. In
Washington, for example, many of these errors were due to an inconsistency

in written law/policy that requires employers to report wages when paid but
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also specifies that a claimant's entitlement to benefits is based on wages when
earned. In New Jersey, which is a request-report rather than a wage-report
state, the problem evidently is explained almost entirely by the fact that
employers often provide inaccurate wages to the Ul agency for individual
claimants. In both Louisiana and lllinois a wage-report system is used to
obtain this information, and WBA or MBA errors were found much less fre-
quently than in either New Jersey or Washington. However, base period

and lllinois, even
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though a wage-report system is used in each state.

Dollar Rates of Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayments:
Comparisons With Other Measures

The results presented in the prior section indicate that overpayment
errors were much more important than underpayment errors in the pilot test
states, and that attention should be focused on the percent of dollars (not
weeks) overpaid because at least some (ahd in a few states many) overpay-
ments involved relatively small dollar amounts. Hence, the dollar rates of
Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments are emphasized in this and the re-
maining sections of this report. '

A comparison of the dollar rates of Group B (Formal Actions) overpay-
ments with three other measures is reported in Table 5. Because of the
historical interest in and concern about fraud in the Ul program, the first
comparison focuses on the dollar rates of Group A (Fraud) vs. Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments. The results indicate that the dollar rate of
fraud overpayments was fairly small, relative to the dollar rate of Group B
_(Formal Actions) overpayments in Kansas (0.2% vs. 12.9%), New Jersey (1.9%
vs. 24.3%) and lllinois (1.2% vs. 11.99). In contrast, the dollar rates of
fraud overpayments tended to be somewhat more important, relative to Group
B (Formal Actions) overpayments, in Washington (2.1% vs. 9.3%) and
Louisiana (2.7% vs. 7.3%). As has been previously emphasized in this report,
however, direct comparisons across the pilot test states are very difficult to
meaningfully interpret. In this particular case, for example, important dif-
ferences in law and policy exist among these five states as to what conditions
constitute the basis for establishing a fraud overpayment; identical circum-
stances and/or claimant behavior could lead to the establishment of a fraud



ESTIMATED

GROUP ¢
OVERPAYMENT

ACTIONS)

TABLE 5
DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS,

A (FRAUD) OVERPAYMENTS, GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS)
5 PLUS FORMAL WARNINGS, AND GROUP C (FORMAL /PROHIBITED

OVERPAYMENTS FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1

Group B (Formal

Overpayments as 3 3

Actions} Group A (Fraud)

Overpayments as,a

Group B (Formal Actions)|Group C (Formal/Prohibited

Overpayments Plus Formal

Actions) Overpayment

as a

State of Dollars Paid % of Dollars Paid" |Warnings as a % of $ Paid® % of Dollars Paid
Illinois® 11.9% 1.2% 11.9% 12.4%
(2.1%) (0.8%) (2.1%) (2.19)
Kansas € 12.9% 0.2% 24, 0% 13.3%
(2.5%? (0.3%9) (3.5%) (2.5%)
Louisiana 7.38 2.7% 7.3% 8. 93
(1.7? (1.1%) (1.7%) (1.8%)
New Jerseyf 24, 33| 1.9% 27.9% 24, 63
(3.0%) (0.8%) (3.39) (3.0%)
Washington f 9.3% 2.1% 15.43 12.0%
(1.8%) (1.03%) (2.5%) (2.0%)

An error-factor is shown in parenthes«{s below each point estimate;
by adding (subtracting) this factor to i(from) the point estimate, wi
An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelih

|

explanation, consult the Technical Apjendix.

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this table.

the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
th the exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero.
ood is 80% that it includes the “true" population value; for a more precise
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overpayment in one state and the establishment of a nonfraud overpayment
(or perhaps no Ul agency action at all) in some other state.

The second set of comparisons that can be made with the information
presented in Table 5 is for the differences between the dollar rates of Group
B (Formal Actions) overpayments and these same dollar rates plus the dollar
rates of formal warnings issued during the pilot test period. The rationale
for this comparison is that some of the pilot test states have written pro-
visions of law/policy that prohibit overpayments from being established under

certain circumstances. For example, in some of the pilot test states, an

(@]
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overpayment for inadequate job search typically can not be established
unless fraud is involved or unless the claimant previously had been formally
instructed (usually in writing) as to what specific job search activities had
to be conducted to maintain eligibility for Ul benefits. As a result, detec-
tion of inadequate work-search efforts for the key week frequently resulted
in the issuance of a formal warning, rather than the establishment of an
overpayment, for the key week. Such cases were treated as correct pay-
ments in the Random Audit study because no overpayment was detected for
the key week, given the written provisions of the state's law /policy. Addi-
tion of the dollar rate of these formal warnings for potentially disqualifying
circumstances (e.g., the percent of dollars paid statewide that involved
formal warnings) to the dollar rate of Group B (Formal Actions) overpay-
ments for each state provides an indication of the extent to which the "formal
warnings" provisions in some states likely affected the estimates of Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayment rates in those states.35
The findings presented in Table 5 indicate that there are no differ-
ences between these two measuresin Hlinois-and-Louisiana,—and-that only a
relatively small difference between the two measures is recorded for New
Jersey (27.9% vs. 24.3%). In the remaining two states, however, the rate
that includes formal warnings is nearly double the rate that includes only
Croup B (Formal Actions) overpayments (24.0% vs. 12.9% in Kansas and
15.4% vs. 9.3% in Washington). By this broader measure that includes these
formal warnings, the rates reported in Table 5 range from a high of 27.9
percent in New Jersey to a low of 7.3 percent in Louisiana.
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The final comparison of interest in Table 5 is based on the estimates of

Group C
~r

Actions) overpayments. The effect of accounting for prohibited actions

(Formal/Prohibited Actions) overpayments vs. Group B (Formal

overpayments increases the dollar rates of Group B (Formal Actions) over-
payments by one-half percent or less in Illinois, Kansas and New Jersey.
However, the dollar rates of Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) overpay-
ments are somewhat larger than the dollar rates for Group B (Formal Actions)
overpayments in both Louisiana (8.9% vs. 7.3%) and Washington (12.0% vs.
9.3%). These results indicate that, with the exception of Washington and

to a lesser extent Louisiana, the overpayments detected by the Random Audit
teams almost always resulted in official Ul agency actions that were not

subsequently reversed. 36

Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayment Types and Causes

The results discussed in the prior section indicate that most overpay-
ments detected by the Random Audit teams were "sanctioned" through official
Ul agency actions, even though formal warnings were frequently issued in
two of the pilot test states. As also previously noted, key-week payments
for which formal warnings were issued were, in a technical and legal sense,
correct payments in those states and were so considered in calculating the
dollar rates of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments. Accordingly, over-
payment "types" and "causes" are reported in Table 6 only for Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments. The estimated dollar rate for a specific
type of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments is reported in Table 6 only
if the rate amounted to 1 percent or more of statewide Ul payments. For
completeness, the rates for Group A (Fraud) overpayments are inciuded (if

1 percent or more), even though these dollar rates were discussed in the
prior section.

The findings reported in Table 6 indicate claimants shared at least
some responsibility for most dollars of Group B (Formal Actions) overpay-
ments detected. Moreover, claimants were judged by the Random Audit
teams to be solely responsible for over three-fifths of all Group B (Formal
Actions) overpaid dollars in each state, and this proportion was nearly nine-
tenths in two of the states. Consistent with these results, the Random Audit



TABLE 6

ESTIMATED DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS BY TYPE
FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1°

1

Claimant Fraud Claimant Nonfraud Employer Nonfraud Ul Agency Nonfraud
Sole Some b Sole Some b Sole Some b Sole Some b
State Respon. Respon. Respon. Respon. Respon. Respon. Respon. Respon.
IHinois® 1.2% 1.2% 6.5% 8.6% - 1.4% 1.2% 3.3%
' (0.8%) (0. 8%) (1.6%) (1.8%) - (0.8%) (0.7%) (1.13)
|
Kansas® - - 11.63 11.7% -—= - --- -
| (2.39%) (2.3%)
Louisiana 2.7% 2.7% 3.8% 4.5% -—- == -—= -
(1.1%) (1.1%) (1.29) (1.3%)
|
New Jerseyd | 1.93% 1.9% 17.3% 20.0% - - - 3.7%
(0.8%) (0.8%) (2.6%) (2.79) (1.19)
Washingtond 2.1% 2, #% 4.3% 5.4% - -== 1.8% 2.9%
(1.0%) (1.0%) (1.2%) (1.4%) (0.8%) (1.1%)

|

The estimated dollar rate for a specific lyﬂfe of Group B (Formal Aclions) overpayments is reported only if the rate is 1.0% or more. An error
factor is shown in parentheses below each|such point estimate; the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
adding (subtracting) this factor to (from)| the point estimate, with the exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero.

An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is 80% that it includes the “"true" population value; for a more precise
explanation, consult the Technical Appendix.

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this table.
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of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments detected.

An estimated dollar rate for a specific cause of Group B '(Formal
Actions) overpayments is reported in Table 7 only if the rate amounted to
1 percent or more of statewide Ul payments. Unreported earnings for the
key week and errors in reporting/recording base period earnings represented
a fairly small part of the total dollars overpaid in the pilot test states. In
Kansas, Louisiana and Washington, such payment error causes did not amount
to even 1 percent of statewide Ul payments, and the estimated overpayment
errors due to any one of these causes never exceeded 1.6 percent for [llinois
and New Jersey. Nevertheless, it should be strongly emphasized that the
estimated rates for unreported key-week earnings almost certainly understate
the actual importance of unreported earnings as a source of Ul overpayments.
This is the case because, as discussed in the limitations section of this
report: (1) earnings in the cash economy are extremely difficult to detect;
and (2) a postaudit was not conducted in the pilot test states because of the
long time delays that would have been involved (but this procedure consti-
tutes the most likely way of detecting unreported earnings for Ul purposes).

The major overpayment cause category found for the five pilot test
states was that for eligibility issues (see Table 7). The Group B (Formal
Actions) dollar rates of overpayments for eligibility issues ranged from 5.7
percent in Louisiana to 19.4 pércent in New Jersey. Moreover, these eligi-
bility issues accounted for a large percent of all dollars of Group B (Formal
Actions) overpayments established in each of the pilot test states, ranging
from about 54 percent in lllinois and 63 percent in Washington to about 80

percent in the remaining three pilot test states.

The results reported in Table 7 also indicate that failure to conduct
an active job search was by far the most important eligibility issue detected
in each of the pilot test states. Work-search overpayments accounted for
about three-fifths of all dollars of Group B overpayments that were due to
eligibility issues in Louisiana, and the comparable proportions in the remain-
ing four states ranged from about four-fifths in Washington to about nine-
tenths in lllinois, Kansas and New Jersey.



TABLE 7

ESTIMATED DOLLAR?RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPQYMENTS BY CAUSE
FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1

The estimated dollar rate for a specific c
factor is shown in parentheses below ea
adding (subtracting) this factor to (fro
An approximate interpretation of such a

explanation, consult the Technical Appendix.

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this table.

m) the point estimate, with the exception that a

interval is that the likelihood is 80% that it includes the "true"

|

ause of Group B(Formal Actions) overpayments is reported only if the rate is 1.0% or more. An error
ch such point estimate; the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
ny lower limit is constrained to be greater than zecro.
population value; for a more precise

Errors in
Unreported Earnings Reporting/ o
for Key WeekP Recording Separation lIssues EIL9|b|I|.ty Issues '
Concealed Base Period Discharges Availability Active
Employment Earnings® |- for Miscon- for Work Job Search
State Total Only Total Total duct Only | Total Only Only
T
inois9 1.28 1.'@% a— 2.3% 1.3% 6. 4% —- 5.7%
(0.8%) (0.8%) (1.1%) (0.8%) (1.68) (1.62
Kansasd - L - -——= - 10.8% -=- 10.3%
- | (2.29) (2.2%)
|
| o€ o o
Louisiana - -t -—= - -—= 5.7% 2.23 3.6%
| (1.59) (1.0%) (1.1%)
New Jersey! | 1.6% 1.6% 1.2% - - 19.4% 1.3% 17.33
(0.8%) (0.8%) (0.4%) (2.7%) (0.7%) (2.62)
|
Washingtonf == ——;— -—- 1.13 == 5.9% --= 4. Gio
| (0.7%) (1.5%) (1.3%)
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Verification of Work-Search Contacts

Because work-search overpayments accounted for such a large portion
of the overpaid dollars detected in the five pilot test states, this section
provides some additional information on two issues related to the work-search
requirement: (1) the average number of work-search contacts actually listed
by sampled claimants; and (2) the extent to which it was possible through
intensive investigative efforts to verify the job search contacts listed by
sampled claimants. The average number of job search contacts listed by
claimants in the interviews conducted for the Random Audit program or on
their certifications for key-week benefits obviously depended in part on the
actual requirements imposed by the Ul agencies in the pilot test states (and
perhaps even by different Ul local offices within a given state). In addi-
tion, the number of job search contacts listed also probably depended to
some extent on the understanding of claimants about de facto job-search
requirements, as well as on labor market conditions and other factors that
may have been unique to the individual state Ul programs. In any case, it
is estimated that the average number of contacts that would have been listed
by all claimants in the study populations during the year-long pilot test
period ranged from 1.2 contacts per week in Louisiana to 3.8 contacts per
week in New Jersey (see Table 8).

The results of attempts to verify the key-week job search contacts
37 The esti-

mated percentages of work-search contacts that could be verified as legitimate

listed by study group claimants also are reported in Table 8.

contacts varied substantially across the five pilot test states, from lows in
the 28.0-31.9 percent range in Washington and New Jersey to highs in the
~50.2-68.7 percent range in Kansas and Louisiana. The range for the esti-
mated percentages that could be verified as improper work-search contacts

was much smaller (from a low of only 3.1 percent in Louisiana to a high of
21.9 percent in Kansas). The estimated percentages of job-search contacts
that could not be verified as either proper or improper ranged from about

28 percent in both Kansas and Louisiana to 48 percent or more in New Jersey,
lllinois and Washington. These Fndmgs considered in light of the resource
intensive nature of the efforts expended to verlfy Job-search contacts in this
study, make it difficult to be optimistic about the extent to which the work-
search requirement can be effectively/consistently enforced in the Ul program.



TABLE 8

AVERAGE NUMBERi OF JOB SEARCH CONTACTS LISTED AND INVESTIGATED, AND
ESTIMATED PERCENTAG]ES FOR VARIOUS JOB SEARCH CONTACT VERIFICATION CATEGORIES
' FOR FIVE PILOT TEST STATES: 1981.2 - 1982.1

i Average Number
Average Number of . Percentage of Job Search of Job Search
Job Search Contacts Contacts That Were3: Contacts Listed
State Investigated Per q:ase Verified as Proper Verified as Improper Unverifiable by Claimants
[
Hlinois ® 2.3 35.5% 10.7% 53. 8% 2.6
| (3.3%) (2.1%) (3.4%) (0.1)
Kansas P 2.2 50.2% 21.9% 27. 8% 2.3
| (3.19%) (2.7%) (2.7%) (0.1)
Louisiana 1.2 | 68.7% 3.1% 28.2% 1.2
| (3.5%) (1.1%) (3.4%) (0.1)
New JerseyC 3.0 | 31.9% 19.7% 48. 4% 3.8
? (2.5%) (2.39) (2.6%) (0.2)
Washington € 2.7 28.0% 13.3% 58.7% 2.8
J (2.4%) (2.5%) (3.0%) (0.1)

For all but one of the columns, an error factor is shown in parentheses below each point estimate; the upper and lower limits of an 80%

_ confidence interval may be determined by adding (subtracting) this factor to (from) the point estimate, with the exception that any lower
limit is constrained to be greater than zero. An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is 80% that it includes
the "true" population value; for a more precise explanation, consult the Technical Appendix. No error factors are provided for the average
number of job search contacts investigated because the values are not estimates of population values. The average number of job search
contacts investigated per case by the Random Audit team is a characteristic of the sample that has no counterpart in the statewide population.

4

See Appendix | for the footnotes for this table.

09
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SUMMARY

The major purpose of the Random Audit program pilot tests was to identify
and resolve many of the technical and logistical problems associated with imple-
menting the random audit concept as an operational, statewide program. It
was very important that the participating states be willing to take part in a
pioneering effort that was likely to involve numerous changes during the
course of the pilot test. The success of these states in meeting and resolv-
ing the many challenges required to make the Random Audit concept an
operational one is indicated by the fact that the operational program that
evolved from these pilot tests is about to be expanded to include a total of
35 Ul jurisdictions. In short, the major objective of the pilot tests--the
development of an operational system--clearly was accomplished. This section
provides a brief summary of the basic Random Audit methodology utilized in
the pilot tests, the limitations of the study and the major empirical results of

the year-long pilot tests.

Random Audit Methodology

Comprehensive investigations of weekly probability samples of Ul pay-

- ments provided the basis for estimating the values of various statewide pay-

ment error measures for each of the pilot-test states. The investigation

of each sampled case proceeded from an initial presumption that the payment
made for the specific week of unemployment selected--denoted as the "key"
week--was correct, given the provisions of the state's written empioyment
security law and policy. This presumption was rejected only if the existence
of a payment error could be fully documented. The standard investigative

‘methodology provided for an extremely intensive verification of benefit eligi-

bility, including: (1) an in-person verification of the claimant's qualifying
wages with base period employers; (2) a personal interview. with the claimant;
and (3) an in-person verification of the claimant's statements /certifications

that were relevant to his/her eligibility for key-week benefits. Completed
case files were thoroughly reviewed by the state Project Supervisor and also
by a Federal Monitor to ensure comprehensive investigations, fair and objec-
tive application of state law/policy and complete documentation for each
sampled case. Also, because overpayments due to nonmonetary issues involved



62

some discretion in applying written law/policy, Ul local office managers were
asked to review such cases. All claimants were specifically informed of their
appeal rights for any actions taken that adversely affected them.

Completed cases were classified either as correct payments or into one
of several payment error categories. Group A (Fraud) overpayments included
only cases for which the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system
agreed that a fraud overpayment had occurred for the key week. Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments (underpayments) included only cases for
which the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system agreed that a
fraud /nonfraud overpayment (nonfraud underpayment) had occurred for the
key week. Hence, the Group A and Group B measures included only those
key-week payment errors that were "sanctioned" by the state Ul agency
through official actions that were taken and not reversed on appeal. Group
C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) payment errors included Group B errors plus
some additional errors that were not or could not be "sanctioned" by the Ul
agency because written rules in state law/policy prohibited further "official"
actions.

Limitations

In interpreting the empirical results summarized below, the following
limitations should be fully considered:

(1) The study results are based on samples selected from state-
wide populations and should be interpreted as estimates
(subject to some sampling error) of the "true" population
values.

(2) The estimates are based on the assumption that all cases
were uniformly processed in an objective and thorough
manner. No doubt some limited exceptions occurred in
all states, but there is no apparent basis for concluding

" that this potential problem created any important or con-
sistent bias in the empirical results reported for Louisiana,
New Jersey and Washington. In contrast, operational
problems in both lllinois and Kansas likely resulted in
underestimates of the overpayments reported for those
states.
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Very slight understatements of the payment errors estimated
for New Jersey and Washington may have occurred because
the investigations for a small percentage of cases in these
states (2.0% in New Jersey and 1.3% in Washington) had not
been completed at the time the data for this study were
analyzed. These incomplete cases were treated as proper
payments in all payment error calculations.

Some payment errors likely were not detected even through
the comprehensive procedures utilized. Postaudits to detect
instances of unreported earnings in Ul-covered employment
were not conducted. Also, unreported earnings in the

'cash economy" were very difficult to detect in this study.

To the extent that such undetected payment errors are more
likely to be established as fraud overpayments than most other
overpayment errors, the underdetection of overpayments

due to unreported earnings resulted in a much larger under-
statement of fraud than total overpayments in this study.

Some underpayment errors undoutedly were excluded

by the decision to remove from the study population weeks
that were claimed but not paid. Presumably, some under-
payments occur because of erroneous decisions to pay no

benefits for some weeks claimed, but such underpayments

were not included in this study.

Only a single payment error type/cause could be recorded
within any payment error category for a single case, even

if multiple payment errors were found for the case. Although
the net dollar result of all errors was accurately recorded for
each case, the error type (cause) identified for each case
represented the type (cause) that accounted for the largest
portion the net dollar amount of all payment errors found.

The pilot tests were not designed to provide for extensive
disaggregation of the empirical results by region, local office
or other factors.

The pilot tests were not designed to provide results that
would necessarily indicate how to formulate a corrective
action plan to reduce payment errors, if such a plan were
required.

Interstate comparisons of payment error rates could very easily
result in misleading interpretations. For example, payment
error rates may be related to the complexity of state law/
policy and not to the quality of state Ul program administra-
tion.
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Other things equal, "tighter" administration of any given
set of benefit payment rules presumably would reduce to
some extent total Ul benefit payments. In attempting to
estimate the size of this impact, however, it should not be
assumed that there would be a one dollar reduction in
benefit payments for each one dollar reduction in overpay-
ments. In fact, benefit payments could be reduced by
either more or less than any reduction in overpayments that
might result from tighter administration of existing eligibility
criteria.

The empirical results presented below cannot be generalized
to provide estimates (and measures of their reliability) for

error rates for any populations other than the specific
statewide populations that were sampled for this study.

Major Empirical Results

The major empirical results of the Random Audit program pilot tests

include the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

As shown in Text Table 1, the sampling methodology utilized
was extremely effective in obtaining samples that were repre-
sentative of the populations from which they were selected in
terms of sex, age, minority status and the amount of the key-
week payment. Thus, it can be assumed that the samples
selected and analyzed also are representative of their corre-
sponding populations in terms of the payment error measures
summarized below.

The dollar rate of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments
ranged from 7.3 percent to 24.3 percent; the three remaining
estimates were 9.3 percent, 11.9 percent and 12.9 percent
(see Table 9, line 1). For the statewide populations of Ul
payments made in the five pilot test states combined during
this one-year period, it is estimated that the total dollar
amount of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments was $392
million out of a total of $2,754 million in Ul benefit payments.

The dollar rate of Group B (Formal Actions) underpayments
did not exceed 1 percent in any pilot test state (see Table
9, line 2).

In Kansas and Washington, a number of formal warnings

were issued in lieu of establishing overpayments for cases
that involved potentially disqualifying circumstances; if
overpayments had been established for all cases that re-
ceived formal warnings, the estimated dollar rate of Group

B (Formal Actions) overpayments would have increased from
12.9 percent to 24.0 percent in Kansas, and from 9.3 percent
to 15.4 percent in Washington (see Table 9, line 3).



TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF EMPIRICAL RESULTS: FIVE RANDOM AUDIT
1981.2 - 1982.1

PILOT TEST STATES:

Category

Point Estimates of Annual Population Values

lllinois Kansas

Louisiana New Jersey Washington

. Dollar Rate of Group B |(Formal Actions) Overpayments

Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions) Underpayments

. Dollar Rate of Group B ((Formal Actions) Overpayments

Plus Formal Warnings

4. Dollar Rate of Group A (Fraud) Overpayments :
5. Dollar Rate of Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions)

10'

11.

Overpayments

. Group B (Formal Actions) Case Error Rate: Weeks

With Some Overpayment or Underpayment

. Estimated Percent of We?‘ks Paid Statewide That Had:

. WBA Errors
B. MBA Errors
C. Base Period Wage Errors

. Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayments

Due Solely to Claimant Error

- Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayments

Due to Failure to Actively Seek Work

Average Number of Workj-Search Contacts Listed
by Claimants for Key Week

Percent of Work-Search Contacts Investigated That Were:

A. \Verified as Proper
B. Verified as Improper
C. Unverifiable

D. Total

11.9% 12.9% 7.3% 24,33
0.8% 0.13% 0.1% 1.0%
11.93 24.0% 7.3% 27.9%
1.2% 0.2% .73 1.9%
12.4% 13.3% 8.9% 24.6%
19.1% 15.0% 12.2% 52.1%
9.4% 1.9% 5.2% 36.1%
10.2% 2.6% 6.8% 45.43%
29.0% 4.6% 19.4% 71.9%
7.7% 11.6% 6.5% 19.2%
5.7% 10. 3% 3.63 17.3%
2.6 2.3 1.2 3.8
35.5% 50.2% 68.73% 31.9%
10.7% 21.9% 3.1% 19.7%
53.8% 27.8% 28.2% 48.43
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100. 03
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(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

The dollar rate of Group A (Fraud) overpayments ranged
from oniy 0.2 percent to a high of 2.7 percent (see Tabie

9, line 4). A comparison of the Group B (Formal Actions)
overpayment rates with the Group A (Fraud) overpayment
rates reveals that fraud overpayments constituted a relatively
small proportion of the overpayments formally established in
each state, except Louisiana (see Table 9, lines 1 and 4).
However, there is a strong possibility that the study
methodology resuited in a larger understatement of fraud

than of total overpayment rates.

With the exception of Washington and to a much smaller
extent Louisiana, the overpayments detected by the Random
Audit teams almost always resulted in "official" Ul agency
actions that were not subsequently reversed. As a result,
the dollar rate of Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions)
overpayments was nearly the same as the dollar rate of
Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments in three of the five
states, and the difference between these two rates was not
substantial even in Washington and certainly not in Louisiana
(see Table 9, lines 1 and 5).

The percent of weeks paid with a Group B (Formal Actions)
overpayment or underpayment of any amount ranged from
12.2 percent to 52.1 percent (see Table 9, line 6). The
much higher estimates for the "percent of weeks" with pay-
ment errors vs. the "percent of dollars" with payment errors
(see Table 9, lines 1, 2 and 6) are due almost entirely to a
large number of cases with payment errors of relatively small
dollar amounts; such errors were due in large part to errors
in monetary determinations.

The large number of relatively small key-week payment errors
found in these states led to the identification of a general
problem in the monetary determination process. It is estimated
that the percent of all weeks paid statewide with WBA errors
ranged from 1.9 percent to 36.1 percent (see Table 9, line 7A).

~MBA errors were even more common, and ranged from 2.6

percent to 45.4 percent (see Table 9, line 7B). Base period
wage errors were more common than either WBA or MBA
errors; such errors ranged from 4.6 percent to 71.9 percent
of the weeks paid statewide (see Table 9, line 7C).

The dollar rate of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments due
solely to claimant error ranged from 6.5 percent to 19.2 percent
(see Table 9, line 8). Comparing these rates with the dollar
rates for all Croup B overpayments clearly indicates that a
very large proportion of the total dollars of Group B over-
payments were due solely to claimant error (see Table 9,

lines 1 and 8); this proportion varies from about two-thirds

to nearly nine-tenths in these five states.
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(10) Work search that was determined to be inadequate on the
basis of written law/policy in each state was by far the
most important single issue responsible for the overpayments

detected (see Table 9, line 9). In fact, the work-search
overpayments accounted for from about one-half to four-
fifths of the total Group B (Formal Actions) dollars over-
paid in the pilot test states (see Summary Table 9, lines
1 and 9).

(11)  The average number of work-search contacts listed by claimants
for their key weeks ranged from 1.2 to 3.8 contacts (see
Table 9, line 10). Extremely intensive in-person efforts to
verify the job-search contacts listed by sampled claimants
revealed that the percent of contacts that could be verified
as proper ranged from 28 to 36 percent in three states, and
that no more than 69 percent of the contacts could be definitely
verified as legitimate contacts in any state (see Table 9, line
11A). Furthermore, in three states about one-half or more of
all job-search contacts could not be verified as either proper
or improper contacts (see Table 9, line 11C). In contrast,
the percents that actually could be documented as invalid job-
search contacts was fairly small (see Table 9, line 11B). Given
the resource-intensive nature of the Random Audit program
investigations, these findings cast considerable doubt on the
ability of the Ul system as a whole to monitor/enforce the
work-search requirement.

Validity of Results From an Operational Program

The successful extension of an operational Random Audit program con-
cept to ten additional states during 1982 and the planned expansion of the
program to twenty more states in 1983 indicates that the objectives of the
pilot tests were fully realized. It is important, however, to emphasize a
caution that must be observed to ensure the validity of the data produced
by the Random Audit program as it is extended to encompass the entire
—federal-state Ul system. Because the integrity of the Random Audit concept
rests on the thoroughness and accuracy with which each sampled case is
processed, it is not possible to overstress the importance of monitoring these
programs to ensure that each and every payment error is detected and
properly recorded. The major responsibility for this task rests with the
state project staffs themselves, but it must be recognized that pressures to
overlook or downplay some payment errors may develop, since some state Ul
program personnel may prefer that fewer than the actual number of payment
errors be detected and recorded. Dealing with this potential conflict
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represents probably the major challenge to the validity of the data produced
by each statewide Random Audit program. Thus, great care should be
exercised in protecting the ability and willingness of the Random Audit
teams to detect and record all payment errors associated with the sampled
cases. In this context, the process utilized for external case review is a
vital link in ensuring the continued validity of Random Audit program data.
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ENDNOTES

1Summar'y reports about the quality control programs implemented in
the Medicaid, ADFC, Food Stamp and SSI programs were prepared to assist
in formulating the Random Audit program. These reports detail the
progress achieved in reducing payment error rates in these programs after
the introduction of comprehensive audits of randomly selected samples of
payments. Additional information about these quality control programs
may be obtained from the Office of Program Management, Unemployment
Insurance Service, Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor. :

“See Paul L. Burgess and Jerry L. Kingston, "Estimating Overpay-
ments and Improper Payments," in National Commission on Unemployment
Compensation, Unemployment Compensation: Studies and Research, Volume
Il (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1980), pPp. 487-526. For an
overview of the NCUC Study and a summary of its empirical results, see:
Jerry L. Kingston, Paul L. Burgess and Robert D. St. Louis, "Overpay-
ments in the Unemployment Insurance System in the United States,"
International Social Security Review 4/81 (Geneva: International Social
Security Association), pp. 462-476. '

3See Jerry L. Kingston and Paul L. Burgess, Unemployment Insurance
Overpayments and Improper Payments in Six Major Mstro olitan Areas
(Washington: National Commission on Unemployment Compensation, 1981).

u‘l‘hese plans were formulated in the context of a much broader ap-
proach that the UIS had begun to develop for dealing with payment errors
in Unemployment Insurance. This broader approach included some activities
that had been initiated prior to the submission of the interim NCUC report,
and others that were undertaken partially in response to the findings con-
tained in that report. These actions included the following: (1) a study
was initiated in three states to examine the current methods employed in
conducting the benefit rights interviews with the objective of developing
a set of improved procedures for all Ul jurisdictions; (2) a review outline )
~—Wwas prepared and distributed to the Regional Offices to be used in evaluating
(and, if appropriate, recommending improvements in) the eligibility review
and reemployment assessment programs (ERP) of state agencies; (3) an
exportable ERP training package for interviewers was to be developed under
the sponsorship of the National Office and in cooperation with the Nevada
Employment Security Commission; (4) an experimental "job-search” workshop
was to be developed by Region VIII, with the assistance of a contractor and
under the guidance of the National Office; (5) a guide for reviewing the
adequacy of a state Ul agency's internal audit and control procedures was
to be developed by an outside contractor for use by the Regional Offices
to evaluate the internal security procedures of state Ul agencies; (6) revised
guidelines were issued for the conduct of the Quality Appraisal studies that
were scheduled to begin in September, 1980; (7) two training programs for
Benefit Payments Control Unit personnel were planned by the National Office;
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(8) a model system for the automated recovery of overpayments was published
and distributed to all state employment security agencies in a Resource Hand-
book on Overpayment Recovery; (9) additional controls were placed on UCFE
and UCX claims through the implementation of new computerized procedures;
and (10) a "risk analysis" program for State Ul agencies was designed to
identify and correct weaknesses in tax collections and benefit payment
controls/procedures.

In the remainder of the report, the term "overpayments' is used
broadly to include any key-week payment that was larger than the correct
payment for the key week; for example, this broader usage of the word
"overpayments" includes monetary redeterminations that reduced the claimant's
weekly benefit amount (even if an overpayment was not actually established
for the key week). Similarly, the term "underpayments" is used broadly to
include any key-week payment that was smaller than the correct payment for
the key week; this broader usage of the word "underpayments" includes,
for example, monetary redeterminations that increased the claimant's weekly
benefit amount (even if a supplemental check was not issued for the key
week). Also, because it is assumed that the readers of this report have a
working knowledge of the Unemployment Insurance program, conventional Ul
terms and procedures are not discussed in the report.

SAn "offset" is an accounting adjustment made by a state Ul agency to
recoup a prior overpayment. If a recoverable overpayment were established
against a claimant and not repaid prior to the key week, an offset could be
used to reduce the amount of the overpayment owed by the claimant.

Because an offset could be made in lieu of issuing the claimant all or part

of a check for the key week, offsets were treated equivalently with payments
(checks or warrants) actually made to the claimant in defining the relevant
population for the Random Audit study. Throughout the remainder of this
report, references to the population of payments or to the payments actually
sampled each week should be interpreted as including these offsets.

7A statistically valid sample is one for which probability theory can
be used to quantify the risk inherent in accepting a description of a popu-
__lation that is based on that sample. .

8To properly identify the population relevant for the Random Audit
program, it was necessary to distinguish between Ul payments and the weeks
of unemployment to which they correspond. There is little opportunity for
confusion, of course, so long as there exists a single week of unemployment
to which each payment in the population file corresponds. However, in those
instances in which a single payment was issued by the Ul agency for more
than one week of unemployment, it was necessary to devise a system to break
the single payment record into two or more payments, with each payment
amount corresponding to a separate week of unemployment. Hence, the
relevant population to which inferences are made in the Random Audit program
is a population of payment-weeks, where each payment in the population
corresponds to a single week of compensated unemployment. That is, the



71

population is correctly defined in terms of payment-weeks, not in terms of
claimants. Because the population relevant for the Random Audit program
is defined in terms of payment-weeks, it is necessary to define precisely at
what point a Ul payment is made. The definition for this study is that a
payment occurs when a check or warrant is given or sent to a claimant, or
when an offset is posted to a claimant's account. [t is not necessary that
the claimant actually cash the check (or warrant) for a payment to occur.

9Paymen’cs made after June 27, 1981 under the Federal-State Extended
Unemployment Compensation Act (the EB program) were excluded from the
population of payments relevant for the Random Audit program because of
important changes in the criteria for continuing eligibility for EB payments
made by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1980. The effect of these
changes was to make verification of benefit eiigibility much more difficuit for
a given week under the EB program than under the regular state programs.
Because of the extreme difficulty involved in attempting to verify whether
claimants actually had met the "suitable work" and week-by-week job search
requirements of the EB program as amended, the decision was made to
exclude EB weeks from the study population. For additional details on the
EB requirements, see Public Law 91-373, as revised in December, 1980.

10Normally, likelihoods and probabilities are expressed as decimals that
are constrained to be greater than or equal to zero and less than or equal
to 1. Frequently, however, it is convenient to express them as percents,
as is often done in this report.

see GAL 24-82 (dated September 1, 1982) for the most recent policy
statement on the organizational location of Random Audit units.

12When possible, employers provided original documentation of these
wage credits, in the form of weekly or hourly payroll records, etc., so that
the claimant's earnings with the employer during the base period could be
fully verified. The specialized training that had been provided to the Field
Investigators by agency auditors proved especially useful in enabling the
Field Investigators to obtain full documentation for base period wage credits.

13 -

"“In most states with work-search requirements (including the pilot
test states), certain groups of claimants may be excused from such require-
ments because of special circumstances. Typically, individuals who expect
to be recalled to their former employers within a short time and union-
attached claimants who seek work through a union hiring hall are excused
from the active work-search requirement. Depending on the specific pro-
visions of each state's employment security law and policy, other groups of
Ul claimants also could be excused from the active-search-for-work require-
ment.
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1LLL.oca! office managers were not aske
or overpayments due to errors in the monetary determination because vir-
tually no discretion was involved in determining whether payment errors

existed for such cases.
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15!1’ a Project Supervisor took action contrary to the view of the local
office manager who reviewed the case, the Project Supervisor notified the
local office manager in writing.

16The specific definitions and ciassification criteria utilized for cases
sampled through December of 1981 are detailed in the Third Revision of Ul
Random Audit Bulletin #6 (dated September 16, 1981). A slightiy altered
set of definitions and instructions was used to classify the data obtained
from the sampled cases selected during 1982.1, and these guidelines were
distributed in a separate paper entitled "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause
Definitions and Codes" (dated October, 1981); this document is available
from the National Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service. Although
the more recent of the two sets of technical classification instructions slightly
modified some of the earlier definitions, the analysis of the 1981 cases pre-
sented in this report can be interpreted according to the definitions and
instructions contained in the October, 1981 document; this document pro-
vides the precise definitions for all payment error measures included in
this report. Information obtained from the Project Supervisors indicates
that none of the cases originally classified on the basis of the definitions
and instructions provided in the Third Revision of Ul Random Audit Bulletin
#6 would have been affected in any way by the changes in the definitions
and classification system introduced in the October, 1981 document. Hence,
these changes are of no consequence in interpreting the empirical results
for the pilot test period.

17Fraud is a term that is defined specifically in the employment security
laws and policies of the individual states. Generally, fraud involves "willful
misrepresentation of material facts." For a finding of fraud to be made by
a state agency, an individual typically must have: (a) intended to obtain
from the Ul agency money to which he or she was not entitled; and (b)
—either been aware of the falsity of his/her statements=certifications-repre=
sentations or been aware of the incorrect interpretation that would be
implied by silence about a given issue or fact.

18Just as an offset is treated equivalently with a payment in the
Random Audit study, a "voided offset" is treated equivalently with the
establishment of a recoverable overpayment. In the remainder of the
report, the term "established overpayments" should be interpreted as
including voided offsets.

19!1‘ the dollar amount of the fraud overpayment established in a particu-
lar case was larger than what the Random Audit team determined to be the
correct amount, the smaller amount determined by the Random Audit team to
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be the correct amount was entered for the case. |If the dollar amount of the
fraud overpayment established in a particular case was less than what the
Random Audit team determined to be the correct amount, the smaller amount
established by the Ul agency was entered for the case.

20On an issue-by-issue basis, only the net dollar amounts of those
official actions with which the Random Audit team agreed were included in
calculating the dollar amount of Group B payment errors. It also should be
noted that, in contrast with Group A (Fraud) overpayments, the dollar
amounts of Group B (Formal Actions) payment errors were calculated as net
payment errors. That is, for any single case, it was possible that multiple
issues might result in both an overpayment and an underpayment for the
key week. In such cases, underpayments were netted against overpayments
(or vice versa) to produce a '"net" payment error measure.

21Another type of issue that would be included in Group C but excluded
from Group B is an issue that led to an official action that was completely
reversed on appeal. If the Random Audit team did not agree with the appeals
decision, and continued to believe that the issue was a valid one, rules in a
state's written employment security law or policy probably would prohibit the
Random Audit team from taking further action on the issue. Because the
net result of all official agency actions on such an issue would be zero
(because the action of the Random Audit team had been completely reversed
on appeal), the issue would not be included in calculating the Group B
(Formal Actions) payment error for the case; however, such an issue would
be included in calculating the Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) payment
error for the case.

221t also is remotely possible that such agreement was indicated by the
fact that the net result of a number of official actions taken after the
original key-week payment was made totalled to exactly zero.

23Given the basis for determining whether a given payment was correct--

the written provisions of the state's employment security law and policy--it

was necessary in some instances to classify the payment for the key week as

a proper payment because, for example, the claimant previously had not
—been given "sufficient instructions" about conducting an appropriate work

search. In such instances, the payment for the key week was recorded as

a proper payment, but an appropriate code was selected within the Group

E category to indicate that a formal warning about potentially disqualifying

key-week circumstances had been given to the claimant.

zuln one of the Random Audit pilot test states, preprinting a check for
a week prior to the filing of a certification for that week by the claimant
was fairly common; if the claimant did not appear in the local office to
certify for and collect the check, the check was simply redeposited.
Because of the timing of these transactions, some of these preprinted checks
were included in the population file from which the weekly samples of pay-
ments were drawn. When such sampled cases were selected, they were not
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investigated because the check (or warrant) had never been given or sent
to the ciaimant. Hence, such cases were assigned an appropriate code from
the residual category.

251t should be noted that no cases selected during the entire pilot test
ever were classified into this third category, which was included only be-
cause the other categories might not account for all cases sampled.

26l’c is possible, of course, to construct confidence intervals that are
more likely to contain the actual value of the error rate for the population,
but such intervals (e.g., 99% intervals) would be much wider than the 80%
intervals constructed for this study.

2-/.Generally, complete postaudit results for a case selected in a particu-
lar calendar quarter could not be obtained until several months after the end
of the quarter, although the exact time lag involved would vary considerably
among different states. Also, it typically would be possible to conduct a
comprehensive postaudit only in wage-report states.

28An indication of the diversity that exists in state laws and policies
can be obtained by reviewing a recent comparison of state Ul laws prepared
by the Unemployment Insurance Service. See: U.S. Department of Labor,
Employment and Training Administration, Unemployment Insurance Service,
Comparison of State Unemployment Insurance Laws (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1982).

29another focus of corrective action plans would be to "tighten" the
requirements claimants must satisfy to be eligible for benefits, but such
changes in the "rules of the game" are not discussed in this section since
the impact of such changes on the benefit payments in a particular state
would depend entirely on the specific changes that might be made. Ob-
viously, changes in the "rules of the game" could be devised (e.g., the
WBA and MBA for all claimants could be reduced or increased by a given
percentage) that would guarantee smaller or larger benefit payments in that
state, all other things equal. However, it should be noted that adopting

payments. For example, the introduction of more stringent work-search
rules might have an initial effect of reducing Ul payments because many
claimants would fail to meet them simply because they were unaware of the
change in the rules of the game. However, once these disqualified claimants
and others became aware of these new rules, it seems likely that many of
them then would satisfy them. Thus, the net impact of more stringent

work search rules might be increased administrative costs, increased bur-
dens on claimants and employers, and only a small reduction in benefit
payments.

30A common exception is that a fraud determination typically would
affect a claimant's subsequent eligibility for benefits.
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*'The rationale and the level of significance for these tests is provided
in Appendix C of this report.

32The dollar amounts of payment errors are not considered in the
remaining discussion of empirical results. Nonetheless, corresponding dollar
amounts for nearly all of the dollar rates discussed in the text are reported
in Appendix H, which includes a complete set of empirical results for each
state.

33I'c should be noted that the accuracy of the WBA, MBA and base

happened for claimants who qualified for the maximum WBA available.
Hence, the estimates of the percentage of cases with such errors likely are
underestimates of the "true" population values. Moreover, because those
cases for which such verifications were not performed generally had pay-
ments equal to the maximum WBA, the estimate of the mean dollar amount
of decreases in the WBA may be slightly biased.

34A change in base period wages would not entail a key-week payment
error unless the change affected the WBA (or perhaps the MBA in a few
cases) or unless false wage information had been fraudulently provided.

35ln interpreting the results presented, it should be noted that only
correct payments for which formal warnings were issued were considered to
be cases with formal warnings in this analysis. It also should be noted
that the Random Audit team was not asked to determine whether a formal
warning should have been issued for a particular week. Thus, it is
(remotely) possible that Ul agency personnel not assigned to the Random
Audit team could have issued some key-week formal warnings with which
the Random Audit team did not agree. In such a case, the dollar amount
of the key-week payment still would be included in determining the dollar
rate of Group B (Formal Actions) Overpayments plus Formal Warnings.

36Some of the differences between Group B and Group C overpayment
——ratesin Louisiana, as well as in the other states, are due to overpayments"
that were established, but reversed on appeal, even though the Random
Audit teams continued to maintain their positions that such weeks actually
were overpaid. The dollars "overpaid" for such weeks are included in the
Group C but not in the Group B measure.

37lt should be noted that, for each of the states except New Jersey,
the mean number of contacts investigated by the Random Audit team was
equal to or only slightly less than the mean number of contacts listed by
claimants. In New Jersey, however, the mean number of contacts investi-
gated (3.0) was appreciably smaller than the mean number of contacts
actually listed by claimants for the key week (3.8). This difference in New
Jersey is due primarily to the fact that, for experimental purposes during
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a portion of the study period, only enough work-search contacts were veri-
fied to determine if a claimant had met the state's work-search requirement.
Thus, during this portion of the pilot-test period, additional work-search
contacts that had no bearing on whether claimants actually had satisfied the
state's work-search requirement were not verified. Although the method-
ology was modified to provide for verification of all work-search contacts
by the end of the pilot-test period, a consequence of not investigating all
work-search contacts listed by claimants during the entire period is that
the estimates of the proportion of work-search contacts that could be
verified as either proper or improper or that could not be verified may

be slightly less valid for New Jersey. This would be the case if the
contacts investigated were not selected by a completely random process.
That is, exercising some discretion in determining which work-search con-
tacts were/were not investigated could have affected the results reported
for New Jersey in Table 8.




APPENDIX A

TITLES OF BULLETINS AND MEMORANDA THAT PROVIDE
DETAILED INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM




INTRODUCTION

The detailed instructions for each state's participation in the Random
Audit program pilot tests were provided in several series of bulletins or
memoranda during the course of the pilot test period. Because the pilot
tests were administered by the National Office of the Unemployment
Insurance Service, two of these series originated from that office. The
third series was prepared by Paul Burgess and Jerry Kingston. The

components of these three series through June, 1982 and certain other

o

Random Audit program materials are summarized below.

SERIES #1: Ul RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM BULLETINS (BURGESS-KINGSTON)
Number Title Date .

1 Preliminary Project Plan for UI-QC Pilot Studies, 11/28/80
Part |: November, 1980 through February, 1981

2 Programming Instructions for Initiation of UI-QC Study 12/18/80
3 Claimant Interview Form (First Revision) 2/26/81
4 Standard Guidelines for Investigations 2/27/81
5 Summary of Major Points from February, 1981

Project Supervisors Meeting 2/27/81
6 Assignment of Key-Week Action, Type and Cause

Codes (Third Revision) 9/16/81
7 Checksheet #1 (Second Revision) 5/29/81
8 Progress Report Form (Third Revision) 8/01/81
9 Summary of Investigation Form (First Revision) 6/17/81
10 Coding Instructions for Revised Checksheet #1 5/30/81
11 Summary Handbook for Coding Key-Week Actions,

Types and Causes (First Revision) 9/29/81
12 Summary of Major Points from June, 1981 Project

Supervisors Meeting 6/22/81
13 Tentative Project Time Schedule: July, 1981 through

September, 1982 7/17/81
14 Summary of Major Points from August, 1981 Project

Supervisors Meeting 9/09/81



SERIES #2: Ul RANDOM AUDIT MEMORANDA (NATIONAL OFFICE, UiS)
Number Title Date
1 Cost Estimates and Time Charges 2/28/81
2 Technically vs. ActiVely Registered for Work 3/01/81
3 Scheduling of Project Supervisors Meetings 4/01/81
4 July Project Supervisors Meeting 5/01/81
5 Random Audit Conversion from a Pilot Project to an
Operational Program 8/03/81
6 August Project Supervisors Meeting 8/04/81
7 August Project Supervisors Meeting 18/05/81
8 Questions 93 and 94 on Checksheet #1 8/05/81
9 November Project Supervisors Meeting 8/22/81
10 Checksheet #1 -- Questions 93 and 94 10/01/81
SERIES #3: Ul RANDOM AUDIT BULLETINS (NATIONAL OFFICE, UIS)
Number Title Date
1 Revision of Sample Week Definition 11/05/81
2 Standard Forms 11/06/81
3 Weekly Sample Size 11/25/81
4 Retention of Population Tapes 12/01/81
5 Verification Policy for Intrastate Contacts 12/01/81
6 Coding Handbook 11/30/81
7 Data Processing Procedure #2 (Addendum) 12/01/81
8 Data Processing--Revised Coding Instructions 2/03/82
9 _Edit Check for Sample Cases 4/01/82
10 Direct Case Time/Monthly Progress Report Time
Charging 3/17/82
11 Verification of Out-of-State Base Period Wages and
Work Search Contacts 3/19/82
12 Proposed Agenda for Project Supervisors Meeting:
June 9-10, 1982 4/07/82
13 Data Submittal for 1982.1 4/09/82
14 Data Processing Procedure #3 (Revisions) 4/09/82
15 Adjustments to "Comparisons of Payments Made
Report" from Population Tape Edit (DP#2) 4/23/82

79
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Number Title Date
16 Data Processing Procedure #3 (Revision) 6/08/82
17 New Telephone Numbers and Mailing Address for

National Office Random Audit Personnel 5/20/82
18 Federal Monitor Trip Reports 5/21/82
19 Revised Monthly Progress Report 6/18/82
20 Revised Instructions for Use of Status of

Investigation Codes 6/22/82

ADDITIONAL Ul RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM MATERIA

S

In addition to the three series described above, other technical
and/or instructional materials were developed during the course of the
Random Audit program pilot tests. Most of these additional materials were
utilized to train the state Random Audit unit personnel. One important set
of technical instructions not included in the series described above was
the paper entitled "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and
Codes" dated October, 1981. This document contains a complete set of
the final instructions for classifying Group A, Group B and Group C
payment errors and for créssifying the types and causes of the payment
errors detected. All of these additional materials are available from the
National Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service.




APPENDIX B

DATA ELEMENTS INCLUDED IN
RANDOM AUDIT DATA BASE*

*Additional data elements are available for the early months
of the pilot-test period. The data elements listed in this
appendix are available for the entire pilot-test period.
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PART I: INFORMATION FROM AGENCY FILES
1. State identification code
2. Sample week number
3. Transformed social security number
4. Week-ending date of the key-week claim
5. Original amount paid + offset for the key week
6. Local office number where key-week claim filed
7. Regular program type code
8. Duration of benefits code
9. Project Investigator's ID number
10. Base period wages, before corrections
11. Maximum WBA, before corrections
12. Maximum (regular) benefit award, before corrections
13. Dependents allowance for key week, before corrections
14. Pension deduction for key week, before corrections
15. Key-week spell in a transitional claim
16. Date current spell of unemployment began
17. Number of spells. of unemployment in the previous 12 months,

including key-week spell
18. Number of base period employers, before corrections
19. Combined wage claim
20. Claim for key week a mail claim
27. Number of weeks of all Ul, UCFE, or UCX overpayments/voided
offsets in prior 24 months

22. Total dollar amount of all overpayments/voided offsets for item 21
23. Deductions for earnings as reported on certification for key week
24. Days of work reported on certification for key week
25. Claimant required to register with Job Service
26. Claimant required to register with union hiring hall

PART 1l: INFORMATION FROM INTERVIEW FORM AND PERSONAL INTERVIEW
27. Method by which claimant information obtained
28. Age of claimant
29. Sex
30. Ethnic classification
31. U.S. citizen
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32. Retirement/disability /pension receipts for key week per claimant
33. Whether claimant received information on Ul

34. Whether claimant had problem with unemployment claim

35. Whether claimant thought treatment was polite

36. Whether claimant wage statement correct

37. Highest grade completed

38. Claimant out of work due to labor dispute

39. Active union member

40. Willing to accept nonunion empioyment

41. Normal wage, usual job

42. Lowest rate of pay to return to work

43. Number of key-week job contacts per claimant

PART 1lI: INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM COMPLETION OF PHASE |

INVESTIGATION

L4. Number of base period employers, after corrections

45. Base period wages, after corrections

46. Maximum WBA, after corrections

47. Deductions for earnings, after corrections

48. Dependents' Allowance, after corrections

49. Pension/social security deduction, after corrections

50. Maximum (regular) benefit award, after corrections

51. Number of work-search contacts for key week investigated

52. Number of work-search contacts for key week verified as acceptable
53. Number of work-search contacts for key week verified as not acceptable
54. Number of work-search contacts for key week that could not be

_verified as either acceptable or unacceptable
55. Number of base period employers contacted by investigator

56. Claimant meets technical requirement for registration with Job Service
for key week

57. Claimant actively/currently registered with Job Service during key week

58. Claimant meets requirements to register with union hiring hall in lieu
of Job Service for key week

59. Local office manager agrees with case disposition
60. Eligibility suspension in effect
61. Dollar amount of Group A net payment error
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75.

76.
77.

78.

79.

80,
81.
82.

. Key-week status code for Group A

. Type code for Group A

. Cause code for Group A

. Dollar amount of Group B net payment error
. Key-week status code for Group B

. Type code for Croup B

Cause code for Group B

Dollar unt of Group C net payment error

amo
- Key-week status code for Group C
. Type code for Group C
. Cause code for Group C
. No net payment error yet determined
- Claimant appealed any part of Random Audit team action (or other

"official’ Ul agency action with which Random Audit team agrees)
that affected key week

Employer appealed any part of Random Audit team action (or other
"official" Ul agency action with which Random Audit team agrees)
that affected key week

Random Audit team represented at all appeals in 74 and 75 above

Any part of Random Audit team action (or other Ul agency action
with which Random Audit team agrees) that affected the key week
was appealed and reversed '

Total dollar amount of all overpayments/voided offsets for weeks
other than key week established as a result of the key-week

“investigation -

Total dollar amount of undérpayments for which supplementary
payments were made (offsets applied) for weeks other than the
key week as a result of the key-week investigation

Number of times claimant sefected for study im past 12 months

Coding cutoff date for information on sampled cases
Whether investigation complete



APPENDIX C

TECHNICAL APPENDIX:
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND STATISTICAL PROCEDURES
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The statistical procedures used in this study are considered in this '
appendix. The discussion focuses on the procedures selected, the assumn-
tions upon which those procedures are based, and the extent to which those
assumptions likely were satisfied in this study. The appendix is divided into
four sections that correspond to the major divisions in the data analysis process.

These divisions include the procedures required to: (1) determine whether the

(3) compute overpayment rates for specific types and causes of overpayments

and anaiyze changes in the maximum weekly benefit amount (WBA), maximum
benefit award (MBA) or base period wages (BPW); and (4) analyze work-search
contacts. Further detail on the actual procedures utilized to develop the empiri-
cal estimates reported in this study is provided.in an operations manual developed

for the Random Audit pr'ojec::t._1

Representativeness of the Sample

The sample selection procedures utilized for this study are discussed
in the text of this report. Although the selection of a probability sample (a
stratified random sample in this case) ensures that probability theory can be
used to quantify the risk inherent in describing a population on the basis of
sample information, it does not guarantee the sample will be representative
of the target population with respect to the characteristics of interest. In
fact, unless the characteristics of interest were known for the target popula-
tion, it would not be possible to be certain that a sample is representative
of its population with respect to those characteristics; in practice, this will
never be the casé becausé it wdula <be pc&inn”tless}to sample if the character-
istics of interest already were known.2

Frequently, however, information about some characteristics of the
target population other than those of immediate interest either is available
or can be obtained for a relatively small cost. In such instances, the confi-
dence that a sample is representative of the target population with respect
to the unknown characteristics of interest should be increased if it can be
shown that the sample is representative of the target population with respect
to the known characteristics. If the known characteristics were directly
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related to the unknown characteristics, then the finding that a sample is
representative of its corresponding population would be especially important.
However, such a finding generally would be important if there is no reason
to assume the sample is more likely to be representative of the target popu-
lation with respect to known characteristics than with respect to unknown
characteristics.

In this study, a population data tape was constructed for each state
to obtain information on the sex, age, minority status and the amount paid
or offset associated with each week in the population. The same data elements
were available for the sample selected from the population in each state. These
characteristics were grouped for each state as shown in Table 1. Because
sampling error cannot be eliminated for any sample smaller than a census,
the characteristics for the samples for each state were not expected to exactly
match those for the corresponding populations. The relevant issues for these
comparisons are: (1) whether the comparisons indicate the sample is repre-
sentative of the population; (2) the implications of a finding that a sample is
representative of the population; and (3) the implications of a finding that a
sample is not representative of the population. The decision rules employed
in this study with respect to these issues were the following:

(1) Construct 80% confidence intervals for point estimates if

the probability of selecting a sample with the observed
characteristics is at least .20.

(2) Construct 100(1-P)2 confidence intervals for point
estimates if the probability of selecting a sample with
the observed characteristics is P, where P is less than
.20 but at least .005.

(3) Weight the sample to make it representative of the popu-
lation with respect to the known characteristics if the
probability of selecting a sample with the observed —
characteristics is less than .005.

The above decision rules were based on the assumption that the representa-
tiveness of a given sample will be the same for known and unknown character-
istics.

To determine the probability of obtaining a sample with the observed
characteristics, proportions tests were conducted for each known character-
istic. These characteristics and the subcategories for each were:
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1) sex: male; female; unknown.
bl::

’ 1 a

2) minority status: white; Spanish

3) age: less than 25; 25 thru 44; 45 thru 64; 65 and over; unknown.

4) amount paid/offset: less than $50; $50 thru $99; $100 thru $124;

$125 thru $149; $150 and over; unknown.

Thus up to 17 comparisons (3 for sex, 3 for minority status, 5 for age, and
6 for amount paid plus offset) could have been made for each state. The
probability of selecting a sample with the observed set of characteristics is
related to the significance level of the "most significant" comparison found
for that sample and its corresponding population. To show this, it is necessary
to distinguish among the per comparison, per experiment, and experimentwise

levels of significance. These different significance levels are defined as:3

number of type | errors with respect
to tests on simple differences
number of tests on simple differences

Per Comparison Level =

number of type | errors with respect
to tests on simple differences
number of experiments

Per Experiment Level

number of experiments having one or
more type | errors with respect to
tests on simple differences
number of experiments

Experimentwise Level

For purposes of the Random Audit project, an experiment consists of the
set of comparisons made for a single state. It could be argued that the
experiment should be defined to include the comparisons for all 5 states,
but it is the population for each state, not the 5 states combined, that is
—of interest in—this study.——— -
If the experimentwise level of significance is o, and if a test on a

simple difference is significant, the probability is less than or equal to o
that a sample with the observed set of characteristics would have been
obtained due to chance. In order for the experimentwise level of significance
to be a, however, the per comparison level of significance must be 1 - /1,
which is approximately equal to a/k, where k is the number of independent
comparisons; this is the case because, if k independent comparisons were
made at the a level of significance, the probability that at least one compari-
son would be significant is 1 - (1—0L)k which is greater than o for all k

greater than 1, and very nearly equal to 1 when k is large.u'
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Given the above information, it can be shown that the probability of
selecting a sample with the observed set of characteristics is at least
1 - (‘n-L)k, where k is the number of independent comparisons and L is
the lowest level at which any of the k+4 comparisons would be significant
(in this context, .01 is lower than .05 which is lower than .10). Based on
the procedure described in this section, it was found that: the data did
not have to be weighted for any state; and 80% confidence intervals were
appropriate for the point estimates for all states.

Payment Error Rates

A probability sample of original payments was selected from each state's
target population over a one year per'iod.5 On the basis of the investigative
evidence obtained for these sampled payments, twenty—oné different payment
error measures were calculated. The twenty-one measures are shown below:

PAYMENT ERROR MEASURE

GROUP A (FRAUD) OVERPAYMENTS

Percent of Dollars Overpaid
Amount of Dollars Overpaid

GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) PAYMENT ERRORS

OVERPAYMENTS ONLY
Percent of Dollars Overpaid
Amount of Dollars Overpaid
Percent of Weeks Overpaid

UNDERPAYMENTS ONLY _
Percent of Dollars Underpaid
Amount of Dollars Underpaid
Percent of Weeks Underpaid =
OVERPAYMENTS LESS UNDERPAYMENTS
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net

OVERPAYMENTS PLUS UNDERPAYMENTS
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors

OVERPAYMENTS PLUS FORMAL WARNINGS
Percent of Dollars Overpaid or With Formal Warnings
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GROUP C (FORMAL/PROHIBITED ACTIONS)

OVERPAYMENTS ONLY
Percent of Dollars Overpaid
Amount of Dollars Overpaid
Percent of Weeks Overpaid

UNDERPAYMENTS ONLY
Percent of Dollars Underpaid
Amount of Dollars Underpaid
Percent of Weeks Underpaid

OVERPAYMENTS LESS UNDERPAYMENTS
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net

OVERPAYMENTS PLUS UNDERPAYMENTS
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors

The estimators for the 8 different "percent of dollars" rates listed above
dollars paid with payment error
dollars paid
and the denominator of these estimators are random variables, the resulting

; since both the numerator

are computed as

estimators are ratio estimators. The symbol typically used to designate a

ratio estimator is r, and it is typically defined as r = (y)/(X) or r = (Ny)/(NX),
where y is the sample mean for the numerator, X is the sample mean for the
denominator, and N is the number of elements in the target population. In

this study, y is the mean amount of the relevant payment errors for the
original payments sampled, X is the mean amount of the original payments
sampled, and N is the number of original payments made in the target popu-
lation. One property of ratio estimators is that:

(y) + R?2Var(x) - 2R Cov(XYy)

LlX

where Var denotes the variance, Cov denotes the covariance, R is Iu& My
X

denotes the population mean for x and “y denotes the population mean for y.

(1) Var(r) = ¥2C

6

If the sample size is large enough, then X can be expected to closely

approximate s and the variance of r can be approximated by

(2) Var(r) = Yar(y) + R?Var(x) - 2R Cov(xy)

2
u)(
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This approximation for Var(r) can be estimated by substituting sample values
throughout; r for R, X for Mo var(y) for Var(y), var(x) for Var(x) and
cov(xy) for Cov(xy). However, if the sample size is not sufficiently large,
then X cannot be expected to closely approximate My and the variance of r
cannot be reliably estimated. Most authors suggest that the sample size be
large enough to ensure that the coefficient of variation of X is no larger than
.1, before one substitutes sample values to estimate Var(r) in (2) above.7
Another property of ratio estimators is that they generally are not

where Prx is the correlation between r and X, o, is the standard error of r,

8 In this study, even if the mean

and C)—( is the coefficient of variation of X.
original payment for the sampled weeks is greater or less than the mean original
payment for all weeks in the target population, there is no reason to suspect
that the percent of dollars with payment errors in the sample is either higher
or lower than the percent of dollars with payment errors in the population.
Stated somewhat differently, there is no apparent basis for expecting that the
percent of dollars with payment errors is different for high WBA claimants
than for low WBA claimants. Hence, in this study, Ppx is probably zero, and
the ratio estimators are probably unbiased, even for very small samples where
C; could be greater than one-tenth.

The biased variance and biased mean properties of ratio estimators
clearly are not desirable properties, and these shortcomings can be eliminated
if the values of N and n, are known: given these known values, the ratio
estimator (r) becomes ﬁ\L and Var(r) becomes V_j_x-zr-( ). This latter estimator

X X
is not biased and its variance can be determined regardless of sample size.

For-the Random Audit project, '%ﬂntf*uxwweremmputedwarpartmof"datr""' B
processing procedure number 1, and this made it possible to estimate R by

Y

Hx

sample was a stratified random sample with each week constituting a stratum,

Because relatively few cases had payment errors, and because the

a 'problem arose in each state in attempting to estimate Var(y). For some
payment error measures, the total number of errors in a given week was
zero; hence the estimated Var(y) for such weeks was zero, even though the
actual Var(y) clearly was not zero. Two alternatives were considered for
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dealing with the problem of zero estimates for Var(y). The first was to assume

le tem =

eacn weerk in a given

3

1 + <
that the variance and the mean of y were the same fo

quarter; in this case, the variance of y would be estimated from 13 weeks of
data, and then the variance of y for a given week would be computed by
using the variance of y estimated for all 13 weeks and the sample size for that
week. The other alternative considered for dealing with the problem of zero
estimates for Var(y) was to estimate Var(y) for each week, and to allow zero
variances for some weeks since the variances for some other weeks probably
would be overstated. The second alternative was chosen for this study
because: (1) it results in an unbiased estimate for the variance of y; and
(2) if the mean of y is drifting upward or downward throughout the 13
weeks (as may occur when workload is increasing or decreasing), alternative
1 may seriously overstate the variance of y.

Calculating the error factors for very small payment error rates also
created a problem in each state. - When the population proportion is very
small, the sampling distribution of the proportion is positively skewed, even
for very large sample sizes (including the sample sizes used in the Random
Audit program). This does not affect the calculation of the point estimate
of a population proportion, but it does affect the calculation of the error
factor for that point estimate. When the population proportion is very small,
the "best" (i.e., narrowest) confidence interval is not symmetrical about the
point estimate. These asymmetrical confidence intervals are very difficult to
calculate for sample designs like the one used in the Random Audit program
pilot tests. The main impacts of calculating confidence intervals in the
standard way when the sampling distribution is positively skewed are: (1) the

_actual level of confidence almost always is slightly greater than the reported
80% confidence level; and (2) the confidence intervals reported sometimes

overlap zero, in which case the magnitude of the error factor for the low-
side limit must be decreased so that zero is not included in the interval.

Since these impacts are of little practical consequence, the decision was made
not to calculate exact asymmetrical confidence intervals for instances in which
the population proportion was very small. No other problems that might affect
the validity of the reported results arose in the process of calculating the

payment error rates.
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Type/Cause Overpayment Rates and Analysis of
Changes in the WBA, MBA or BPW

A total of nine type and eight cause rates were computed for Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments. They were:

Type of Overpayment

Fraud overpayments
Claimant solely responsible

Nonfraud overpayments
Claimant solely responsibie
Claimant solely or partially responsible
Employer solely responsibie
Employer solely or partially responsible
Ul agency solely responsible
Ul agency solely or partially responsible

Cause of Overpayment

Unreported earnings for the key week
Concealed employment only

Errors in reporting/recording base period earnings

Separation issues
Discharges for misconduct only

Eligibility issues -
Availability for work only
Active job search only
These rates could have been calculated in exactly the same manner
as the payment error rates discussed in the prior section were calculated.
Instead, however, the data were analyzed as though each quarter, rather
than each week, was a stratum. The reasons for doing this were entirely
pragmatic. Analyzing the sample as a weekly stratified sample would have
~required 13 times the work required to analyze the sample as a quarterily
sample, and this extra effort could not be devoted to these calculations,
given the other empirical estimates that had to be developed for this report.
Also, given that the sample sizes were nearly the same for each week in
each state, a major bias could have been introduced by this approach only
if: (1) the population sizes varied by a very large percentage from week
to week within the same quarter (and this was not the case): and (2) the
mean and variance differed dramatically from week to week within the same
quarter (which seems unlikely). Given the overall objectives of the pilot test,
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as a quarterly random sample, no problems arose in the process of calculating
type/cause rates that might affect the validity of the reported results.

In addition to type/cause overpayment rates, incidence rates were
computed for changes in the WBA, MBA, and BPW, and were reported in
Text Table 4. As was the case for type/cause rates, these incidence rates
could have been calculated in exactly the same manner that payment error
rates were calculated. Instead, however, the data were analyzed as though
each quarter, rather than each week, was a stratum, and this was done for
exactly the same reasons just discussed for analyzing the type/cause rates
in this manner. It should be noted, however, that it appears even more
likely that the reported results for monetary changes were not biased as a
result of analyzing the data as a stratified quarterly random sample. This
is the case because it seems extremely unlikely that either the mean or the
variance for these random variables (which represent differences) would
change appreciably within the same quarter. With the exception of analyzing
the data as a quarterly random sample, no problems arose in the process of
calculating incidence rates' and means for changes in the WBA, MBA or BPW
that might affect the validity of the reported results.

Work Search Contacts

Five different variables related to the work-search activities of

claimants were estimated for this report. They included:

(1) the average number of job search contacts listed by claimants;

~ (2) the average number of job search contacts investigated per
sampled case; and

(3) the percent of work search contacts investigated by the
Random Audit team that were:

(a) verified as proper;
(b) verified as improper; and
(c) unverifiable.

Each of the estimates in (3) above is of the form:

number verified as proper (improper, unverifiable)
number investigated
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Both the numerator and the denominator for these estimates are random
variables; hence they are ratio estimators. As was explained in the section
on payment error rates, ratio estimators generally are biased unless the
sample size is large. For this reason, the data on work search contacts had
to be analyzed as a stratified quarterly sample. Treating each quarter
(rather than each week) as a stratum would introduce a bias only if the
population sizes varied by a very large percentage from week to week within
the same quarter (and this did not occur) and if, as seems highly unlikely,
the mean or variance differed dramatically from week to week within the
same quar”cer'.9 |

The estimators for the average number of job search contacts listed
for a week and the average number of job search contacts investigated are
not ratio estimators. The sample was, nonetheless, analyzed as though each
quarter rather than each week was a stratum in developing these estimates.
This was done to reduce the amount of effort required to analyze the data.
Once again, this could have introduced a bias only if the population sizes
varied dramatically from week to week within a quarter (and this did not
occur) and if, as seems highly unlikely, the population mean or variance
differed by a very large amount from week to week within the same quarter.

It seems very unlikely that the average number of job search contacts
the Random Audit team investigated per case varied‘ much from week to week
within a quarter. Each Random Audit team was asked to maintain the same
quality in its 'investigation's of each case throughout the year; reduced
sample sizes in particular weeks were used to avoid a deterioration in quality
if backlogs developed. Nonetheless, if the average number of contacts listed
by claimants varied from week to week, the average number investigated
“probably varied also. Barring a change in law or policy, however, it seems
unlikely that the number of job search contacts listed would change

appreciably from week to week within a quarter.
Another potential problem in this analysis was that unless all or nearly

all of the contacts listed were investigated, a selection bias could have been
introduced that would invalidate any inferences about job search contacts
investigated. Fortunately, Text Table 8 shows that the number of contacts
investigated was nearly the same as the number listed in all states. Hence
a selection bias probably did not occur. Overall, these considerations suggest
that there is no basis for questioning the validity of the results reported for

job search contacts.
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ENDNOTES

1See Robert D. St. Louis, Paul L. Burgess and Jerry L. Kingston,
Ul Random Audit Program Operations Manual for Data Analysis (Washington:
U.S. Department of Labor, Unemployment Insurance Service, September, 1982).

2, . . iy

This assumes no nonsampling errors occurred. Frequently it is
reasonable to sample after a census has been taken in order to check for
nonsampling errors.

2
“For a more detailed explanation of the types of significance levels,

see: B.J. Winer, Statistical Principles in Experimental Design, 2nd edition

revised (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1971), pp. 199-200.

uSimultaneous confidence intervals for proportions are derived in
Leo A. Goodman, "On Simultaneous Confidence Intervals for Multinominal
Proportions," Technometrics, Vol. 7, No. 2 (May, 1965), pp. 247-255.

5Original payments and the target population are defined in the section
of the text titled "Experimental Design of Random Audit Program."

6The variance of ratio means is derived in Leslie Kish, Survey Sampling
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1965), pp. 206-208.

7See, for example: ibid., p. 208; or Richard L. Scheaffer, William
Mendenhall, and Lyman Ott, Elementary Survey Sampling, 2nd ed. (North
Scituate, Massachusetts: Duxbury Press, 1979), p. 119.

8The bias of ratio means is derived in Leslie Kish, op. cit., pp. 208-211.

9H: seems very unlikely that the percent of job search contacts investi-
gated that would be found to be proper, improper, and unverifiable would vary
significantly from week to week within a quarter.
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The organizational structure developed to administer and operate
the Random Audit program pilot tests involved the National and Regional
Offices of the U.S. Department of Labor, Paul Burgess and Jerry
Kingston, the Arizona Ul Agency and the five participating pilot test
states. The responsibilities of each of these groups are outlined below.

National /Regional Offices

five pilot test programs. The National Office also entered into agreements
with outside contractors and the Arizona Ul agency to obtain technical
consulting and data processing services. [t was the responsibility of the
National Office to determine the states that participated in the Random
Audit program pilot tests and to establish the "ground rules" for each
state's participation. The National Office staff, in cooperation with the
outside contractors, developed the criteria for the selection of the state
project staffs, formulated the guidelines for the operational procedures to
be followed, organized and conducted the training sessions for state
personnel, and established the technical specifications for the data processing
and statistical activities associated with the project.

Once the project had begun in each of the five pilot test states,
the National Office provided a number of Federal Monitors to conduct both
technical assistance and external oversight activities in the participating
states. Some of these Federal Monitors were reassigned to the Random Audit
program from other duties within the National Office, while others were 7
detailed from state Ul agencies into the National Office on temporary assign-
ments to participate in the project. On-site visits to the pilot test states
by the Federal Monitors occurred regularly throughout the pilot test period:
during the first nine months of project operation, one or more Federal
Monitors was working on-site in each pilot test state about one week per
month. Activities conducted by the Federal Monitors included the following:

(1) assisting the Project Supervisors to develop efficient

tracking and management control systems;

(2) providing technical assistance in the coding and
classification of project data;
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(3) traveling with the Field Investigators as they conducted
their activities to verify the correctness of the payments
sampled;

(4) meeting with employers and state employment security
personnel to explain the purposes and procedures of
the Random Audit program pilot tests; and

(5) reviewing completed case files to determine if appro-

priate and complete documentation had been obtained

for all cases, and to evaluate whether the case had

been appropriately classified as a proper or improper

payment, given the evidence contained in the case file.
In addition to these duties, the Federal Monitors also participated in the
background work that was required for the expansion of the Random
Audit program to ten additional states in January of 1982.

During the pilot test period, the National Office also scheduled
and coordinated frequent meetings of the Project Supervisors, the National
Office staff and Burgess/Kingston. Over the fourteen-month interval that
began in January of 1981, such meetings were held in Washington, D.C.
about every eight weeks, on average. It was in such meetings that the
benefits of the pilot test mode of operation were very evident. Different
states had operated in different ways in a number of areas, and the results
of such experimentation were shared, challenged, evaluated and revised for
the purpose of improving various operational features of the project.

The Regional Offices of the Department of Labor were only indirectly
involved in the operation of the Random Audit program during the pilot
test period. Mr. Larry Heasty of the Region X Ul staff had a continuous
involvement in the project in his role as a Federal Monitor for the pilot
test conducted in the state of Washington. Other than this direct and
__continuing involvement, however, other Regional Office personnel-occa=
sionally were able to schedule their visits to the pilot test states to
participate in meetings attended by federal staff, the Project Supervisor
and perhaps the state Ul Director. Cenerally, there was a concerted
effort throughout the pilot test period to inform the Regional Offices of
developments in the Random Audit program. For the most part, the
Regional Offices were free to participate in the Random Audit program
pilot tests in their regions to about the extent that their time, interest
and available travel resources would permit.
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Outside Contractors

Paul Burgess and Jerry Kingston had been co-principal investigators
on the original NCUC Benefit Overpayments Study; at the request of
the National Office of the UIS, they obtained half-time leaves from the
Department of Economics at Arizona State University for the 1980-1981
academic year and the Fall Semester of the 1981-1982 academic year to
assist the National Office in designing, implementing and evaluating the
Random Audit program pilot tests. In cooperation with Robert St. Louis,
Manager of the Research and Reports Section of the Arizona Ul agency,
Burgess and Kingston developed the procedures for the selection of the
weekly probability samples of Ul payments and formulated the criteria
for the appropriate classification of any payment errors detected. They
also assisted the National Office in revising many of the forms, procedures
and operational instructions originally developed for the NCUC study to
facilitate the efficient functioning of the Random Audit program pilot tests.
Burgess /Kingston also met with the Project Supervisors at the meetings
held regularly in Washington, D.C., and worked closely with the Research
and Reports Section of the Arizona Ul agency to ensure that the statistical
calculations required for the analysis of the project data--including the
estimation of the various measures of statewide payment error amounts
and rates--were correctly performed and properly documented.

Under the direction of Robert St. Louis, the Research and Reports
Section of the Arizona Ul agency had performed the data processing tasks
and statistical calculations required for the NCUC Benefit Overpayments
Study. An agreement was reached between the Arizona Ul agency and the

—tHSto continue this—arrangement for the Random Audit program pitot tests. -

Hence, the data tapes produced by each Random Audit pilot test state were
submitted to the Arizona agency for processing.

Pilot Test States
Upon being accepted to participate in the Random Audit program

pilot test, immediate actions were initiated by the participating states to
create a separate Random Audit program unit. Because state personnel

procedures, union work rules or other factors often prevented the imme-
diate creation of new and permanent units in these states, the establish-
ment of temporary units staffed by individuals on temporary assignment

was the typical pattern for the pilot test period.
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The Random Audit unit in each state was to be composed of a
Project Supervisor, three or four Field Investigators and a Clerk-Typist.
Ideally, the Project Supervisor was to have a substantial amount of
experience in field investigations and in the adjudication of Ul claims.
This individual was to be assigned to the Random Audit unit on a full-
time basis for a period of approximately 18 months (from approximately
December of 1980 through May of 1982). The Project Supervisor also
needed management experience and the ability to interface with data

ffice managers and the

processing and ocal o
state's benefit payments control or investigations unit.

The Field Investigators selected for the Random Audit unit were
expected to have at least two years of Ul program experience, and at
least one year of experience adjudicating Ul claims in local offices. The
responsibilities for the Field Investigators were such that it was believed
that local office adjudications deputies would fill most of these positions.
Although such individuals likely would have limited backgrounds or
experience in field investigations, a comprehensive program of classroom
and on-the-job training was to be designed to enable these individuals to
acquire the investigative skills required. Because of the statewide nature
of the samples selected each week’, it was necessary that each of these
individuals have access to public, private or agency transportation so that
they could investigate any claim, no matter where that claim was filed
throughout the state. Also, persons selected as Field Investigators should
have indicated some willingness to work "non-standard" hours or schedules,
on occasion, as dictated by the requirements of their positions. These
individuals were to be assigned to the project for a period of approximately
17 months (January, 1981 through May, 1982). The number of Field
Investigators for each pilot test state was determined by the National
Office on the basis of factors such as the geographic size and transporta-
tion facilities of the state, the degree of sophistication of the state's Ul
computer facilities, and the possibility of "outstationing” one or more of
the Field Investigators away from the central office where the Project
Supervisor would be located. The extent of concentration of the state-
wide Ul claims load in one or a few Ul local offices also was an important

factor in determining the number of Field Investigators assigned to each

pilot test state.
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The Clerk-Typist assigned to the Random Audit Unit was expected
to have at least one year of Ul experience. A highly responsible person
was to be selected for this position because, among other tasks, this
individual could be responsible for: (1) maintaining all project case files;
(2) assisting the Field Investigators with computer-based inquiries and the
acquisition of investigative information from other sources; (3) coding and/or
entering project data; and (4) updating case files, proofing coding forms
and tapes, and other important project activities. The Clerk-Typist was
to be assigned to the Project for a period of approximately 15 months
(February, 1980 through April, 1981).

The participating states also were expected to provide computer-
related assistance to develop the programs required to construct the weekly
Ul payment files and to appropriately select the weekly probability samples
from these files. Technical assistance was to be provided to the states by
the National Office staff, Burgess/Kingston and the Arizona agency, when
necessary, to facilitate the preparation of these computer programs.

The pilot test states also were expected to commit, on a limited basis,
personnel from other units within the Ul agency to support the Random
Audit Unit, as required. ~ For example, following the training sessions for
state project personnel provided by the National Office, each state was to
conduct additional training for its own Random Audit Unit. This training
was to involve personnel from the state's fraud or investigations unit, the
field or tax audit units, the legal department and other administrative units
within the Ul or employment security agency. Cooperation also was sought
from local office managers, regional or district supervisors and the benefit

—payments controt unit- in-each state. —— 7 —
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STANDARD GUIDELINES FOR INVESTIGATIONS:

A. Check Weekly Sampling

1.

The project supervisor should carefully review the
hard-copy computer printout generated at the time that
the weekly sample is drawn to determine if:

the correct random number was used;

the correct skip interval was used;

the correct number of cases was selected;

the cases selected represent a full spectrum of the
amounts paid + offset in the State;

e. all of the cases in the population were cumulated into
a population file for storage.

Q0 oo

In addition, the project supervisor should be aware of
persistent concentrations of cases in certain parts of the
State, or among certain types of claimants, that would
suggest that a review of the sampling program would be in
order.

B. Desk Review of Agency Information

1.

Either originals or copies of all relevant documentation
for the entire benefit year are placed in a central file in
the random audit unit central office.

A copy of all relevant documentation is placed in a field
folder to be used by the investigator.

The investigator reviews all "master file" information on
the claimant. This would include factors such as reasons
for separations, past nonmonetary determinations, the
pattern of filing, and any gaps in filing and returning to
work.

Certlflcatlons and cancelled checks for the current spell
of unemployment are reviewed and compared for signatures.

Wage records or wage request data on all base year
employees are rev1ewed
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Information on local labor market conditions and ather
information relevant to the claimant's search for work are
obtained from the local Job Service or UI offices, or from
other relevant sources.

Written documentation is obtained for any written or verbal
suspensions or modifications of written law or policy that
could affect the claimant's eligibility for benefits during
the key week, including the section of the law or
regulations that allows such suspensions or modifications.

Dependency documentation is obtained if pertinent.

Contact the claimant by phone, if possible, to arrange for
a personal interview. A follow-up notice should be sent
through the mail to the claimant's old address (if a recent
address change occurred) and new address. The claimant
should be given a specific telephone number to call if he
or she is unable to appear at the stated time and place.

Interview the claimant. Explain purpose of study and
establish proof of claimant's identity (driver's license,
social security card, etc.). Provide claimant questionaire
and assist claimant to complete.

Interviewer reviews questionnaire with claimant:

a. Probe as needed;

b. Clarify answers;

c Obtain additional information for questions not
originally answered on the questionnaire;

d. Special attention given to all information that relates
specifically to claimant's eligibility for key week,
since focus is on eligibility for that week;

e. Write fact finding statements on all potential issues.
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10.

Review base period earnings and employment with claimant to
determine accuracy. If necessary, review hours worked and
earnings per week to verify monetary eligibility for
benefits. If relevant, separations from base period

employers should be reviewed.

Review, and verify with claimant, prior availability and
ability to work during benefit year, to the extent relevant
for key-week eligibility. (The intent is not to verify
availability/ability on a week-by-week basis.)

Review, and verify with claimant, job separations in
benefit year.

Review prior work search contacts and pattern with
claimant, to the extent this review is relevant for
key-week eligibility. (The intent is not to verify
week-by-week work search.)

Interviewer advises claimant that he or she will be
contacted if any problem is detected in the claim.

Obtain claimant signature on gquestionsire ofter review and
discussion.

Mail questionnaire to claimant in those instances only
where personal interview is impossible.

D. Field Work

1.

2.

Obtain signed statements in the process of all third-party
verification.

Base period wages lag period wages, partial earnings and
employment are verified for each sampled case.

a. 'Payrﬁll records and separation reasons are reviewed by
in-person contacts with employers for in-state earnings
and employment.

b. Payroll records and separation reasons are reviewed by
1n-person contacts with employers for combined wage
claims in close locations; otherwmse, verification to
take place by mail by obtaining earnings break out by
payperiod for each quarter, and reasons for separation.
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c UCFE wages/separations verified by using
Request-for-Verification-of-UCFZ -Wage-and-Separation-In
formation form 2S 936 and comparing to
Request-for-Wage-and-Separation-Information-for-Federal

-Employee form.

d. UCX wages verified by obtaining from the agency files a
copy of the DD214 and comparing it to UCX wage
schedule. It may also be necessary to send a
Request-for-Wage-and-Separation-Information-Ex-Service
men form ETA 8-43.

e. other wage situations verified, as appropriate in each
case.

Review dependency eligibility if relevant.

Social security benefits/identity checked, if relevant.
Current address and address changes verified.
Availability issues or potential issues verified.

Job separations in the benefit year that could affect
key-week eligibility verified.

Intervening employment dates during benefit year that could
affect key-week eligibility verified.

Work search contacts relevant for key week verified
a. copy applications, if possible;
b.-- obtain copy of resumes prepared, if possible;

c. 0Obtain fact-finding statement from employer concerning
contact.

Pursue investigation until any questions/doubts in
investigator's mind are resolved, so long as reasonable
procedures for resolving such doubts are available.
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11.

12.

13.

la.

=S 511 copied, if completed.

Current registration with the Job Service, as of the key
week, verified through agency contacts.

Current registration with union, as of the key week,
verified and obtained in writing, if relevant.

Potential issues not related to claimant's eligibility
during the key week handled directly by Random Audit Staff
or referred to appropriate agency personnel.

Closing the Investigation and Case File

1.

Review all evidence obtained and determine if key week
properly paid.

If decision is that key week was properly paid:
a. complete Summary of Investigation.
b. complete Checksheet #1 and Coding Sheet

c. monitor status of key week for any possible changes
during course of project due appeals or other factors;

d. all final reéords maintained in the Random Audit
office.

If decision is that key week was NOT properly paid:

a. discuss case and documentation with Project Supervisor;

b. contact the claimant and give the claimant the
opportunity to rebut evidence gathered, or to offer
- additional information if needed or required;

c. complete upper portion of report form to be sent to
local office manager for comments on the case.
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review local office manager's response (or fraud unit's
response if fraud involved).

review all evidence obtained, and obtain any additional
evidence required for full documentation of proper or
improper cases.

prepare determination (monetary, non-monetary, fraud).

send copy of form back to local office manager (and
fraud unit, if fraud involved) to advise on final
disposition of case;

if, for some reason, no determination issued and
ogverpayment established (but week was not properly
paid), place report/explanation in the file to show why
week was improper but no official action was taken;

complete Summary of Investigation form.

if case is appealed, appear at appeal; alsa, employers
may be contacted to appear at such hearings;

status of all key weeks monitored for any possible
changes during course of project due to appeals or
other factors; ’

checksheet #1 completed;

coding sheet completed;

final records on case maintained in Random Audit
office.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: Please print or write ail answers clearly. Answer the questions
the best way you can. If you don’t know the answer to any question, write "don't
know" in the space for that question. If you need help answering any questions,
please ask. YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE USED TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT
YOUR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS WERE PROPERLY PAID. THE LAW
PROVIDES PENALTIES FOR FALSE STATEMENTS. THE ACCURACY OF THE

5.

6.

8.

What is your name?

What is your social security number?

What is your current street address?

Current street address

Building/Apartment number

City 7 State 7 Zip Code

If your current mailing address DIFFERS from your current street address,
enter your mailing address below:

Current mailing address

Building/Apartment number

City / State / Zip Code

What is your current area code and telephone number?

area code / teiephone ﬁumber

What is your birth date?

WMonth [ Day / Year
What is your sex? Maie Female

Are you a citizen of the United States? YES NO

Did you see a movie or otherwise get information about your unemployment
benefits, rights and responsibilities at the beginning of your unemployment
claim? Yes - No
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11.

12,

13.

14,

15.
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Did you ask any questions about your unemployment benefits, rights and
responsibilities at the beginning of your unemployment ciaim or any time

since you have been receiving benefits? YES NO If YES,
were you satisfied with the answers you got to your questions?
YES NO If NO, please explain:

Have you had any problems with your unempioyment claim?

anca aw

YES NO If YES, p!w“ up‘laiu:

Are there questions that you wouid like to ask today about your unemployment
claim, or your rights and responsibilities as an unemployment insurance
claimant? YES NO If YES, please list your questions:

Were the people in the office where your claim was filed polite?
YES NO If NO, please explain:

Did you get your wage statement? YES NO If YES, was your
wage statement correct? YES NO If NO, please expiain:

Has your address changed since you began your current unemployment cfaim?
YES NO If YES, please give your former address below:

Former street address

Building/Apartment number

City / State / Zip Code
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16.

17.

18.

19.

c. Area Code/Phone Number of Most Recent Empioyer
'd. Number of months you worked for your Most Recent Empioyer months

Has your name changed since you began your current unemployment claim?
YES NO If YES, please give your former name:

Please answer the following questions about your schooling:
a. Highest grade completed:
b. Date you last attended school:
c. Name of last school attended:

d. Address of last school attended :
Street

City [ State / Zip Gode

Please answer the following questions about training you have received:

a. Months of training (for exampie: trade school, vocationai-skills
training, OIC, CETA, Armed Forces, business) months

b. Date you last attended a training program
¢. Name of training program last attended
d. Address of training program last attended

Street
Cxty T State / zlp Code

Please answer the following questions about your MOST RECENT EMPLOYER:
a. Name of Most Recent Empioyer

b. Address of Most Recent Employer
Street

City / State / Zip Code

e. Last day worked for your Most Recent Employer

Month / Day / Year
f. The type of work you did for your Most Recent Employer

g. Rate of pay with Most Recent Empioyer $ per

h. Why did you leave your Most Recent Employer
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21,

22,

23.

28,

25.

26.

27.
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Are you out of work due to a labor dispute?
YES NO If YES, please explain:

Please list below the type or types of work you are trying to find and your
prior experience in doing such work:

Amount and Tvype of Prior

UN niiing

Type of Work Trying to Find Experience in This Type of Work

a.
b.
c.
d.

How much do you normaily make when working at your usual job?
per .

What is the lowest rate of pay you will accept to return to work?
$ per .

What were your normai working hours on your most recent job?
a.m. ¢ a.m.

—td .M.

p.m.

a. What are the normai hours you wouid be willing and abie to work
when you return to work?
a.m. a.m.

PeMl. " ey . m.

b. If shift work, what shift(s) wouid you be willing and abie to work
when you return to work? (Check (v) as many as appiy.)

1st (day shift) 3rd (graveyard shift)
2nd (swing shift) : Other (including day/night rotation)

Circle the days you normally DID NOT WORK on your most recent job:
SUN. MON. TUES. WED. THURS. FRI. SAT.V

Circle the days of the week you normalily would NOT BE WILLING OR ABLE
to work when you return to work:

SUN. MON. TUES. WED. THURS. FRI.  SAT.
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28.

29.

30.

Please provide the following information about your efforts to find work:
a. About how many miles are you willing to travel one way to work? miles

b. About how many minutes are you willing to spend traveling one way
to work? minutes

c. What kind of transportation do you now use to look for work?
Own car Other car Public transportation Other
d. In what geographic area have you been looking for work?

H maoma sasmeclad ccmas laa 200
e. In what OTHER geographic areas would you be willing t
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f. Do you have a definite date to return to work?

YES NO If YES, the date :
' Month / Day / Year
Do you have a valid driver's license? YES NO If YES, answer
the following:

a. Licenss Number
b. State Issuing License
c. Class of License: Regular Chauffeur Other
d. Date License Expires
e. Restrictions on’ License:

Are you an active member of a union? YES NO If YES, answer
the following:

a. Do you get work ONLY through the union? YES NO

b. Are you currently on the out-of-work list? YES NO

If YES, the last time you signed on to the out-of-work list was

(Month / Day / Year)
c. Are you willing to accept nonunion employment? YES NO
d. Union Name Locai Number
Union Address

Street / City / State / Zip Code
Union Area Code/Phone Number




117

31. Have you checked with the Job Service as one way to find work?

YES

NO If YES, please answer the following:

a.
b.

C.

On what date did you first register with the Job Service?

Have you been in contact with the Job Service since you first
registered? YES NO If YES, give dates and
purposes of these contacts:

Place where you last checked with the Job Servica:

Street / Ca'ty 7 State / Zip Code

Has the Job Service told you that it had any jobs listed for which
you are qualified? YES NO If YES, were you
referred to any of these jobs! YES NO If YES,
please expiain resuits of any referrais:

32. Have you signed up with a private empioyment agency?

YES

NO If YES, please answer the following:

a.
b.

C.
d.

Name of Private Empiloyment Agency
Address of Private Empioyment Agency

Street

City / State / Zip Code
Area Code/Phone Number of Private Employment Agency

Has this Private Employment Agency told you about any jobs for
which you are qualified? YES NO If YES, please expiain:




118

PLEASE READ THIS IMPORTANT NOTE. IN THE REMAINING QUESTIONS,
THE TERM "THE WEEK" REFERS TO A SPECIFIC WEEK THAT BEGAN ON
AND ENDED ON PLEASE

MIND IN ANSWERINC THE REMATNING QUESTIONS

THAT RELATE TO "THE WEEK".

Did you have any dependents or other persons who wouid have needed care
from someone eise if you had worked during THE WEEK?

w
w
.

YES NGO iIf YES, piease answer the following:
a. Was some person or place availabie to provide the needed care?
YES NO If YES:

b. Give name, address and phone number of person or piace that
would provide care:

Name:

Address:

Street / City / State / Zip Code
Area Code/Phone Number

34, Did you attend or sign up for any school classes or training programs
during THE WEEK? YES NO If YES, pleasa answer the
following:

a. Name of school or training program:
b. Type of schooling/training provided:
C. Address of school or training program:

Street / City / State / Zip GCode
d. Area Code/Phone Number of school or training program:

3S. During THE WEEK, did you have any physical condition or handicap that
reduced your ability to work or to look for work?

YES NO If YES, please expiain:

36. During THE WEEK, was there any day or days that you were NOT availabie
for work? YES NO If YES, please list the days and reasons
You were not available:
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NOTE: "THE WEEK" BEGAN ON . AND ENDED ON

37.

38.

39.

4o.

During THE WEEK, was there any reason that you could not accept full-time
work? YES NO If YES, please explain:

During THE WEEK, were you an officer of a corporation, union or other
nization? YES NO if YES, piease expiain:

Did you need any special trade or skills licenses or certificates to do the
type of work you were looking for during THE WEEK? (Examples: such
as licenses required for pilots, radio operators, beauticians, barbers,
lawyers, nurses, real estate salespersons, etc.): YES NO ,
If YES, did you have the licenses/certificates you needed? YES NO

If you had any of these licenses/certificates, when do they expire?

Day / Month / Year

As of THE WEEK, did you have any other special trade or skills licenses/
certificates like those described in question 39 above?

YES NO If YES, please explain the types of licenses/certificates
you have, and give expiration dates:

PLEASE GO TO THE NEXT PAGE TO ANSWER QUESTION 41.



41. Answer each question on this page for UP TO FIVE work-search contacts that you made during THE WEEK:
and ended on

NOTE: “THE WEEK" began on

.

Job Contact #1

Name and
Address of
Employer

Job Contact #2

Job Contact #3

Job Contact #4

Job Contact #5

Date Contacted

Name/Title of
Person Contacted

Area Code/Phone
Number of Person
Contacted

Type of Work
You Applied For

How Job Contact |in-person In-person In-person __ In-person In-person
was made: Telephone Telephone Telephone ___ Telephone Telephone
check (V) Mail Mail Mall Mail Mail
Check (V') if this
was first contact

INDICATE BELOW THE RESULTS OF THESE WORK-SEARCH CONTACTS: Check (/) as many boxes as apply.

No work available

Work available

No Job Offer Made

Job Offer Made &
Offer Accepted

No Job Offer But
Expect Future Offer

0tl
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NOTE: "THE WEEK" BEGAN ON AND ENDED ON T

42.

4=
w

4a,

Did you make any other work-search contacts during THE WEEK not listed
in Question 41 above? YES NO If YES, enter the number
of other contacts vou made:

Please expiain any other actions you took during THE WEEK to find work?

During THE WEEK did you receive any job offers that were not listed in
Question 41 above? YES NO If YES, piease answer the
following:

3. If you DID NOT accept any jobs offered to you, please explain why

b. If You DID ACCEPT any jobs offered to you, please answer the
following:

Date you accepted job offer:
Date you began or will begin work:
Name of Empioyer:

Address of Employer

Street

City / State / Zip Code
Area Code/Phone Number of Employer:
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NOTE: "THE WEEK" BEGAN ON

ENDED ON

45. Did you do work of any type or perform any services during THE WEEK?
If YES, please answer the following:

YES NO

Commission Sales

Seif-empioyment

Other

b. Explain the type of work you did during THE WEEK:

a. Check (v) the type of work you did during THE WEEK:

c. Totai hours you worked during THE WEEK
d. Times and days you worked during THE WEEK

46. If you earned income from any source during THE WEEK, piease circle
all income sources below and list the earnings from each source:

Earnings from
seif-employment

Commission
payments

Wages in lieu
of notice

Dismissal or
severance pay

Worker!s Compen-
sation

Reserve/National
Guard pay

Amount

$

$

LI
I
I

Amount
Holiday pay $
Tips/gratuities $
Room/board s
Vacation pay $

All other sources
of earnings for
THE WEEK

lm



123

NOTE: "THE WEEK" BEGAN ON AND ENDED ON

1

———————

47.

48.

Did you report any earned income listed in Question 46 on your weekly
claim for unemployment insurance benefits for THE WEEK?

YES NO

During THE WEEK, did you receive any money from social security,
a retirement pian, a disability pian, or any other pension or annuity?

YES NO If YES, answer the following:

a. Dollars received during THE WEEK $

b. Did you report any of this money on your ciaim for unempioyment
insurance benefits for THE WEEK? YES NO

CERTIFICATION: | UNDERSTAND THE QUESTIONS ON THIS FORM AND |

HAVE ANSWERED THEM TRUTHFULLY TO THE BEST OF
MY KNOWLEDGE. | KNOW MY ANSWERS WILL BE USED

TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT MY UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE BENEFITS WERE PROPERLY PAID. I KNOw
THE LAW PROVIDES PENALITIES FOR FALSE STATEMENTS.
I ALSO KNOW THAT THE ACCURACY OF MY ANSWERS
WILL BE CHECKED.

Date

Claimant’s Signature Interviewer’s Signature






APPENDIX G

CLASSIFICATION CODES FOR
PAYMENT ERROR TYPES AND CAUSES
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CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES FOR PAYMENT ERROR TYPES

Original Payment Too Large:

A.

Fraud
1. Claimant Fraud
2. Other Fraud

Nonfraud

3. Nonfraud: Solely Claimant Responsibility
Nonfraud: Solely Employer Responsibility
Nonfraud: Solely Agency Responsibility
Nonfraud: Claimant and Employer Responsibility
Nonfraud: Claimant and Agency Responsibility
Nonfraud: Employer and Agency Responsibility

Nonfraud: Claimant, Employer and Agency Responsibility

W 00 N oo Ul =
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Original Payment Too Small:

20. Nonfraud: Solely Claimant Responsibility

21. Nonfraud: Solely Employer Responsibility

22. Nonfraud: Solely. Agency Responsibility

23. Nonfraud: Claimant and Employer Responsibility

24. Nonfraud: Claimant and Agency Responsibility

25. Nonfraud: Employer and Agency Responsibility

26. Nonfraud: Claimant, Employer and Agency Responsibility

CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES FOR PAYMENT ERROR CAUSES

Original Payment Too Large:

A.

Unreported Earnings or Days/Hours of Work in the Key Week Due to:
1. Self-Employment

2. Commission Sales

3. Concealed Employment

4. Vacation/Holiday Pay

Other Causes related to unreported earnings or days/hours of
work in the key week.



B.
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Errors in Reporting/Recording Earnings or Days/Hours of Work
for the Key Week Due to:

9. Reporting of Net vs. Gross Earnings

10. Underestimation of earnings or days/hours of work

11. Earnings (or days/hours of work) reported when paid rather
than when earned (or when work was performed).

12. Wages (or days/hours of work) reported but not correctly
deducted from key-week payment.

—
w

Over- and under-reporting of earnings or days/hours of work.

-—e——f o L

4. Vacation/holiday pay.
15. Other causes related to reporting or recording of earnings or
days/hours of work for the key week.

-
—
~

Errors in Reporting/Recording Earnings or Weeks/Days/Hours of
Work for the Base Period Due to:

19. Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work incorrectly reported by
employers.

20. Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work incorrectly recorded by
Ul Agency.

21. Incorrect estimation of earnings or weeks/days/hours of work
by claimant.

22. Reporting forms are inconsistent with legal provisions: employers
are asked to report wages or weeks/days/hours of work when
paid, but law specifies monetary determination is to be based on
when wages were earned or work was performed.. '

23. Other causes related to errors in reporting or recording earnings
or weeks/days/hours of work for the base period.

Separation issues Due To:
27. Voluntary Quits
28. Discharges for misconduct
29. Other causes related to separation issues.

Eligibility Issues Due To:

33. Ability to work

34. Availability for work

35. Active job search

36. - Refusal of suitable work

37. Self-employment

38. Other causes related to eligibility issues
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1

Dependents Aliowance Incorrect Due To:

42. Dependents information incorrectly reported by claimant;

Sl (Ri=R R AOL N S

dependent relationship does not exist.

43. Dependents information incorrectly reported by claimant;
sufficient support not provided.

44, Allowance incorrectly calculated by Ul Agency.
45. Other causes related to dependents allowances.

G. lllegal Alien Status Category:
49. lllegal Alien Status

H. Other Causes Due To:

53. Benefits paid during a period of disqualification, even though
a stop-pay order was in effect.

54. Reversals (appeal or higher authority)
55. Redetermination (at deputy level)

56. Back pay award |

57. Social security/pension deductions

58. Severance pay

59. All other causes (to be used very seldom)

Original Payment Too Small:

A. Errors in Reporting/Recording Earnings or Days/Hours of Work for
the Key Week Due To:

70. Earnings or days/hours of work incorrectly reported.

71. Earnings or days/hours of work incorrectly recorded or
deducted.

72. Earnings or days/hours of work incorrectly estimated.

73. Other causes related to errors in reporting or recording
earnings or days/hours of work.

B. Incorrect Reporting or Recording of Base-Period Earnings or Weeks/
Days/Hours of Work that were Utilized for the Monetary Determination
Due To:

77. Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work incorrectly reported
by employers.

78. Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work incorrectly recorded
by Ul Agency.

79. Incorrect estimation of earnings or weeks/days/hours of work
by the claimant.
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81.

82.

Dependents Incorrectly Reported/Recorded Due To:

oc
UVe.

87.
88.
89.
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One or more base period employers not reported by claimant.

Reporting forms are inconsistent with legal provisions:
Empioyers are asked to report wages or weeks/days/hours
of work when paid, but law specifies monetary determination
is to be based on when wages were earned or work was
performed.

Other causes related to base-period earnings or weeks/days/
hours of work.

m
Dependents information incorrectly recorded by Ul Agency.
Allowance incorrectly calculated by Ul Agency.
Other causes related to dependents allowance.

Other Causes Due To:

93.

94,

Incorrect social security/pension adjustments made in the
weekly benefit amount for the key week.

All other causes (to be used very seldom)






State Table Numbers
IMlinois . . . . ... .... H-1 through H-5
Kansas. . . . ... . ... H-6 through H-10

Louisiana. . . . . . . . . . H-11 through H-15
New Jersey. . . . . . . . « H-16 through H-20
Washington. . . . . . . .. H-21 through H-25
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APPENDIX TABLE H-1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SELECTED SAMPLE AND

POPULATION PROPORTIONS FOR ILLINOIS: 1981.2 - 1982.1a’b

Sample Population
Characteristic Proportion Proportion
Sex: :
Male 64.9% 68.1%
Female 35.1% 31.9%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Age:
Less than 25 Years 18.2% 20.2%
25-44 Years 57.2% 54. 3%
45-64 Years 23.6% 23.7%
65 Years and up 1.0% 1.8%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Minority Status:
White 71.0% 69.9%
Spanish, Black/Other Nonwhite 29.0% 30.1%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Amount Paid/Offset: _
Less than $50 3.7% 3.8%
$ 50-$ 99 21.1% 21.9%
$100-$124 11.7% 12.7%
$125-$149 27.4% 26.4%
$150 and up 36.0% 35.2%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-2

ESTIMATED RATES AND DOLLAR AMOUNTS OF GROUP A (FRAUD)
OVERPAYMENTS, GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) AND GROUP C
(FORMAL/PROHIBITED ACTIONS) PAYMENT ERRORS, AND ESTIMATED
DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS

PLUS FORMAL WARNINGS FOR ILLINOIS: 1981.2 - 1982.1¢.d

Point Error
Measure Estimate  Factor
Group A (Fraud) Overpayments:®

Percent of Dollars Overpaid 1.2% 0.8%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $15.3m $11.1m

Group B (Formal Actions) Payment Errors: f

Overpayments Only:

Percent of Dollars Overpaid 11.9% 2.1%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $158.5m $28.2m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 16.0% 3.2%

Underpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 0.8% 0.
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $10.5m $9.
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 3.1% 2

Overpayments Less Underpayments:

Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 11.1% 2.2%

Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $148.0m  $29.8m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:

Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 19.1% 3.6%

Overpayments Plus Formal Warnings:9
Percent of Dollars Overpaid or With Formal Warnings 11.9% 2.1%

Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) Payment Errors: h
Overpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 12,43 2.1%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $165.5m $28. Im
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 20.3% 3.6%
~Underpayments Only: }
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 0.9% 0.7%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid _ $11.9m $9.3m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 3.8% 2.8%
Overpayments Less Underpayments: _ o
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 11.6% 2.2%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $153.6 $29.9m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 24.1% 3.9%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-3

1981.2 - 1982.1i.j

ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND MEAN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CHANGES
IN THE WBA, MBA OR BASE PERIOD WAGES FOR ILLINOIS:

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.

Point Error
Change Category Estimate  Factor
Changes in WBA:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 3.6% 1.3%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $9. 14 $§2.52
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 5.8% 1.6%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $10.20 $4.10
Changes in MBA:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 4.1% 1.4%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $433.00 $271.00
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 6.1% 1.7%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $323.00 $100.00
Changes in Base Period Wages: -
Percent of Weeks with Increases 13.3% 2.43
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $1,268.00 $312.00
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 15.7% 2.5%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $977.00 $255.00
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ESTIMATED DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS)
OVERPAYMENTS BY TYPE AND CAUSE FOR ILLINOIS:
1981.2 - 1982.1¢.k
Point Error
Type/Cause Category Estimate  Factor
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpayments by Overpayment Type:
Claimant Fraud:
Sole Responsibility 1.2% 0.8%
Some Responsibility 1.2% 0.8%
Claimant Nonfraud:
Sole Responsibility 6.5% 1.6%
Some Responsibility 8.63% 1.8%
Employer Nonfraud:
Some Responsibility 1.4%3 0.8%
Ul Agency Nonfraud:
Sole Responsibility 1.2% 0.7%
Some Responsibility 3.3% 1.1%
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpayments by Overpayment Cause:
All Unreported Earnings for the Key Week: 1.2% 0.8%
Concealed Employment Only 1.2% 0.8%
All Separation Issues: 2.3% 1.1%
Discharges for Misconduct Only 1.3% 0.8%
All Eligibility Issues: 6.4% 1.6%
Active Job Search Only 5.7% 1.6%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-5

AVERAGE NUMBER OF JOB SEARCH CONTACTS LISTED AND
INVESTIGATED, AND ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES FOR VARIOUS
JOB SEARCH CONTACT VERIFICATION C:‘l\-TEGORIES FOR ILLINOIS:

: 1981.2 - 1982.1

Point Error
Category Estimate  Factor
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Listed by Claimants 2.6 0.1
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Investigated Per Case 2.3 -
Percentage of Job Search Contacts
Investigated That Were:M-"
Verified as Proper 35.5% 3.3%
Verified as Improper 10.7% 2.1
Unverifiable 53.8% 3.4%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.




137

AR
1

APPENDI

ABLE H-6
PERCENTAGE DIiSTRIBUTIONS FOR SELECTED
POPULATION PROPORTIONS FOR KANSAS: 19

SAMPLE
81.2 - 1982.1

AND
a

Sample Population
Characteristic Proportion Proportion
Sex:
Male 61.8% 63.8%
Female 38.2% 36.2%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Age:
Less than 25 Years 26.9% - 25.1%
25-44 Years 50.7% 54.0%
45-64 Years 21.3% 20.2%
65 Years and up 1.1% 0.8%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Minority Status:
White 83.3% 81.8%
Spanish, Black/Other Nonwhite 12.4% 14.3%
Missing 4.3% 3.9%
Amount Paid/Offset:
Less than $50 5.4% 5.8%
$ 50-$ 99 24. 43 25.4%
$100-$124 15.5% 15.9%
$125-5149 54.7% 52.8%
$150 and up 0.0% 0.0%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-7

ESTIMATED RATES AND DOLLAR AMOUNTS OF GROUP A (FRAUD)

VoSV iod oS o V. B V2 V  od VK o I ot ) A Fuowe s Funtomy

OVERPAYMENTS, GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) AND GROUP C

(FORMAL /PROHIBITED ACTIONS) PAYMENT ERRORS, AND ESTIMATED
DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS

PLUS FORMAL WARNINGS FOR KANSAS: 1981.2 - 1982.1¢.,d

Point Error
Measure Estimate  Factor
Group A (Fraud) Overpayments:® A N
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 0.2% 0.3%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $0.3m $0.3m
Group B (Formal Actions) Payment Errors:f
Overpayments Only: :
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 12.9% 2.5%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $14.0m $2.7m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 14.1% 2.5%
Underpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 0.1% 0.1%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $0.1m $0.1m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid ' 0.9%3 0.8%
Overpayments less Underpayments:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 12.9% 2.5%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $14.0m $2.7m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 15.0% 2.6%
Overpayments Plus Formal War‘nings:g
Percent of Dollars Overpaid or With Formal Warnings 24,.0% 3.5%
Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) Payment Errors:h
Overpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 13.3% 2.5%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $14.5m $2.7m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 14.7% 2.6%
Underpayments Only: ,
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 0.13 0.1%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $0. 1m $0.1m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 0.9% 0.8%
Overpayments Less Underpaymenis: .
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 13.3% 2.5%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $14. 4m $2.7m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments: . .
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 15.6% 2.7%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-8

ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND MEAN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CHANGES
IN THE WBA, MBA OR BASE PERIOD WAGES FOR KANSAS
1981.2 - 1982.1°
Point Error

Change Category Estimate  Factor
Changes in WBA:

Percent of Weeks with increases 0.7% 0.7%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases ‘ $2.26 P

Percent of Weeks with Decreases 1.2% 0.8%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $35.63 P
Changes in MBA:

Percent of Weeks with Increases 1.2% 0.7%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $192. 00 p

Percent of Weeks with Decreases 1.4% 0.8%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $450. 00 p
Changes in Base Period Wages:

Percent of Weeks with increases 3.2% 1.3%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $596.00 $426.00

Percent of Weeks with Decreases 1.4% 0.9%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $493. 00 p

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-9

ESTIMATED DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS)
OVERPAYMENTS BY TYPE AND CAUSE FOR KANSAS:
1981.2 - 1982.1¢.K

Point Error
Type/Cause Category Estimate  Factor
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Qverpavments by Overpavment Tvpe:
Claimant Nonfraud:
Sole Responsibility 11.6% 2.3%
Some Responsibility : - 11.7% 2.3%
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpayments by Overpayment Cause:
All Eligibility Issues: 10.8% 2.2%
Active Job Search Only 10. 3% 2.2%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-1

(==}

AVERAGE NUMBER OF JOB SEARCH CONTACTS LISTED AND
INVESTIGATED, AND ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES FOR VARIOUS
JOB SEARCH CONTACT VERIFICATION CATEGORIES FOR KANSAS:

1981.2 - 1982.1k

Point Error
Category Estimate  Factor
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Listed by Claimants 2.3 0.1
Average Number of Job Search Contacts )
Investigated Per Case 2.2 -
Percentage of Job Search Contacts
Investigated That Were: M,N
Verified as Proper 50.2% 3.1%
Verified as Improper 21.9% 2.7%
Unverifiable 27.8% 2.7%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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PERCENTAGE DiSTRiBUTIONS FOR SELECTED SAMPLE AND
POPULATION PROPORTIONS FOR LOUISIANA: 1981.2 - 1982.1°

Sample Population
Characteristic Proportion Proportion
Sex:
Male 66.1% 66.3%
Female 32.5% 33.3%
Missing 1.4% 0.5%
Age:
Less than 25 Years 20.6% 20.0%
25-44 Years 55.3% 53.7%
45-64 Years 21.0% 22.9%
65 Years and up 3.1% 3.1%
Missing 0.0% 0.2%
Minority Status:
White 58.7% 57.3%
Spanish, Black/Other Nonwhite 41.0% 42.0%
Missing 0.3% 0.6%
Amount Paid/Offset: ,
Less than $50 ‘ 7.1% 7.1%
$ 50-$ 99 29.1% 29.2%
$100-$124 13.2% 12.9%
$125-$149 11.7% 11.7%
$150 and up 38.8% 39.1%
Missing 0.0% 0.2%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-12

ESTIMATED RATES AND DOLLAR AMOUNTS OF GROUP A (FRAUD)
OVERPAYMENTS, GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) AND GROUP C
(FORMAL/PROH!BITED ACTIONS) PAYMENT ERRORS, AND ESTIMATED
DOLLAR RATES OF CROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS

PLUS FORMAL WARNINGCS FOR LOUISIANA: 1981.2-1982.1d

Point Error
Measure Estimate  Factor
Group A (Fraud) Overpayments:®
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 2.7% 1.1%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $6.2m $2.4m
Group B (Formal Actions) Payment Errors: f
Overpayments Only: _
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 7.3% 1.7%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $16.7m $3.8m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 10.5% 2.0%
Underpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 0.1% 0.1%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $0.3m $0.2m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 1.7% 0.9%
Overpayments Less Underpayments:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 7.2% 1.7%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $16. 4m $3.8m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 12.2% 2.1%
Overpayments Plus Formal War'nings:g
Percent of Dollars Overpaid or With Formal Warnings 7.3% 1.7%
Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) Payment Errors:"
Overpayments Onliy:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 8.9% 1.8%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $20. 5m $4.2m
Percent of Weeks Overpa:d 12.4% 2.2%
Underpayments Only o
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 0.13 0.13
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $0.3m $0.2m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 1.7% 0.9%
Overpayments Less Underpayments: _
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 8.8% 1.8%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $20.2m $4.2m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments: .
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 14.1% 2.3%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-13

ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND MEAN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CHANGES
IN THE WBA, MBA OR BASE PERIOD WAGES FOR LOUISIANA:

1981.2 - 1982.1°

Point Error
Change Category Estimate  Factor
Changes in WBA:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 2.0% 0.9%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $7.91 $1.56
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 3.2% 1.1%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $11.99 $2.84
Changes in MBA:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 4.1% 1.3%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $272.00 $65. 00
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 2.7% 1.1%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $356.00 $122.00
Changes in Base Period Wages:
Percent of Weeks with -Increases 10.9% 2.1%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $1,630.00 $331.00
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 8.5% 1.8%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $710.00 $249.00

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-14

ESTIMATED DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS)
OVERPAYMENTS BY TYPE AND CAUSE FOR LOUISIANA:
1981.2 - 1982.1K

Point Error
Type/Cause Category Estimate Factor
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpayments by Overpayment Type:
Ciaimant Fraud:
Sole Responsibility 2.7% 1.1%
Some Responsibility 2.7% 1.1%
Claimant Nonfraud:
Sole Responsibility 3.8% 1.2%
Some Responsibility 4.5% 1.3%
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpayments by Overpayment Cause:
All Eligibility Issues: 5.7%9 1.5%
Availability for Work Only 2.2% 1.0%
Active Job Search Only 3.6% 1.1%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-15

AVERAGE NUMBER OF JOB SEARCH CONTACTS LISTED AND
INVESTIGATED, AND ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES FOR VARIOUS
JOB SEARCH CONTACT VERIFICATION CAIEGORIES FOR LOUISIANA:

1981.2 - 1982.1

Point Error

Category Estimate  Factor
Average Number of Job Search Contacts

1.2 0.1

Listed by Claimants

Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Investigated Per Case 1.2 -—

Percentage of Job Search Contacts
Investigated That Were: M

Verified as Proper 68.7% 3.5%
Verified as Improper 3.1% 1.1%
28.2% 3.4%

Unverifiable

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.




PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SELECTED SAMPLE AND
POPULATION PROPORTI!ONS FOR NEW JERSEY: 1981.2 - 1982.1%"
Sample Population
Characteristic Proportion Proportion
Sex:
Male 50.1% 55.6%
Female 49.9% 44.4%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Age: i
Less than 25 Years 22.7% 23.0%
25-44 Years 51.1% 48.0%
45-64 Years 23.8% 26.1%
65 Years and up 2.4% 2.8%
Missing 0.0% 0.03%
Minority Status:
White 72.3% 67.5%
Spanish, Black/Other Nonwhite 27.7% 32.5%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Amcunt Paid/Offset:
Less than $50 5.8% 6.4%
$ 50-$ 99 28. 3% 27.2%
$100-5124 25.2% 24.7%
$125-$149 40.7% 41.7%
$150 and up 0.0% 0.0%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-17

ESTIMATED RATES AND DOLLAR AMOUNTS OF GROUP A (FRAUD)
OVERPAYMENTS, GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) AND GROUP C
(FORMAL/PROHIBITED ACTIONS) PAYMENT ERRORS, AND ESTIMATED
DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS

PLUS FORMAL WARNINGS FOR NEW JERSEY :

1981.2-1982.14d,s

Point Error
Measure Estimate Factor
Group A (Fraud) Overpayments:©
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 1.9% 0.8%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $12.6m $5. 6m
Group B (Formal Actions) Payment Errors:
Overpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 24.3% 3.0%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $163.8m $20. 4m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 38.2% 3.3%
Underpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 1.0% 0.2%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $6.7m $1.6m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 13.9% 2.4%
Overpayments Less Underpayments:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on- Net ' 23.3% 3.1%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $157.1m $20.7m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 52.1% 3.4%
Overpayments Plus Formal War'nings:g
Percent of Dollars Overpaid or With Formal Warnings 27.9% 3.3%
Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) Payment Errors:
Overpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 24.6% 3.0%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $166.1m  $20.5m
Percent of Weeks Overpald 38.7% 3.3%
" Underpayments Only: |
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 1. 0% 0.2%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $6.7m $1.6m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 13.7% 2.4%
Overpayments Less Underpayments:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 23.7% 3.1%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $159.4m  $20.8m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments: .
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 52.4% 3.4%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.




149

ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND MEAN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CHANGES
IN THE WBA, MBA OR BASE PERIOD WAGES R NEW JERSEY
1981.2 - 1982.1i.0
Point Error

Change Category Estimate  Factor
Changas in WBA:

Percent of Weeks with Increases 19.0% 2.6%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $7.28 $1.20

Percent of Weeks with Decreases 17.1% 2.5%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $7.56 $1.84
Changes in MBA:

Percent of Weeks with Increases 18.5% 2.5%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with increases $271.00 $91.00

Percent of Weeks with Decreases 26.5% 3.0%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $205.00 $46. 00
Changes in Base Period Wages:

Percent of Weeks with Increases 26.5% 2.9%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $1,045.00 $281. 00

Percent of Weeks with Decreases 4s5. 4% 3.3%

Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $784. 00 $163. 00

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-21

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SELECTED SAMPLE AND ab
POPULATION PROPORTIONS FOR WASHINGTON: 1981.2-1982.1°"

Sample Population
Characteristic Proportion Proportion
Sex:
Male 68.6% 68. 4%
Female 31.4% 31.5%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Age:
Less than 25 Years 17.3% 19.2%
25-44 Years 57.0% 58.4%
45-64 Years 25.2% 20.8%
65 Years and up 0.43 1.7%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Minority Status:
White ' 84.4% 83.1%
Spanish, Black/Other Nonwhite 7.0% 9.6%
Missing 8.5% 7.2%
Amount Paid/Offset: : v
Less than $50 ' 8.6% 7.8%
$ 50-$ 99 25.5% 26.8%
$100-$124 12.8% 13.3%
$125-5149 13.0% 11.4%
$150 and up 40.0% 40.6%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-20

AVERAGE NUMBER OF JOB SEARCH CONTACTS LISTED AND
INVESTIGATED, AND ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES FOR VARIOUS
JOB SEARCH CONTACT VERIFICATION CATEGORIES FOR NEW JERSEY :

1981.2 - 1982.1L.t

Point Error
Category Estimate  Factor
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Listed by Claimants 3.8 0.2
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Investigated Per Case 3.0 -—=
Percentage of Job Search Contacts
Investigated That Were:m
Verified as Proper 31.9% 2.5%
Verified as Improper 19.7% 2.3%
Unverifiable 48.4% 2.6%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.




APPENDIX TABLE H-21

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SELECTED SAMPLE AND

POPULATION PROPORTIONS FOR WASHINGTON: 1981.2-1982.13°
Sample Population
Characteristic Proportion Proportion
Sex:
Male 68.6% 68.4%
Femaie 31.4% 31.5%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%
Age: .
Less than 25 Years 17.3% 19.2%
25-44 Years 57.0% 58.4%
45-64 Years 25.2% 20.8%
65 Years and up 0. 4% 1.7%
Missing 0.0% 0.03
Minority Status:
White 84.4% 83.1%
Spanish, Black/Other Nonwhite 7.0% 9.6%
Missing 8.5% 7.2%
Amount Paid/Offset:
Less than $50 8.6% 7.8%
$ 50-% 99 25.5% 26. 8%
$100-$124 12.8% 13.3%
$125-$149 13.0% 11.4%
$150 and up 40.0% 40.6%
Missing 0.0% 0.0%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-22

ESTIMATED RATES AND DOLLAR AMOUNTS OF GROUP A (FRAUD)
OVERPAYMENTS, GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) AND GROUP C
(FORMAL /PROHIBITED ACTIONS) PAYMENT ERRORS, AND ESTIMATED
DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B (FORMAL ACTIONS) OVERPAYMENTS

PLUS FORMAL WARNINGS FOR WASHINGTON: 1981.2-1982.14d,s

Point Error
Measure Estimate  Factor
Group A (Fraud) Overpayments:®
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 2.1% 1.0%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $8.9m $3.9m
Croup B (Formal Actions) Payment Errors:f
Overpayments Only: :
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 9.3% 1.8%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $38. 6m $7.4m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 20.0% 2.7%
Underpayments Only:
Percent of Dollars Underpaid 1.0% 0.3%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $4.1m $1.3m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 11.7% 2.2%
Overpayments Less Underpayments:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 8.3% 1.8%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $34.5m $7.6m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 31.7% 3.2%
Overpayments Plus Formal War'r'lings:g
Percent of Dollars Overpaid or With Formal Warnings 15.4% 2.5%
Croup C (Formal/Prohibited. Actions) Payment Errors:"
Overpayments Only: _
Percent of Dollars Overpaid 12. 0% 2.0%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid $49.5m $8.3m
Percent of Weeks Overpaid 22.1% 2.8%
‘Underpayments Only: ‘
Percent of Dollars Underpaid , 1.0% 0.3%
Amount of Dollars Underpaid $4. 1m $1.3m
Percent of Weeks Underpaid 11.7% 2.2%
Overpayments Less Underpayments:
Percent of Dollars Overpaid on Net 11.0% 2.1%
Amount of Dollars Overpaid on Net $45. Um $8.6m
Overpayments Plus Underpayments:
Percent of Weeks Paid with Errors 33.8% 3.2%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.




APPENDIX TABLE H-23

ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND MEAN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CHANGES
IN THE WBA, MBA OR BASE PERIOD WAGES FOR WASHINGTON:
1981.2 - 1982.1!.0

Point Error
Change Category Estimate  Factor
Changes in WBA:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 12.4% 2.2%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $7.29 $1.50
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 9.2% 1.9%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $13.18 $4.96
Changes in MBA:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 18.1% 2.6%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $252.00 $55.00
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 11.4% 2.1%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $384.00 $128.00
Changes in Base Period Wages:
Percent of Weeks with Increases 20.2% 2.7%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Increases $765. 00 $160. 00
Percent of Weeks with Decreases 11.6% 2.1%
Mean Dollar Amount for Weeks with Decreases $985. 00 $273.00

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.




ESTIMATED DOLLAR RATES OF GROUP B L ACTIO
OVERPAYMENTS BY TYPE AND CAUSE FOR HINGTO
1981.2 - 1982.1K.S
Point Error
Type/Cause Category Estimate  Factor
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpavments by Overpayment Type:
Claimant Fraud:
Sole Responsibility 2.1% 1.0%
Some Responsibility 2.1% 1.0%
Claimant Nonfraud:
Sole Responsibility 4.3% 1.2%
Some Responsibility 5.4% 1.4%
Ul Agency Nonfraud:
Sole Responsibility 1.8% 0.8%
Some Responsibility 2.9% 1.1%
Dollar Rate of Group B (Formal Actions)
Overpayments by Overpayment Cause:
All Separation Issues: 1.1% 0.7%
All Eligibility Issues: 9% 1.5%
Active Job Search Only .6% 1.3%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE H-25

AVERAGE NUMBER OF JOB SEARCH CONTACTS LISTED AND
INVESTIGATED, AND ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES FOR VARIOUS

JOB SEARCH CONTACT VERIFICATION CATEGORIES FOR WASHINGTON:

1981.2 - 1982.1L.t

Point Error
Category Estimate  Factor
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Listed by Claimants 2.8 0.1
Average Number of Job Search Contacts
Investigated Per Case 2.7 -—=
Percentage of Job Search Contacts
Investigated That Were: M
Verified as Proper 28.0% 2.4%
Verified as Improper 13.3% 2.5%
Unverifiable 58.7% 3.0%

Table footnotes appear at the end of this appendix.
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APPENDIX H FOOTNOTES

aPercentages for a characteristic may not add to 100.0% due to rounding.

lolnfor'ma'cion for the population was not available for 1981.4. Hence, the
sample and population comparisons are based on information for 1981.2,
1981.3 and 1982.1.

,,,,,,,

section of the report for cautions on interpreting the empirical resuits
for these states.

CSee the discussion of the reproducibility assumption in the limitations
in

dAn error factor is provided for each point estimate; the upper and lower
limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by adding (sub--
tracting) this factor to (from) the point estimate. With the exception of
the "Overpayments Less Underpayments" measure, the lower limits of
these confidence intervals are constrained to be greater than zero. An
approximate interpretation of an 80% confidence interval is that the likeli-
hood is 80% that it includes the "true" population value; for a more
precise explanation, consult the Technical Appendix.

eGroup A (Fraud) overpayments include only weeks for which there was
complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement) between
the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net dollar
result of the official actions taken on fraud overpayments detected for the
key week. Overpayment rates calculated in terms of dollars reflect the
percentage of dollars paid statewide that were overpaid. The precise
definition of Group A (Fraud) overpayments is contained in "Key-Week
Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes" dated October, 1981
(available from the National Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service).

fGroup B (Formal Actions) overpayments (underpayments) inciude only weeks
for which there was compiete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial
agreement) between the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as
tothe-net-dollar-resutt-of the—official actions taken onfraud /nonfraud——
overpayments (nonfraud underpayments) detected for the key week. The
"Overpayments Plus Underpayments" measure indicates the percentage of

all weeks paid statewide that had some Group B (Formal Actions) net
payment error (i.e., either an overpayment or an underpayment), regard-
less of the dollar amount of the error. Overpayment (underpayment)

rates calculated in terms of weeks reflect the percentage of weeks paid
statewide with an overpayment (underpayment) of any amount, whereas
rates calculated in terms of dollars reflect the percentage of dollars paid
statewide that were overpaid (underpaid). The precise definitions of Group
B (Formal Actions) overpayments and underpayments are contained in
"Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes" dated October,
1981 (available from the National Office of the Unemployment Insurance
Service).
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gGroup B (Formal Actions) Overpayments Plus Formal Warnings include only:
(1) weeks for which there was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few
cases, partial agreement) between the Random Audit team and the "formal"
Ul system as to the net dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/
nonfraud overpayments detected for the key week; and (2) weeks with no
Group A, Group B or Group C payment errors for which a formal warning
was issued for potentially disqualifying circumstances that did not consti-
tute an actual violation of written law/policy for the key week. More pre-
cise definitions are contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause

Definitions and Codes" dated October, 1981 (available from the National
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"Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) overpayments include all weeks for
which: (1) -the Random Audit team determined that the original key-week
payment was too large; and (2) official actions were taken to establish
an overpayment or the Random Audit team was prohibited from taking
official actions by finality or other rules in the state's written law/policy.
Hence, Group C dollar overpayment rates measure the percentage of Ul
payments made statewide that the Random Audit team believed were over-
paid, whether or not the "formal" Ul system was willing or able to
"'sanction" the views of the Random Audit team through official actions
taken. The "Overpayments Plus Underpayments" measure indicates the
percentage of all weeks paid statewide that had some Group C (Formal/
Prohibited Actions) net payment error (i.e., either an overpayment or
an underpayment), regardless of the dollar amount of the error. Over-
payment (underpayment) rates calculated in terms of weeks reflect the
percentage of weeks paid statewide with an overpayment (underpayment)
of any amount, whereas rates calculated in terms of dollars reflect the
percentage of dollars paid statewide that were overpaid (underpaid).

The precise definition of Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) overpay-
ments is contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and
Codes" dated October, 1981 (available from the National Office of the
Unemployment Insurance Service).

'When these estimates were prepared investigations had not been completed
for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.33 of the sampled cases
in Washington. [In addition, the verification of the WBA, MBA and base
period wages was not conducted for 3.9% of the cases in Illinois. Because
the incomplete cases in these three states were treated as if no changes
occurred, the estimates reported would tend to understate the frequency
of changes in these states if any changes were found for these incomplete

cases.

JOnly changes of $1 or more were counted as changes in the calculations
presented in this table. The base for calculating the mean dollar amount
of each of the six types of changes included only weeks with that type of
change, rather than all sampled weeks. Because those cases for which
verifications were not performed generally had payments equal to the maxi-
mum WBA, the estimate of the mean dollar amount of decreases in the WBA
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may be slightly biased. An error factor is shown for each point estimate:
the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
by adding (subtracting) this factor to (from) the point estimate, with the
exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero. An
approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is 80%
that it includes the "true" population value; for a more precise explana-
tion, consult the Technical Appendix.

k’I'he estimated doilar rate for a specific type or cause of Group B (Formal
Actions) overpayments is reported only if the rate is 1.0% or more. Group
B (Formal Actions) overpayments include only weeks for which there was
compiete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement) between
the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net dollar
result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud overpayments detected
for the key week. The "type" classification reflects the Random Audit
team's judgment about whether the claimant, empioyers, the Ul agency or
some combination of these parties was "responsible" for the Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments that occurred. The "cause" classification
indicates the provisions of written law/policy involved in the Group B
(Formal Actions) overpayments that occurred. Precise definitions are
contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes"
dated October, 1981 (available from the National Office of the Unemploy-
ment insurance Service). An error factor is shown for each point estimate;
the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
by adding (subtracting) this factor to (from) the point estimate, with the
exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero. An
approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is 80%
that it includes the "true" population value; for a more precise explanation,
consult the Technical Appendix. The "some responsibility" categories
include cases where the Random Audit team believed that the indicated
party was either solely or partially responsible for the Group B (Formal
Actions) overpayments detected. Thus, each "some responsibility"
category includes all cases in the comparable "sole responsibility" category.
Also, the same case may be included in more than one "some responsibility"
category.

LFor‘ each of the entries except "The Average Number of Job Search Contacts
~Investigated Per Case,™ an error factor is provided with each point estimate;
the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined
by adding (subtracting) this factor to (from) the point estimate, with the

exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater than zero.

An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the likelihood is
80% that it includes the "true" population value; for a more precise explana-
tion, consult the Technical Appendix. No error factor is provided for the
exception noted above because the value reported is not an estimate of a
population value. The average number of job search contacts investigated
per case by the Random Audit team is a characteristic of the sample that
has no counterpart in the statewide population. Hence, no interval esti-

- mates were prepared for this variable.
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MAn important assumption upon which these estimates are based is that an
unbiased process was used to determine which of the job search contacts
listed by the claimant would be investigated by the Random Audit team.
If all (or at least most) of the contacts listed were investigated, it is
likely that this assumption would be satisfied. However, if many job search
contacts listed were not investigated, the estimates presented in this
table could be affected by the procedures utilized by the Random Audit
team to determine which of the job search contacts would be investigated.
Also, it should be noted that in each state, except for rounding, the
percentage verified as proper plus the percentage verified as improper

nlllc the pnrrnnf:gn that was unverifiable uunnlrl sum to 100.0 ng

"The "reproducibility" assumption (discussed in the text section devoted to
limitations of the study) clearly was not satisfied in either Illinois or
Kansas for some portion of the pilot test period. It is likely that opera-
tional problems in these states resulted in underestimates of payment errors
for both states. These problems also may have affected these percentages.
For example, it seems likely that these problems may have resulted in an
underestimation of the percentage of contacts verified as improper in either
or both of these states. :

OOnIy changes of $1 or more were counted as changes in the calculations
presented in this table. The base for calculating the mean dollar amount
of each of the six types of changes included only weeks with that type of
change, rather than all sampled weeks. An error factor is shown for each
point estimate; the upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may
be determined by adding (subtracting) this factor to (from) the point esti-
mate, with the exception that any lower limit is constrained to be greater
than zero. An approximate interpretation of such an interval is that the
likelihood is 80% that it includes the "true" population value; for a more
precise explanation, consult the Technical Appendix.

PThe number of cases with changes in this category is too small to permit a
meaningful estimate of the sampling error for the estimated mean dollar
amount of the errors in this category. That is, although the mean for this
__category is accurate for the sample, there is not

available to determine how accurate this estimate is for the "true" mean of
the population.

9The components of this category sum to more than the total for this cate-
gory only due to rounding.

"In New Jersey both the sample and the population originally had entries in
the missing categories. Comparisons of the sample and population propor-
tions for the distributions with cases in the missing categories showed that
some differences (primarily those for the missing categories) were signifi-
cant. The percentage distributions for the population were then recomputed
by using a base that excluded cases with missing values in particular
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categories. Also, the percentage distributions for the sample were recom-
puted by using information from the Random Audit investigations to complete
all missing information. Comparisons of sample and population proportions
for these recomputed distributions showed that no difference for any cate-
gory was significant. Revising the distributions in this manner seems
appropriate since it is very unlikely that the cases in the population with
missing values are distributed differently from cases in the population

with known values.

*When these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed
for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases are treated as proper payments
in all calculations, the estimates reported would tend to understate the
"true" population error rates in these states if any payment errors were
found for these incomplete cases.

At the time these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been
completed for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the
sampled cases in Washington; these incomplete cases were excluded in
calculating all job-search estimates reported for each state.
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TABLE 1

aPerc:entages for a characteristic may not add to 100.0% due to rounding.

blnforma'cion for the population was not available for 1981.4. Hence, the
sample and population comparisons are based on information for 1981.2,
1981.3 and 1982.1.

€In New Jersey both the sample and the population originally had entries

in the missing categories. Comparisons of the sample and population propor-
tions for the distributions with cases in the missing categories showed that
some differences (primarily those for the missing categories) were signifi-
cant. The percentage distributions for the population were then recomputed
by using a base for each category that excluded cases with missing values
in that category. Also, the percentage distributions for the sample were
recomputed by using information from the Random Audit investigations to
complete all missing information. Comparisons of sample and population
proportions for these recomputed distributions showed that no difference

for any category was significant. Revising the distributions in this manner
seems appropriate since it is very unlikely that the cases in the population
with missing values are distributed differently from cases in the population
with known values.

TABLE 2

aGroup B (Formal Actions) overpayments (underpayments) include only weeks
for which there was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial
agreement) between the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as
to the net dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud over-
payments (nonfraud underpayments) detected for the key week. The pre-
cise definitions of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments and underpayments
are contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes"
dated October, 1981 (available from the National Office of the Unemployment
Insurance Service). The case error rates reported reflect the percent of
weeks paid statewide that had some Group B (Formal Actions) net payment
error (i.e., either an overpayment or an underpayment), regardless of the

- dolar amount of the error. Overpayment (underpayment) rates calculated
in terms of weeks reflect the percent of weeks paid statewide with an over-
payment (underpayment) of any amount.

bSee the discussion of the reproducibility assumption in the limitations section
of the report for cautions on interpreting the empirical results for these
states.

“When these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed
for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases were treated as proper payments
in all calculations, the estimates reported would tend to understate the
"true" population error rates in these states if any payment errors were
found for these incomplete cases.



TABLE 3

aGroup B (Formal Actions) overpayments (underpayments) include only weeks
for which there was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial
agreement) between the Random Audit team and the '"formal" Ul system as
to the net dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud over-
payments (nonfraud underpayments) detected for the key week. The pre-
cise definitions of Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments and underpayments
are contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes"
dated October, 1981 (available from the National Office of the Unemployment
Insurance Service). Overpayment (underpayment) rates calculated in terms
of weeks reflect the percent of weeks paid statewide with an overpayment
(underpayment) of any amount, whereas rates calculated in terms of dollars
reflect the percent of dollars paid statewide that were overpaid (underpaid).

bSee the discussion of the reproducibility assumption in the limitations sec-
tion of the report for cautions on interpreting the empirical results for
these states.

“When these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed
for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases were treated as proper payments
in all calculations, the estimates reported would tend to understate the
"true" population error rates in these states if any payment errors were
found for these incomplete cases.

TABLE 4

aOnly changes of $1 or more were counted as changes in the calculations
presented in this table. The base for calculating the mean dollar amount
of each of the six types of changes included only weeks with that type of
change, rather than all sampled weeks.

bThe accuracy of the. WBA, MBA and base period wages was not verified for
approximately 3.9 percent of the cases sampled in lllinois during the year-
long pilot test period. Usually, this- happened for claimants who qualified
for the maximum WBA available. Hence, the estimates of the percentage

of cases with such errors likely are underestimates of the "true" popula-
tion values. Moreover, because those cases for which such verifications
were not performed generally had payments equal to the maximum WBA, the
estimate of the mean dollar amount of decreases in the WBA may be slightly
biased.

“The number of cases with changes in this category is too small to permit a
meaningful estimate of the sampling error. That is, although the mean for
this category is accurate for the sample, there is not enough sample infor-
mation available to determine how accurate this estimate is for the "true"
mean of the population.
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dWhen these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed
for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases were treated as if no changes
occurred, the estimates reported would tend to understate the frequency of
monetary changes in these states if any changes were found for these incom-
plete cases.

TABLE 5

a . . .
Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments include only weeks for which there
was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement)
between the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net

dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud overpayments

detected for the key week. The precise definition of Group B (Formal
Actions) overpayments is contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause
Definitions and Codes" dated October, 1981 (available from the National
Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service).

bGroup A (Fraud) overpayments include only weeks for which there was
complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement) between
the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net dollar
result of the official actions taken on fraud overpayments detected for the
key week. The precise definition of Group A (Fraud) overpayments is
contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes"
dated October, 1981 (available from the National Office of the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Service). -

CGr'oup B (Formal Actions) Overpayments Plus Formal Warnings include:

(1) weeks for which there was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few
cases, partial agreement) between the Random Audit team and the "formal"
Ul system as to the net dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/
nonfraud overpayments detected for the key week; and (2) weeks with no
Group A, Group B or Group C payment errors for which a formal warning
was issued for potentially disqualifying circumstances that did not consti-
tute an actual violation of written law/policy for the key week. More
precise definitions are contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause
~Definitions and Codes" dated October, 1981 (available from the National
Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service).

dGr‘oup C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) overpayments include all weeks for
which: (1) the Random Audit team determined that the original key-week
payment was too large; and (2) official actions were taken to establish an
overpayment or the Random Audit team was prohibited from taking official
actions by finality or other rules in the state's written law/policy. Hence,
Group C dollar overpayment rates measure the percentage of Ul payments
made statewide that the Random Audit team believed were overpaid, whether
or not the "formal" Ul system was willing or able to "sanction" the views

of the Random Audit team through official actions taken. The precise
definition of Group C (Formal/Prohibited Actions) overpayments is contained
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in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes" dated
October, 1981 (availabie from the Nationai Office of the Unempioyment
Insurance Service).

®See the discussion of the reproducibility assumption in the limitations
section of the report for cautions on interpreting the empirical results
for these states.

fWhen these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed

for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases were treated as proper payments
in all calculations, the estimates reported would tend to understate the
"true" population error rates in these states if any payment errors were
found for these incomplete cases.

TABLE 6

aGroup B (Formal Actions) overpayments include only weeks for which there
was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement)
between the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net
dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud overpayments
detected for the key week. The "type" classification reflects the Random
Audit team's judgment about whether the claimant, employers, the Ul
agency or some combination of these parties was "responsible" for the
Croup B (Formal Actions) overpayments that occurred. Precise definitions
are contained in "Key-Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes"
dated October, 1981 (available from the National Office of the Unemployment
Insurance Service).

bThe "some responsibility" columns include cases where the Random Audit
team believed that the indicated party was either solely or partially respon-
sible for the Group B (Formal Actions) overpayments detected. Thus, for
each state the "some responsibility" column includes all cases in the
comparable "sole responsibility" column. Also, for each state the same
case may be included in more than one '"some responsibility" column.

CSee the discussion of the reproducibility assumption in the limitations
section of the report for cautions on interpreting the empirical results
for these states.

dWhen these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed

for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases were treated as proper payments
in all calculations, the estimates reported would tend to understate the
"true" population error rates in these states if any payment errors were
found for these incomplete cases.
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TABLE 7

aGroup B (Formal Actions) overpayments include only weeks for which there
was complete agreement (or, perhaps in a few cases, partial agreement)
between the Random Audit team and the "formal" Ul system as to the net
dollar result of the official actions taken on fraud/nonfraud overpayments
detected for the key week. The "cause" classification indicates the pro-
visions of written law/policy involved in the Group B (Formal Actions)
overpayments that occurred. Precise definitions are contained in "Key-
Week Action, Type and Cause Definitions and Codes" dated October, 1981
(available from the National Office of the Unemployment Insurance Service).

Depending on the state's written law/policy, cases with unreported days/
hours of work for the key week also could be included

CDepending on the state's written law/policy, cases with errors in reporting/
recording weeks/days/hours of work for the base period also could be
included.

dSee the discussion of the reproducibility assumption in the limitations
section of the report for cautions on interpreting the empirical results
for these states.

®The components of this category sum to more than the total for the category
only due to rounding.

1:Wherx these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been completed

for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the sampled cases
in Washington. Because incomplete cases were treated as proper payments
in all calculations, the estimates reported would tend to understate the
"true" population error rates in these states if any payment errors were
found for these incomplete cases.

TABLE 8
a“An"'imp‘c'rtant"aSS@' tion upon which these estimates are based is that an
unbiased process was used to determine which of the job search contacts
listed by the claimant would be investigated by the Random Audit team.
If all (or at least most) of the contacts listed were investigated, it is likely
that this assumption would be satisfied. However, if many job search contacts
listed were not investigated, the estimates presented in this table could be
affected by the procedures utilized by the Random Audit team to determine
which of the job search contacts would be investigated. Also, it should be
noted that in each state the percentage verified as proper plus the percent-
age verified as improper plus the percentage that was unverifiable would
sum to 100.0%, except for rounding.
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section of the report for cautions on interp
for these states.

CAt the time these estimates were prepared, investigations had not been
completed for 2.0% of the sampled cases in New Jersey and 1.3% of the
sampled cases in Washington; these incomplete cases were excluded in
calculating all job search estimates reported for each state.






UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDUM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: LOUISIANA PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1(b] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84
TYPE » RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 2.65 1l.41

Claimant Fraud 2.65 1.41

NON-FRAUD 5.92 1.80
Claimant solely responsible 5.49 1.79
Employer solely responsible 0.11 0.08
Agency solely responsible 0.22 0.22
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.08 0.14

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS '

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.37 .47

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK l.11 0.74
Reporting of Net VS Gross earnings 0.02 0.03

Underestimation of earnings or
days/hours of work 0.01 0.01

Earnings (or days/hours of work) reported
when paid rather than when earned
(or when work was performed) 0.39 ’ 0.46

Other Causes related to reporting
or recording of earnings or days/hours

of work for the key week 0.67 0.57
bﬁhRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.11 : 0.08
SEPARATION ISSUES 0.34 0.42
ELIGIBILITY ISSUES .35 o 2.05
Availability for work 0.34 0.41
Active Job Search 0.00 2.04
DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00
ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 0.00"

OTHER CAUSES 0.29 0.24



aJNot reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.
b]Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximace
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that tnis interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population 1is pase
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals Lor positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zerc. For the 'Uverpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of tne conridence intervals may pe
zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDLIT

ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: Kansas PERIOD: 1982.2-198 (o] REPARED: 03/22/34
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 1.09 0.81
Claimant Fraud 1.09 0.81

NON-FRAUD 10.22 2.52
Claimant solely responsible Y.42 2.44
Employer solely responsible 0.04 0.05
Agency solely responsible 0.66 0.71
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.09 0.15

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK . 1.06 0.79
Concealed Employment 1.06 0.79

ERRORS fN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.18 0.17

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.306 0.52

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.00 0.00

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 9.64 2.48
Ability to work 0.59 0.69
Availability for work 0.60 0.70
Active Job Search 8.15 2.206
Other Causes related to eligipility issues 0.28 0.47

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 0.00

OTHER CAUSES 0.05 0.0Y




a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence
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interval may be determined by

adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximace
interpretation of tnis interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level

indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate.
error that results because the point estimate for

It accounts for the sampling
the entire population is base

on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point

estimates are constrained to be greater than zero.

For the 'Overpayments Less

Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals may oe

zZzero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE([a]

STATE: WASHINGTON PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[po] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 6.68 2.20
Claimant Fraud 6.68 2.20

NON-FRAUD 5.26 1.62
Claimant solely responsible 2.84 1.16
Employer solely responsible 0.04 0.03
Agency solely responsible 0.07 0.04
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.13 0.18
Claimant and Agency responsible 1.64 .96
Claimant, Employer & Agency
responsible . 0.52 0.04

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 1.96 1.15
Commission Sales 0.35 0.59
Concealed Employment L.23 U.93

Other Causes related to
unreported earnings or days/hours

of work in the Key week 0.37 : 0.35

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.98 0.57

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

' WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 1.63 0.95

Earnings or weeks/days/hours
of work incorrectly reported by employers 0.07 Jv.05

Reporting forms are inconsistent with -

legal provisions: employers are asked to

report wages or weeks/days/hours of work

when paid, but law specifies monetary

determination is to be based on when

wages were earned or work was performed L.56 V.95
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a]JNot reported if the point estimate is less than L.0%.
bl Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be deteruined oy
adding (subtracting) this number to (from), the point estimate.
interpretation of this interval is that tne likelihood is 80% tnat this interva
actually includes the 'true' population value.
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate.
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is base
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
'Overpayments Less

estimates are constrained to be greater than zero.

Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals may be

zero or less.

An approximate

The width of a confidence level
It accounts for the sampling



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B8 DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a|}
STATE: Illinois PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1(b] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/384
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS
FRAUD 0.00 0.00
NON-FRAUD 6.34 2.01
Claimant solely responsible 4.67 1.73
Agency solely responsible 1.42 1.04
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.01 0.02
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.16 0.19
Employer and Agency responsible 0.07 0.11
“CAUSE
UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS
OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK ' 1.05 0.86
Concealed Employment 1.05 0.80
ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.09 0.13
ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.07 0.11
SEPARATION ISSUES 0.89 0.86
ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 3.02 1.43
Ability to work 0.37 0.40
Availability for work 0.09 0.1l6
—aActive Job Seareh 2+25 1.27
Other Causes related to eligibility issues 0.29 0.48
DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.48 0.31
ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 - 0.00
OTHER CAUSES 0.71 0.74



a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.°

b] Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may pe determined oy
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% tnat tnis interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is base«
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'’
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals may be
zero or less.



Jo#ro SHARKE Y
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDI
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]
STATE: NEW JERSEY PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[b] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS
FRAUD 1.99 1.35
Claimant Fraud 1.99 1.35
NON-FRAUD 14.50 3.03
Claimant solely responsible 9.59 2.63
Employer solely responsible 1.45 0.71
Agency solely responsible 2.26 1.25
Claimant and Agency responsible 1.03 0.78
Employer and Agency responsible 0.15 0.26
CAUSE !
UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS
OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 2.93 1.62
Concealed Employment 2.77 1.60
Vacation/Holiday Pay 0.16 0.27
ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
DAYS/HOURS Of WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.00 0.00
ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 1.17 0.52
Earnings or weeks/days/nours of work
incorrectly reported by employers 1.15 0.52
"~ Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work
incorrectly recorded by UI Agency 0.01 0.02
SEPARATION ISSUES 0.50 0.58
ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 11.45 - 2.82
Availability for work 0.92 0.87
Active Job Search 10.52 2.71
DEPENDENTS? ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.09
ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 0.00.
OTHER CAUSES 0.42 0.54




b)] Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may pe determined Dby
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interva
actually 1ncludes the 'true population value. The width of a confidence level
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is base
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constralned to be greater than zero. Ffor the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the confi

zero or less.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOUM -AULIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE([a]

STATE: Alapama PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[b] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 2.42 1.23
Claimant Fraud 2.42 1.23

NON-FRAUD 3.41 1.42
Claimant solely responsible 1.34 0.91
Employer solely responsible 0.01 0.01
Agency solely responsible 0.90 0.74
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.50 0.56
Employér and Agency responsible 0.40 0.48
Claimant, Employer & Agency
responsible . 0.23 0.38

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.61 0.60

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.52 U.51

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.64 0.60

SEPARATION ISSUES 1.55 1.01
Voluntary Quits 0.62 0.65
Discharges for misconduct 0.92 0.77

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 2.51 1.26
Ability to work 0.52 0.60
Availapbility for work 0.25 0.42
Active Job Search 1.73 1.03

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 U.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 0.00

OTHER CAUSES 0.00 0.00




a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.
b]lIncomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculacions.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximace
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width orf a confidence level
indicates tne 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for tne entire population is pase
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, tne lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of tne confidence 1intervals may oe
zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: Arizona PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[p] DATE PREPARkED: 03/22/84
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 2.56 1.31
Claimant Fraud 2.56 1.314

NON-FRAUD 12.78 2.76
Claimant solely responsible 10.39 2.55
Employer solely responsible 0.04 0.04
Agency solely responsible 1.11 0.84
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.20 0..33
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.98 0.82
Employer and Agency responsible 0.02 0.03
Claimant, Employer & Agency '
responsible 0.01 0.02

CAUSE ___

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.62 0.63

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.25 0.39

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.39 0.33

SEPARATION ISSUES 1.07 0.82
Voluntary Quits 0.75 0.63
Other Causes related to separation issues 0.32 0+52

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 12.21 : 2.75
Availability for work 0.64 0.62
Active Job Search 11.56 - 2.69

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY v.00 d.QO

OTHER CAUSES 0.78 0.75




al]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.
b]Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may oe determined oy
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that cthe likelinood 1is 80% that tnis 1lnterva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is base
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Uverpayments Less

Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals may be
zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP 8 DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: Iowa PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1l|b] DATE PREPARED: 03/2
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 3.51 1l.46
Claimant Fraud 3.51 1.46

NON-FRAUD 1.88 0.80
Claimant solely responsible 0.82 0.52
Employer solely responsible 0.11 0.07
Agency solely responsible 0.28 0.32
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.37 0.43
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.13 0.15
Employer and Agency responsible 0.13 0.22

CAUSE '

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.17 0.19

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.29 U.27

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.11 0.07

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.31 0.37

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 4.08 ' L.54
Ability to work 0.88 0.78
Availability for work 0.40 . 0.47
Active Job Search 2.78 } 1.27

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.16 0g.u3

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 . 0.00

OTHER CAUSES U.26 0.32




wr

a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0
b] Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculatior

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a conifidence level
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate ror tne entire population is base
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the conifidence intervals may oe
zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: Missouri PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.l1[{pj DATE PREPARZD: 03/22/84
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 1.98 1.16
Claimant Fraud 1.98 1.16

NON-FRAUD 11.46 2.57
Claimant solely responsible 10.35 2.46
Employer solely responsible 0.48 0.58
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.60 U.57
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.01 0.01

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OFf WORK IN THE KEY WEEK ' 1.07 0.84
Commission Sales 0.25 0.42
Concealed Employment 0.78 0.73
Other Causes related to
unreported earnings or days/hours
of work in the key week 0.03 0.05

ERRORS IN REPORIING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.63 0.57

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.68 0.67

SEPARATION ISSUES J.64 0.03

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 10.28 2.49
Availability for work 0.78 0.69
Active Job Search 9.24 2.38
Self-employment 0.25 V.42

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.0u v.00

OTHER CAUSES 0.11 0.15




complete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may pe determined Dy
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approx1mate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelinood is 8U% tnat this interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is base
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constralned to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
ln
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT

ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE([a]

/7

/

STATE: Nevada PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[b] DAT&E PREPARED: U3/22/84
TYPE _ RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 10.97 2.72
Claimant Fraud 10.97 2.72

NON-FRAUD 3.00 1.41
Claimant solely responsible L.066 1.08
Employer solely responsible 0.13 0.08
Agency solely responsible 0.14 0.24
Claimant and Employer responsible 0;08 0.11
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.98 0.88

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS '

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 1.12 0.92
Concealed Employment 0.55 0.64
Otner Causes related to
unreported earnings or days/hours
of work in the key week 0.57 0.66

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.19 0.2V

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.13 J.08

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.63 0.55

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 11.05 2777
Availability for work 0.31 0.50
Active Job Search 9.69 2.00
Refusal of Suitable work 0.25 0.41
Otner Causes related to eligibility issues 0.79 J.81

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.14 0.24

OTHER CAUSES 0.68 0.67-
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c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence

interval may be determined 0y

adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelinood is 80% tnat tnis interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level

indicates the ‘'precision' of the point estimate.
error that results because the point estimate for

It accounts for tne sampling
the entire population is base

on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point

estimates are constrained to be greater than zero.

Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the
zero or less.

r the 'Overpayments Less

idence intervals may be



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDUM AUDIT

ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: Oklahoma PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[b] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84
TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 3.11 1.53
Claimant Fraud 3.11 L.53

NON-FRAUD 9.90 2.54
Claimant solely responsible 6.60 2.06
Employer solely responsible 0.33 0.27
Agency solely responsible 0.98 0.90
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.15 0.18
Claimant and Agency responsible 1.81 1.22

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS '

OFf WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 1.69 0.95
Concealed Employment 1.67 0.95
Other Causes related to
unreported earnings or days/hours
of work in the Kkey week 0.02 0.03

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.15 J.21

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.56 0.39

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.92 0.80

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 9.07 2.606
Availébility for work 0.97 0.96
Active Job Search 7.40 4.32
Refusal of Suitable work 0.0S 0.L6
Other Causes related to eligibility issues 1.l8 0.1le6

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 J.00

OTHER CAUSES 0.00 0.00




c]Tne upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence

interval may oe determined oy

adding (subtracting) this numoer to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelinood 1s 80% cthat tnils interva
actually lncludes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence level

indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate.
error that results because the point estimate for

It accounts tor tne sampling
the entire population is base

on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point

estimates are constrained to be greater than zero.

PRV

Underpayments® estimates, the lower limits of the
zero or less.

For thne 'Uverpayments L
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDO# AUDIT

ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: NEW YORK

PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1|b] DATE PREPARED: 03/2z/84

_TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 3.33 1.54
Claimant Fraud 3.33 1.54

NON-FRAUD 3.14 1.24
Claimant solely responsible 0.94 0.63
Employer solely responsible 0.35 0.15
Agency solely responsible 0.84 0.81
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.20 0.138
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.42 0.52
Employer and Agency responsible 0.29 0.43
Claimant, Employer & Agency \
responsible 0.07 U.10

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.20 0.33

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS

OR DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.30 0.50

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.93 0.42

SEPARATION ISSUES 2.14 1.35
Voluntary Quits 1.81 1.24
Discharges for misconduct 0.32 0.53

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 2.48 L.21
Ability to work 0.45 ) 0.43
Availapility for work L.59 L.01
Refusal of Suitable work 0.15 0.26
Self-employment 0.27 U.45



CAUSE

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00
ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 V.00
OTHER CAUSES 0.41 0.33

a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.

bl Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in ail calculations.

c] The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined by
adding (subtracting) this numoer to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interva
actually includes the 'true' population value. Tne width of a confidence Leved
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is oase
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of tne confidence intervals may be

zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT
ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE([a]

STATE: UTAH PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[p] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84

TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 1.70 1.05
Claimant Fraud 1.70 1.05

NON-FRAUD 9.89 2.44
Claimant solely responsible 6.24 2.03
Employer solely responsible 0.76 0.60
Agency solely responsible 0.76 0.85
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.70 0.53
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.41 0.45
Employer and Agency responsibple 0.61 0.71
Claimant, Employer & Agency '
responsible 0.38 0.42

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 1.53 1.09
Concealed Employment - l.16 0.90
Vacation/Holiday Pay 0.37 0.61

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS ‘
OR DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.49 0.40

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR
WEERS/DAYS5/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 2.34 1.19
Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work
incorrectly reported by employers 1.35 , 0.84

Earnings or weeks/days/hours of work
incorrectly recorded by UI Agency 0.39 0.60

Incorrect estimation of earnings or
weeks/days/hours of work oy claimant 0.07 0.07

Other Causes related to errors in

reporting or recording earnings or

weeks/days/hours of work for

the base period 0.52 0.80



CAUSE

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.81 : 0.69

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 5.27 1.89
Ability to work 0.28 0.36
Availability for work 1.11 0.84
Active Job Search 3.56 l.61
Refusal of Suitable work 0.30 0.50

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.14 0.23

OTHER CAUSES 0.99 0.83

a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1l.0%.
b]Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined b:
adding (subtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interve
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence leve.
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is bas:
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals may be

zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AULIT

ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE([a]

STATE: PENNSYLVANIA PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1l[b]

DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84

“TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 0.54 0.59

NON-FRAUD 1.23 0.74
Claimant solely responsible 0.15 0.14
Employer solely responsible 0.09 0.09
Agency solely responsible 0.33 0.36
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.54 0.60
Employer and Agency responsible 0.03 0.05
Claimant, Employer & Agency
responsible 0.08 0.13

CAUSE )

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.57 0.60

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS

OR DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.52 0.47

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.14 0.12

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.00 0.00

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 0.25 0.42

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.05 0.03

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 0.00

OTHER CAUSES '0.22’ 0.34




alJNot reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.
bl Incomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be aetermined o;
adding (supbtracting) this number to (from) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interwv:
actually includes the 'true' population value. The width of a confidence leve.
indicates the ‘'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for the entire population is basc¢
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, tne lower limits of the confidence intervals may be
zero or less.



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RANDOM AUDIT

ESTIMATED GROUP B DOLLAR OVERPAYMENTS RATES BY TYPE AND CAUSE[a]

STATE: OHIO PERIOD: 1982.2-1983.1[b] DATE PREPARED: 03/22/84

TYPE RATE PLUS or MINUS

FRAUD 0.83 0.65

NON~-FRAUD 3.57 1.15
Claimant solely responsible 1.57 0.94
Employer solely responsible 0.62 0.17
Agency solely responsible 0.36 0.30
Claimant and Employer responsible 0.02 0.02
Claimant and Agency responsible 0.91 0.60
Employer and Agency responsible 0.08 0.13

CAUSE

UNREPORTED EARNINGS OR DAYS/HOURS ‘

OF WORK IN THE KEY WEEK 0.55 0.56

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS

OR DAYS/HQURS OF WORK FOR THE KEY WEEK 0.59 0.47

ERRORS IN REPORTING/RECORDING EARNINGS OR

WEEKS/DAYS/HOURS OF WORK FOR THE BASE PERIOD 0.78 0.22

SEPARATION ISSUES 0.43 0.22

ELIGIBILITY ISSUES 2.04 1.04
Ability to work 0.05 0.08
Availabilicty for work 0.33 0.39
Active Job Search 1.5L 0.94
Refusal of Suitable work 0.14 0.23

DEPENDENTS ALLOWANCE INCORRECT 0.00 0.00

ILLEGAL ALIEN STATUS CATEGORY 0.00 0.00

OTHER CAUSES 0.29 0.25




a]Not reported if the point estimate is less than 1.0%.
blIncomplete cases are treated as proper payments in all calculations.

c]The upper and lower limits of an 80% confidence interval may be determined D:
adding (subtracting) this number to (£rom) the point estimate. An approximate
interpretation of this interval is that the likelihood is 80% that this interwv:
actually includes the 'true' population value. Tne widtn of a confidence leve.
indicates the 'precision' of the point estimate. It accounts for the sampling
error that results because the point estimate for tne entire population 1is pasc
on a single (small) sample. Except for the 'Overpayments Less Underpayments'
estimates, the lower limits of the confidence intervals for positive point
estimates are constrained to be greater than zero. For the 'Overpayments Less
Underpayments' estimates, tne lower limits of the confidence 1intervals may be
zero or less.



