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Executive Summary
The Unemployment Insurance (UI) Integrity Center (Center) is a joint federal-state
initiative funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (USDOL) and operated by the
National Association of State Workforce Agencies (NASWA). The Center’s mission is to
be resource for integrity strategies, focusing on the prevention, detection, and recovery
of improper payments, fraud and delinquent employer contributions. The Center
provides a single place for state workforce agencies (SWAs) to access information,
resources, and promising practices related to UI program integrity. One of these key
resources is the UI National Integrity Academy (NIA).
The NIA provides rigorous integrity-related training and certification programs to SWAs.
With input from SWA staff throughout the national UI system and UI Subject Matter
Experts (SMEs) from the Center, the NIA has developed a series of interrelated
certificates designed to support the needs of SWA staff members who are seeking to
upgrade their skills, advance their careers, or initiate a career path change. The NIA
offers four certificates for SWA staff across the UI operational spectrum:
1)
2)
3)
4)

UI Operations Integrity Certificate;
UI Fraud Investigations Certificate;
UI Program Leadership Certificate; and
UI Tax Integrity Certificate.

The certificate program model is flexible, allowing SWA staff to pursue training based on
their interests and career goals. Enrolled SWA staff have the option to choose specific
modules or lessons from each certificate and complete them at their own pace. The
NIA also offers continuing education to staff members who have completed a
certificate program or are interested in learning a specific UI integrity topic area.
The Center Evaluation Team work with the NIA to document and evaluate if the training
provided through the NIA meets the skill development needs of SWAs, improves UI
integrity skills, and helps SWA staff become more effective in their jobs upholding UI
integrity. This 2018 UI National Integrity Academy Evaluation Report is intended to
summarize the performance of the NIA in the 2018 calendar year (January 1, 2018 to
December 31, 2018). The rest of the Executive Summary highlights the key findings
provided in the main body of the full report.

National Integrity Academy Enrollment and Certificate Completion
In 2018, a total of 1,621 SWA staff from 47 states and territories enrolled in at least one
NIA certificate program. This brought the all-time enrollment total since May 2016 to
2,084 SWA staff from 51 states and territories who enrolled in at least one NIA certificate
program. The UI Operations Integrity Certificate had the highest number of enrollees in
2018 with 1,253 to enroll in the certificate, followed by the Fraud Investigations
Certificate (679), Program Leadership Certificate (438), and Tax Integrity Certificate
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(353). 1 Approximately 30 percent of NIA learners were enrolled in more than one
certificate program.

1,253

2018 NIA Enrollment by Certificate

679
438

Operations Integrity
Certificate

Fraud Investigations
Certificate

Program Leadership
Certificate

353

Tax Integrity Certificate

Among all the NIA learners who enrolled in the Operations Integrity Certificate and
Fraud Investigations Certificate in 2018, more than half completed at least one module.
In 2018, 528 NIA learners earned the UI Operations Integrity Certificate, and 201 NIA
learners earned the Fraud Investigations Certificate.

National Integrity Academy Learner Satisfaction and Feedback
The Center collected NIA learners’ feedback about the trainings through two waves of
web-based surveys and virtual focus groups. The Wave 1 surveys were sent to NIA
learners upon their completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud
Investigations Certificate and completion of all modules for the Operations Integrity
Certificate. In all Wave 1 surveys, NIA learners were asked to provide feedback and
thoughts on: 1) the course overall, 2) the course content and structure, 3) the course
materials, and 4) the user experience in the LMS. In the Wave 2 surveys sent two months
later, NIA learners were prompted to provide feedback about the training overall and
the extent to which the course reference materials had helped them perform their job
duties.
Overall, learners who responded to the surveys provided overwhelmingly positive
feedback on all aspects of the trainings. 2 Over 95 percent of all survey respondents
rated the respective modules overall as “Very Good” or “Good.” Almost all NIA learners
(99 percent) who completed the Wave 1 surveys would recommend the training to
others in their agencies. More than 95 percent of Wave 1 survey respondents rated the
organization of the respective modules as either “Very Good” or “Good.” Most of the
Wave 1 survey respondents viewed the materials provided with the trainings as “Very
Helpful” or “Helpful”; moreover, the vast majority of the survey respondents reported in
the Wave 2 surveys that all reference materials had been “Very Helpful” or “Helpful” in
performing their job duties. For all the eLearning modules, over 90 percent of survey
The number of enrollments for the four certificates do not add up to the NIA total enrollment because
learners can enroll in multiple certificates.
2 The response rates for Wave 1 surveys range from 43.7 percent to 69.3 percent. The response rates for
Wave 2 surveys range from 28.2 percent to 46.8 percent. A full list of survey response rates is provided in
Section 1.2 in the report.
1
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respondents rated their learning experience in the online training environment and the
level of interactivity in the online training as “Very Good” or “Good.” More than 90
percent of survey respondents also “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” that it was easy to log
in and access the training through the NASWA UI Learning Center and easy to navigate
through the eLearning lessons.

National Integrity Academy Learner Skill Gains and Job Performance
NIA learners were asked in all Wave 1 surveys to retrospectively self-assess their
knowledge and skills before and after completing the training based on the learning
objectives of the lessons for each respective module or certificate. Two months later,
NIA learners rated in the Wave 2 surveys the extent to which the training improved their
ability to perform their job across the learning objective activities covered in each
module and certificate. The Wave 2 surveys also asked NIA learners whether the new
skills learned improved their confidence to perform their day-to-day work activities.
To determine whether the learners’ knowledge and skills on the key learning objectives
improved after completing the respective module or certificate, the Center compiled
the learners’ self-assessed knowledge and skill ratings and conducted the Wilcoxon
Signed-Rank Test. 3 The results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test indicated that learners
consistently reported improved skills and knowledge after completing the respective
modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate and Operations Integrity Certificate. The
improvement was statistically significant across all learning objective categories.
In addition, over 90 percent of the Wave 2 survey respondents reported that the
training had improved their confidence in the ability to perform their day-to-day work
activities. The majority of NIA learner respondents also reported that the trainings either
“Greatly Improved”, “Improved”, or “Somewhat Improved” the way they perform job
tasks in all learning objective categories.
The primary limitation of this evaluation is that the Center cannot conclusively state that
the respondents to the web-based surveys are representative of the larger enrolled NIA
population in 2018. The Center was only able to conduct a comparison between the
survey respondents and the larger NIA learner population based on two demographic
characteristics – learner’s state and years of UI experience. There are likely several
additional observable demographic characteristics that would require tests of statistical
significance to more confidently indicate that the respondents to the surveys are
representative of the larger NIA learner population. Therefore, the results in this
Evaluation Report only speak to the views of those NIA learners who completed the
surveys and larger statements about the NIA learner population overall cannot be
made.

The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test is a non-parametric equivalent of the paired t-test used to determine
whether there are statistically significant differences between the before and after skill self-assessment
ratings. A detailed description can be found in Section 4 of the full report.

3
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1. Introduction
The Unemployment Insurance (UI) Integrity Center (Center) is a joint federal-state
initiative funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (USDOL) and operated by the
National Association of State Workforce Agencies (NASWA). The Center’s mission is to
be resource for integrity strategies, focusing on the prevention, detection, and recovery
of improper payments, fraud and delinquent employer contributions. The Center
provides a single place for state workforce agencies (SWAs) to access information,
resources, and promising practices related to UI program integrity. One of these key
resources is the UI National Integrity Academy (NIA). This report summarizes the
performance of the NIA in the 2018 calendar year (January 1, 2018 to December 31,
2018).

1.1 Unemployment Insurance National Integrity Academy Overview
The NIA provides rigorous integrity-related training and certification programs to SWAs.
With input from SWA staff throughout the national UI system and UI Subject Matter
Experts (SMEs) from the Center, the NIA has developed a series of interrelated
certificates designed to support the needs of SWA staff members who are seeking to
upgrade their skills, advance their careers, or initiate a career path change. The NIA
offers four certificates for SWA staff across the UI operational spectrum:
1)
2)
3)
4)

UI Operations Integrity Certificate;
UI Fraud Investigations Certificate;
UI Program Leadership Certificate; and
UI Tax Integrity Certificate.

The certificate program model is flexible, allowing SWA staff to pursue training based on
their interests and career goals. Enrolled SWA staff have the option to choose specific
modules or lessons from each certificate and complete them at their own pace. The
NIA also offers continuing education to staff members who have completed a
certificate program or are interested in learning a specific UI integrity topic area.4
The Center delivers the NIA certificate programs through several different learning
modalities that include: online eLearning modules and simulations, instructor-led training
(ILT), and virtual classes. SWA staff must complete all lessons, modules, and module
assessments with a score of 80 percent to earn a certificate. The following section
provides a summary of each certificate including the intended learner population and
their respective curriculum lesson components. 5

In October 2018, the NIA released the first continuing education module for the UI Fraud Investigations
Certificate, virtual instructor-led training on Claimant Fraud Appeals Hearings.
5 More information on NIA training programs can be found in the National Integrity Academy Course
Catalog.
4
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UI Operations Integrity Certificate
The UI Operations Integrity Certificate was released and made available to the UI
system in January 2018. The intended learner population for the Operations Integrity
Certificate are individuals who work in UI front-line operations. This includes customer
service representatives, call center representatives, adjudicators, claims examiners,
benefit payment control (BPC) specialists, office specialists, and collections
representatives.
The NIA delivers the UI Operations Integrity curriculum through five eLearning modules:
1) UI Integrity Fundamentals for Operations, 2) Claims Intake and Processing, 3)
Adjudication, 4) Overpayments and Recovery, and 5) Key Skills for Customer Service.
Each module includes several short lessons and a companion discussion guide that
SWA staff can use to reinforce concepts learned in the eLearning modules. The
average time to complete each module ranges from one to two and a half hours.

UI Fraud Investigations Certificate
The UI Fraud Investigations Certificate was completed and made available to the UI
system in September 2017. The Fraud Investigations Certificate prepares individuals to
apply successful techniques, strategies, and tools in the investigation of potentially
fraudulent UI claims. The target SWA staff for this certificate includes: 1) SWA staff
members who are new to fraud investigations but have previously worked in different
roles within their SWAs; 2) fraud investigators who have come from other investigative
industries (e.g., law enforcement or auditing); and 3) individuals with no investigation or
UI experience who have been hired as fraud investigators based on their education or
other qualifications. The NIA delivers UI Fraud Investigations curriculum through three
modules: 1) UI Integrity Fundamentals for Fraud Investigations eLearning module, 2)
Basic UI Fraud Investigations Three-Day ILT, and 3) Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations.

UI Program Leadership Certificate
The UI Program Leadership Certificate, currently under development, is designed for UI
directors, UI supervisors and managers, and SWA executive leadership. The UI Program
Leadership Certificate prepares UI program leaders to apply successful leadership
techniques and integrity strategies to strategically lead and monitor integrity
improvement efforts. The UI Program Leadership curriculum is delivered through six
eLearning modules: 1) UI Integrity Fundamentals for Program Leadership, 2) Strategic
Management, 3) UI Integrity Funding, 4) Assessing the UI Environment, 5) Reducing
Improper Payments, and 6) Evaluating UI Integrity Implementations. At the time of
writing this report, the UI Integrity Fundamentals for Program Leadership, Strategic
Management, Integrity Funding, and Assessing the UI Environment modules are
available. The rest of the certificate will be released in Fall 2019.
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UI Tax Integrity Certificate
The UI Tax Integrity Certificate, currently under development, is designed for UI tax
auditors and investigators. The UI Tax Integrity curriculum is delivered through six
eLearning modules: 1) UI Integrity Fundamentals for Tax, 2) Tax Foundations, 3) Tax
Auditing, 4) Interviewing, 5) Investigation Basics, and 6) Investigating UI Fraud ILT. At the
time of writing this report, the UI Integrity Fundamentals for Tax, Tax Foundations and Tax
Auditing modules are available, and the rest of the certificate will be released in Fall
2019.

1.2 National Integrity Academy Evaluation Purpose and Approach
The primary purpose of the NIA evaluation is to objectively document and determine if
the training provided through the NIA meets the skill development needs of SWAs.
Specifically, this includes documenting improvements in SWA staff UI integrity skills and
determining if the training helps SWA staff become more effective in their jobs with
respect to upholding UI integrity. The Center’s evaluation activities follow Kirkpatrick’s
Four-Level Training Evaluation Model (Kirkpatrick, 1959, 1998, & 2016). 6 The four levels
included in the Model are:


Level 1: Reaction – This level measures the satisfaction with the training content
and delivery, and whether individuals found the materials valuable to their
occupation. This information is useful in adjusting training logistics and materials
for future lessons.



Level 2: Learning – The second level dives deeper than just the participants’
satisfaction with the training, it measures specifically what was learned for the
course and entire program of study. This starts with the measurement of the
learning objectives identified from the beginning of the program.



Level 3: Behavior – This level captures how the behavior of training participants
has changed since they participated in the training, looking at how they apply
their new skills and abilities learned to their day-to-day work activities.



Level 4: Results – The fourth level looks at the organizational outcomes identified
by the organization that are aligned to achieving core business objectives.

The Center’s evaluation approach for the NIA includes both qualitative and
quantitative components to understand the effectiveness of the training developed
and provided by the NIA. The Center uses several data collection strategies to inform

6

Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1959), Techniques for evaluating training programs. Journal of the American Society of
Training Directors, 13, 21-26.
Kirkpatrick, D.L. (1998). Evaluating Training Programs: The Four Levels. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.
Kirkpatrick, D.L. & Kirkpatrick, W.K. (2016), Kirkpatrick’s Four Levels of Training Evaluation, Alexandria, VA: ATD
Press.
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the evaluation on the effectiveness of the curriculum made available. The three data
collection activities the Center use include:
1) NIA learning management system (LMS) administrative and enrollment data;
2) Web-based surveys; and
3) Virtual focus groups.
Summarized below is a description of each data collection strategy and its basis for
informing the analysis contained in this report.

LMS Data and NIA Enrollment Data
To access the NIA curriculum, SWA staff complete the NIA Enrollment Form and receive
permission from their unit supervisor. Once the form and approval are received, NIA
staff issue credentials to the learner to access the NIA’s LMS. The primary data elements
obtained from the NIA Enrollment Form and stored in the LMS database include:





Personal contact information (name, email, and phone number);
State and state agency name;
Current job role; and
Number of years of UI specific experience.

Additionally, the NIA’s LMS captures information on learner activities such as lesson and
module completion and module assessment scores. The Center uses this and other
information from the LMS to compile the following monthly performance metrics:





Number of learners who enroll in each certificate;
Number of learners who complete each module;
Number of learners who successfully pass certificate assessments and receive a
certificate; and
Average time to complete each certificate.

Web-based Surveys on Satisfaction, Skill Self-Assessment, and Job Performance
In several SWAs there are varying collective bargaining restrictions that prevent agency
employees from taking assessments on knowledge, skills, and abilities. To
accommodate the considerations of all SWAs, the NIA does not conduct an initial
baseline test of learner skills and knowledge before learners take any NIA courses. This
limitation precludes the Center from comparing baseline assessment results to module
assessment results to estimate performance improvement. Within these constraints, the
Center developed a process where learners self-assess on key learning objectives, skills,
and job performance via two web surveys to estimate individual performance
improvement before and after completing respective trainings.
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The first web survey (Wave 1) is sent to learners upon module or certificate completion. 7
The Wave 1 surveys focus on learner satisfaction with each respective course and its
logistics. It also asks learners to retrospectively self-assess their skills and knowledge on
the respective certificate learning objectives before completing the training and after
completing the training. 8 The retrospective skill self-assessment approach is the primary
means the Center uses to measure learners’ changes in knowledge and skills. The Wave
1 surveys use Likert 9 and open-ended questions to determine learner satisfaction and
areas where trainings can improve. The Wave 1 surveys also ask learners who complete
eLearning modules for feedback on their experiences using the LMS itself. The Center
readily acknowledges the likely bias in self-reported skill levels by learners. However,
given the above stated constraints, the learner skill self-assessment provides a tool to
determine skill gains resulting from completion of NIA modules and certificates.
The second web survey (Wave 2) is sent to learners two months after module or
certificate completion. The Wave 2 surveys similarly focus on learner skill selfassessments. Additionally, the Wave 2 surveys ask learners how they have used their
new skills in their day-to-day work and if there have been self-perceived changes in jobrelated behaviors or processes. Figure 1 below is the screenshot of an example question
from the Basic Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 2 survey. A copy of the survey instrument is
provided in Appendix B.

During the certificate development stage, modular level surveys were used to collect feedback on each
module. Following the completion of the Operations Integrity Certificate in January 2018, module surveys
were consolidated into one certificate-wide survey. In October 2018, Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT survey
and Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations survey were consolidated into one certificate-wide
survey.
8 The retrospective pretest-posttest is a variation of the traditional pretest/posttest design often used when
a traditional pretest/posttest is not practical. The following reference provides a discussion of the
advantages and limitations of the retrospective design. Pratt, C.C., W.M. McGuigan, and A.R. Katzev. 2000.
Measuring program outcomes: Using retrospective pretest methodology. American Journal of Evaluation 21
(3):341-349.
9 The Likert Scale (named after their creator, American social scientist Rensis Likert) is a 5- or 7-point scale
that offers a range of answer options. Likert Scale questions are widely used in surveys to measure opinions,
perceptions, and behaviors.
7
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Figure 1: Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 2 Survey Question

Survey Response Rates and Representativeness
Figure 2 below summarizes the response rates for each survey sent to NIA learners in
2018. Overall, the Wave 1 surveys had higher response rates than the Wave 2 surveys.
The Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 1 Survey had the highest response rate at 69.3
percent. The Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 2 Survey had the lowest response
rate at 28.2 percent in 2018.
Figure 2: 2018 NIA Web Survey Response Rate 10
Survey
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
Wave 1 Survey
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
Wave 2 Survey
Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations Wave 1 Survey
Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations Wave 2 Survey
Operations Integrity Certificate
Wave 1 Survey
Operations Integrity Certificate
Wave 2 Survey

Number of Surveys
Sent

Number of Complete
Responses

Response
Rate

303

210

69.3%

428

122

28.5%

230

123

53.5%

237

111

46.8%

517

226

43.7%

490

138

28.2%

10 Response Rate equals the number of complete responses divided by the number of surveys sent. Partial
responses where respondents answered at least one content related questions were included for the
analysis of respective items.
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The Center compiled the demographic characteristics for the survey respondents and
compared them to the distribution of the same characteristics captured in the NIA LMS
for those learners who completed the respective modules or certificate and sent the
web surveys. Tests of statistical significance (t-tests) between the distribution of
demographic characteristics for the NIA learner population overall captured in the LMS
and the distribution of demographic characteristics for those who responded to the
web surveys were performed. The purpose of the tests of statistical significance is to
identify if there are any systematic differences between the NIA learner population
overall and those NIA learners who responded to the survey. If there were any
systematic differences between the two this would bias any subsequent analyses and
preclude any broader statements about the NIA learner population based on survey
responses.
The detailed results of the tests of statistical significance on demographic
characteristics between the NIA learner population and survey respondents are in
Appendix A. The results of the significance tests indicate that on the demographic
characteristics of NIA learner state and years of UI experience, there were no
statistically significant differences between the NIA learner population and Wave 1
survey respondents at the .05-level. For most NIA learner states and the distribution of
years of UI experience, there were no statistically significant differences between the
NIA learner population and Wave 2 survey respondents at the .05-level.
The results of the tests provide some evidence that on at least these two demographic
characteristics – NIA learner state and years of UI experience- the Wave 1 and Wave 2
survey results are representative of the larger NIA learner population. However, there
are likely additional observable demographic characteristics that require tests of
statistical significance to more confidently indicate that the responses and respondents
to the surveys are representative of the larger NIA learner population. 11 Therefore, the
subsequent analysis only speaks to the views and responses of those NIA learners to
complete the surveys and larger statements about the NIA learner population overall
will not be made.

Virtual Focus Groups
In March 2018, the Center conducted two virtual focus groups with seven randomly
selected Fraud Investigations Certificate earners. The purpose of the focus groups was
to gather insights on whether skills taught in the training were applicable on the job and
to determine any areas for curriculum improvement. The results from the focus groups
are integrated into the qualitative data analysis findings contained in the rest of this
report.

Among all demographic characteristics collected through the Enrollment Form and web-surveys, there
are three common demographic characteristics – NIA learner state, years of UI experience, and job role.
However, the Enrollment Form uses an open-ended question for SWA staff to provide their job titles while
the web-surveys use prompted response questions which precludes the use of learner job role in this
analysis.
11
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Figure 3 below summarizes the NIA data collection activities, the mode of collection,
and when it occurs. Each data collection instrument is customized to each certificate
and its target learner population.
Figure 3: National Integrity Academy 2018 Evaluation Activities
Data Collection
Activity

Mode of
Collection

NIA Enrollment
Data

Access
Database

Time Occurs

Certificate

Measures


Monthly

All




LMS Analytics

LMS

Monthly

All

Satisfaction,
Skill SelfAssessment,
and Job
Performance
Survey

Webbased
Survey

Wave 1:
Immediately
after
completion
Wave 2:
2 months after
module or
certificate
completion

All

Virtual Focus
Group

Webinar

March 2018

Fraud
Investigations
Certificate










Number of enrolled
learners
Learner demographic
characteristics
Number of certificate
earners
Time to complete each a
module or certificate
Self-assessed skill and
knowledge on learning
objectives before and
after the training
Satisfaction with the
training
Satisfaction with LMS
Self-perceived changes in
job-related behaviors or
processes
Feedback about Fraud
Investigations curriculum

1.3 NIA Evaluation Report Structure
The rest of the 2018 UI National Integrity Academy Evaluation Report provides an
analysis of the enrollment, certificate completion, and web survey data collected and
described above. The analysis in this report is primarily descriptive and summarizes the
performance of the NIA in the 2018 calendar year (January 1, 2018 to December 31,
2018). The remainder of the report is organized in the following manner:





Section 2 summarizes the enrollment and certificate completion status for NIA
learners in 2018.
Section 3 provides an analysis of NIA learner feedback about the delivery of
certificate lessons in 2018.
Section 4 includes an analysis of NIA learner self-assessed skill gains and job
performance before and after completing NIA certificate modules in 2018.
Section 5 concludes with a summary discussion of findings and limitations of the
report, and potential areas for future research and analysis.
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2. National Integrity Academy Enrollment and Certificate
Completion
This section provides an analysis of NIA enrollment, lesson and module completion, and
certificate completion. The data informing the analysis come from the NIA LMS
covering the 2018 calendar year.

2.1 NIA 2018 Enrollment
In 2018, a total of 1,621 SWA staff from 47 states and territories enrolled in at least one
NIA certificate program. 12 This brought the all-time enrollment total since May 2016 to
2,084 SWA staff from 51 states and territories who enrolled in at least one NIA certificate
program. Figure 4 below illustrates and summarizes the state-by-state NIA enrollment
totals for 2018. 13
Figure 4: UI National Integrity Academy 2018 Enrollment Totals by State (n=1,621) 14

NIA Enrollment by Certificate
Among the 1,621 NIA learners to enroll in 2018, 1,126 (69.5 percent) enrolled in just one
certificate. Four-hundred and ninety (30.2 percent) NIA learners enrolled in more than

The weighted monthly average growth rate of NIA enrollment in 2018 was 13.6 percent.
A map of all-time NIA enrollment total is provided in Appendix A.
14 One individual from Puerto Rico and eleven USDOL staff enrolled in 2018 are not shown in the map.
12
13
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one certificate program. 15 The UI Operations Integrity Certificate had the highest
number of enrollees in 2018 with 1,253 to enroll in the certificate, followed by the Fraud
Investigations Certificate (679), Program Leadership Certificate (438), and Tax Integrity
Certificate (353). 16
The majority of NIA participants that enrolled in 2018 (61.3 percent) reported less than
ten years of UI experience at the time of enrollment. The top three job roles of NIA
participants enrolled in 2018 were Customer Service Representative (24.5 percent),
Supervisor/Team Leader (13.3 percent), and Other (9.4 percent). 17 Figure 5 below
summarizes NIA learner demographic characteristics for each certificate.
Figure 5: 2018 NIA Learners Demographic Characteristics
Operations
Fraud
Program
Integrity
Investigations
Leadership
All Time Enrollment
1,397
1,086
529
2018 Enrollment
1,253
679
438
0-5
39.5% (495)
32.1% (218)
37.7% (165)
6-10
23.5% (294)
28.7% (195)
21.7% (95)
11-15
6.2% (78)
6.6% (45)
5.0% (22)
Years of UI
16-20
10.2% (128)
9.9% (67)
7.8% (34)
Experience
20+
7.2% (90)
7.1% (48)
7.8% (34)
No Answer
13.4% (168)
15.6% (106)
20.1% (88)
2018 Total
100% (1,253)
100% (679)
100% (438)
Adjudicator
7.3% (92)
8.7% (59)
8.9% (39)
Appeals
0.2% (2)
0% (0)
0% (0)
Representative
BAM Auditor
1.4% (17)
1.6% (11)
1.8% (8)
BPC Specialist
2.0% (25)
2.9% (20)
1.8% (8)
Claims
6.8% (85)
4.9% (33)
3.7% (16)
Examiner
Claims
4.9% (61)
5.4% (37)
8.2% (36)
Processor
Job Role
Collections
0.1% (1)
0.3% (2)
0.5% (2)
Customer
Service
30.5% (382)
8.8% (60)
12.8% (56)
Representative
Division/Unit
8.1% (101)
8.2% (56)
13.2% (58)
Manager
Executive
0.9% (11)
1.5% (10)
2.7% (12)
Leader
Fraud
4.4% (55)
20.6% (140)
7.3% (32)
Investigator

Tax Integrity
379
353
35.7% (126)
15.0% (53)
4.8% (17)
6.8% (24)
4.2% (15)
33.4% (118)
100% (353)
7.6% (27)
0% (0)
1.7% (6)
1.4% (5)
5.1% (18)
7.9% (28)
0.6% (2)
12.2% (43)
9.1% (32)
2.3% (8)
5.1% (18)

Five individuals attended the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT but did not register with LMS for any
certificate. They were included in the enrollment total; however, they were not represented in the number
of enrollments for any certificate.
16 The number of enrollments for the four certificates do not add up to the NIA total enrollment because
learners can enroll in multiple certificates.
17 Job titles vary largely across states. Some job roles provided by NIA learners on the Enrollment Form
cannot be categorized without knowing their job functions; therefore, they were represented as “other” for
this analysis.
15
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Supervisor/Team
Leader

Tax Auditor
Tax
Investigator
UI Director
Other
No Answer
2018 Total

Operations
Integrity

Fraud
Investigations

Program
Leadership

Tax Integrity

13.6% (170)

11.5% (78)

10.7% (47)

5.4% (19)

1.0% (13)

4.9% (33)

2.1 (9)

13.6% (48)

0.4% (5)

0.7% (5)

1.1% (5)

1.7% (6)

0.4% (5)
9.2% (115)
9.0% (113)
100% (1,253)

0.4% (3)
9.0% (61)
10.5% (71)
100% (679)

0.7% (3)
8.7% (38)
15.8% (69)
100% (438)

0.6% (2)
6.8% (24)
19.0% (67)
100% (353)

2.2 NIA 2018 Enrollee Certificate Lesson and Module Completion
All NIA certificate programs are designed to be flexible for SWA staff where learners can
take lessons based on their professional and career interests without having to
complete an entire certificate program. Among the 679 NIA learners who enrolled in
the Fraud Investigations Certificate in 2018, 275 individuals (40.5 percent) completed at
least one module (out of a possible of three available); one hundred and thirty-five
individuals (19.9 percent) completed all three required modules to earn the Fraud
Investigations Certificate.
Among the 1,253 NIA learners who enrolled in the Operations Integrity Certificate in
2018, 208 individuals (16.6 percent) completed at least one module and are in the
process toward certificate completion; four hundred and ninety-seven individuals (39.7
percent) completed all five eLearning modules and successfully earned the Operations
Integrity Certificate in 2018. 18
Figure 6 below shows that in 2018 more than half of the NIA learners who enrolled in the
Operations Integrity Certificate and Fraud Investigations Certificate either completed at
least one module or completed the entire certificate for each respective certificate
program. The bar chart also shows a higher proportion of NIA learners completed the
Operations Integrity Certificate compared to the Fraud Investigations Certificate. A
primary fact that led to the difference is that the entire Operations Integrity Certificate
can be completed online while learners must attend the in-person Basic UI Fraud
Investigations ILT to complete the Fraud Investigations Certificate.

18 The Program Leadership and Tax Integrity Certificates were under development as of 12/31/2018 and
therefore not included in the analysis.
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Figure 6: 2018 NIA Enrollees Progress toward Certificate Completion 19
100%
43.7%

39.6%
Enrolled

50%

16.6%

40.5%
In Progress

39.7%
19.9%
0%

Operations Integrity Certificate
(n=1,253)

Fraud Investigations Certificate
(n=679)

Completed

2.3 NIA 2018 Certificate Completion
Among the 2,084 learners who enrolled since the inception of the NIA, 707 individuals
earned a total of 729 certificates in 2018. Five hundred and twenty-eight (528) NIA
learners earned the UI Operations Integrity Certificate, and the average time to
complete the certificate was 22 work days. Two hundred and one (201) NIA learners
earned the Fraud Investigations Certificate, and the average time to complete the
certificate was 65 work days. 20
As mentioned earlier, NIA learners are required to complete the in-person Basic UI Fraud
Investigations ILT to earn a Fraud Investigations Certificate. The NIA usually delivers the
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT once or twice per month to a maximum of 24 learners.
Due to the availability of the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT, the time needed for a
learner to complete the Fraud Investigations Certificate is often longer than that of the
Operations Integrity Certificate.
Twenty-two NIA learners earned both the UI Operations Integrity Certificate and Fraud
Investigations Certificate in 2018. A bar chart illustrating the number of Fraud
Investigations Certificate and Operations Integrity Certificate earned by each state is
provided in Appendix A.

19 Learners who enrolled in late 2018 may not have started or completed the training due to the short
period of time between their enrollment and the time of writing this report.
20 Only the learners who obtained access to a certificate after it was fully released were included to
calculate the average time to complete the certificate.
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3. National Integrity Academy Learner Satisfaction and
Feedback
This section provides a descriptive analysis of the satisfaction and feedback NIA learners
reported via the web surveys described in Section 1. Specifically, the section
summarizes the NIA learners’ feedback about the content, structure, and delivery of
eLearning modules and instructor-led training.
As described in Section 1, the Center sent web-based surveys to NIA learners upon their
completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate and
completion of all modules for the Operations Integrity Certificate (Wave 1 surveys). In all
Wave 1 surveys, NIA learners were asked prompted response questions on the following
four areas about their feedback and thoughts on the:





Course overall;
Course content and structure;
Course materials; and
User experience in the LMS.

The Wave 1 surveys also asked NIA learners open-ended questions on aspects they
liked about the training, areas that could be improved, and any content that should be
added or removed from the curriculum. 21
In the Wave 2 surveys, sent two months after the completion of individual certificate
modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate and completion of all modules for the
Operations Integrity Certificate, NIA learners were prompted to provide feedback
about the training overall and the extent to which the course reference materials had
helped on their job. The Wave 2 surveys also asked NIA learners open-ended questions
on areas that could be improved and any training topics that should be added to
each certificate’s respective curriculum.
The Center also conducted two virtual focus groups in March 2018 with experienced
and inexperienced fraud investigators 22 who had earned the Fraud Investigations
Certificate. Facilitated discussions between the Fraud Investigators and the Center staff
were held to gather in-depth feedback on the Fraud Investigations Certificate. The rest
of this section summarizes the responses to the web surveys provided by NIA learners
and findings from the virtual focus groups.

3.1 NIA Learner Feedback on Overall Course Experience
Over 95 percent of all survey respondents rated the respective Basic UI Fraud
Investigations ILT or eLearning modules overall as “Very Good” or “Good.” Almost all
NIA learners (99 percent) who completed the Wave 1 surveys would recommend the
A copy of the survey instrument is provided in Appendix B.
Fraud investigators with more than three years of UI fraud investigations experiences and supervisors of
fraud investigators were considered as experienced fraud investigators.
21
22
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training to others in their agencies. Figures 7 and 8 below show the distribution of
responses for these two questions for each certificate’s Wave 1 survey.
Figure 7: How Would You Rate This Training Overall?
Very Good, Good, Average, Below Average, Poor
85.2%
72.8%
65.4%

29.4%

24.0%
13.4%

4.8%

3.2%

1.4%

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
(n=205)

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations (n=125)

Very Good

Good

Operations Integrity Certificate
(n=228)

Average

Figure 8: How Likely Are You to Recommend This Training to Others?
Very Likely, Likely, Somewhat Likely, Not Likely, Would Not
Recommend
85.9%
74.2%

66.2%

25.0%

19.4%

11.7%
2.4%

6.5%

0.0%

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
(n=206)
Very Likely

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations (n=124)
Likely

0.9%

0.0%

Somewhat Likely

Operations Integrity Certificate
(n=228)
Not Likely

The Wave 2 surveys also asked whether NIA learners would recommend the training to
others. Figure 9 below shows that the responses to this question were as consistently
positive as the responses to the Wave 1 surveys. Approximately 98 percent of
respondents would recommend the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT or eLearning
modules to their colleagues.
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Figure 9: Would you recommend this training to other colleagues?
Yes, No
98.4%

99.1%

96.4%

Yes
No
1.6%
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
(n=127)

3.6%

0.9%
Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations (n=114)

Operations Integrity Certificate
(n=138)

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Overall Course Feedback
During the virtual focus groups conducted with fraud investigators who earned the
Fraud Investigations Certificate, all seven participants reported that they viewed the
training as high-quality. Focus group members reported that the content was “solid”
and “set up in a manner that anybody would be able to benefit from the training.”
Some common suggestions from both the focus groups and Wave 1 surveys to improve
the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT included: raising the difficulty level of the training to
challenge more experienced investigators, tailoring the training to individual states, and
shortening the training from three days to two days.

Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Overall Course Feedback
For the Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations module in the Fraud Investigations
Certificate, focus group participants reported that the simulations helped them go
through cases that they encounter in their day-to-day activities in a more
comprehensive manner. When asked how the Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations module could be improved, some respondents reported that the module
could be shortened and should provide more challenging cases for more experienced
investigators.

Operations Integrity Certificate Overall Course Feedback
When asked what they liked about the Operations Integrity Certificate, respondents
mostly appreciated the variety of teaching methods used, especially the interactive
exercises that kept the learners engaged in the training. Eleven respondents indicated
that the online training format allowed them to take the modules at their own pace
and also gave them the opportunity to go back and recheck. Twenty-six respondents
reported that they felt the Operations Integrity Certificate modules took longer than
expected to complete and suggested shortening modules or breaking down to smaller
topics.
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“I really enjoyed how interactive it was. … I also thought it was extremely helpful to see how my
position/job impacts everyone else's job and how to make sure to ask the right questions so that
there are not problems down the line. Finally, I really found the suggested phrases in handling
some of the situations that pertain to my job helpful and am incorporating.”
-Operations Integrity Certificate Earner

3.2 NIA Learner Feedback on Course Content and Structure
The Wave 1 surveys also asked respondents to provide feedback on the course content
and structure. Figure 10 below shows the distribution of responses on learners’
perceptions of the organization of the course. More than 95 percent of respondents
rated the organization of the respective certificate’s module as either “Very Good” or
“Good.”
Figure 10: How Would You Rate the Organization of the Course?
Very Good, Good, Average, Below Average, Poor

86.2%

69.6%
63.2%

32.0%

27.2%
12.9%
0.5%

3.2%

0.5%

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
(n=210)
Very Good

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations (n=125)
Good

4.4%

0.0%

Average

0.0%

Operations Integrity Certificate
(n=228)
Below Average

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Course Content and Structure Feedback
The highly engaging course activities, such as case studies, are a key component of the
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT and have continuously received positive feedback from
the participants. Figure 11 below shows that approximately 90 percent of respondents
reported that the individual and group activities either “Really Helped Me” or “Helped
Me” in understanding course materials. Forty-four respondents reported the cases
studies and individual and group activities as their favorite aspects of the training.
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Twenty-five respondents also reported that they appreciated the interaction with the
instructors and other training participants.
Figure 11: How Much Did the Individual or Group Activities Contribute to Your Understanding of
the Course Material? (n=207)
Really Helped Me, Helped Me, Somewhat Helped Me, Had No Effect, Confused Me
56.0%

34.3%

7.7%

Really Helped Me

Helped Me

Somewhat Helped Me

1.0%

1.0%

Had No Effect

Confused Me

Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Course Content and Structure
Feedback
All survey respondents to the Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Wave 1
survey reported that the training adequately explained the knowledge, skills, and
concepts presented. When asked about topics that learners expected but not covered
in the training, the vast majority of respondents indicated that the training was sufficient
and had met their expectations. Listed below are top suggestions related to the course
content and structure provided by survey respondents:




Provide more examples of the more complex cases and more in-depth case
analysis techniques;
Consider integrating the course into the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT and
utilize the eSimulations for supplemental training; and
Include audio with some of the presentations and cases.

Operations Integrity Certificate Course Content and Structure Feedback
Slightly more than 99 percent of survey respondents to the Operations Integrity
Certificate Wave 1 survey reported that the training adequately explained the
knowledge, skills, and concepts presented. The majority of respondents also indicated
that the training was sufficient and thorough in the topics covered. Twenty-three
respondents mentioned in the open-ended comments that the quiz questions
throughout the modules helped test knowledge along the way that reinforced
understanding of the training content. Respondents also appreciated learning through
real-life examples and case studies.
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NIA learners who completed the Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 1 survey
identified a couple areas where the content and structure could be improved. Twenty
respondents suggested that more audio and video components be added to provide
additional information and context to the modules. Nineteen respondents also reported
that the quiz questions could be improved if they were broken up to concentrate on
specific parts within a module and ensure that all assessment questions could be clearly
and accurately interpreted by respondents. NIA learner respondents also mentioned
additional topics that could be covered in the Operations Integrity Certificate, such as
UI claim appeal hearings, disaster unemployment assistance, and working with
employers on benefit audits.

3.3 NIA Learner Feedback on Course Materials
The Wave 1 surveys for each certificate ask NIA learners to provide their feedback and
thoughts on the materials provided during the training. Two months after the
completion of modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate, the Wave 2 surveys ask
NIA learners to rate the extent to which course reference materials have been helpful
on their job. This section describes the responses and feedback provided by NIA learner
respondents on each certificate’s course materials.

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Participant Workbook and Reference Material
Feedback
Approximately 80 percent of Wave 1 survey respondents reported the participant
workbook provided during the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT as “Very Useful.” Similarly,
over 90 percent of Wave 1 survey respondents anticipated the reference materials
provided in the participant workbook to be “Very Helpful”, “Helpful”, or “Somewhat
helpful.”
Figure 12: How Useful Was the Participant Workbook? (n=208)
Very Useful, Useful, Somewhat Useful, Of Little Use, Not Useful at All

Useful
17.3%

Somewhat useful
0.5%

Very useful
82.2%
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Figure 13 below shows that the majority of Wave 2 survey respondents reported all
reference materials provided with the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT as “Very Helpful”,
“Helpful”, or “Somewhat Helpful” on the job. Over 25 percent of respondents indicated
that they either had not used the “Supporting an Appeal” and “Supporting a
Prosecution” reference sheets during the two months after completing the training or
the reference materials were not applicable to their job.
Figure 13: How Helpful Has the Information from the Following Reference Sheets Been on the
Job? (n=123) Very Helpful, Helpful, Somewhat Helpful, Not Helpful at All, Have Not Used/Not
Applicable to My Job
0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Data Sources (Cross-Matches/Queries, Documents,
Outside Agencies, etc.)
Internet Search Tools for UI Fraud Investigations
PEACE Model
Interview Techniques
Ranking Weight of Evidence (mountain graphic)
Common "Red Flags"
Case Report Writing Checklist
Supporting an Appeal
Supporting a Prosecution
Very helpful

Helpful

Somewhat helpful

Not helpful at all

Have not used/Not applicable to my job

Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Reference Material Feedback
Over 97 percent of Wave 1 survey respondents anticipated that all reference materials
provided with the Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations would be “Very
Helpful”, “Helpful” or “Somewhat Helpful” on the job. When asked to provide
suggestions on reference materials to add to the course, most of the respondents
indicated that the current materials were sufficient and helpful. Figure 14 below shows
that over 80 percent of Wave 2 survey respondents used the reference materials after
completing the training and viewed the materials as “Very Helpful”, “Helpful”, or
“Somewhat Helpful” on the job.
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Figure 14: How Helpful Has the Information from the Following Reference Sheets Been on the
Job? (n=111) Very Helpful, Helpful, Somewhat Helpful, Not Helpful at All, Have Not Used/Not
Applicable to My Job
0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Tools for Analyzing Data (Timeline, Comparison Table,
Affinity Diagram, Association Matrix, Link Analysis
Diagram)
Indications of Fictitious Employers
Indications of Employer Fraud
Very helpful

Helpful

Somewhat helpful

Not helpful at all

Have not used/Not applicable to my job

Operations Integrity Certificate Meeting Guides Feedback
For the Operations Integrity Certificate, meeting guides are provided with each module
that SWAs can use to reinforce concepts learned in the eLearning modules. The guides
include discussion topics and group exercises that SWAs can customize for their internal
training purposes. Approximately 85 percent of respondents used the meeting guides
within their SWAs, and slightly more than 70 percent of respondents either “Strongly
Agree” or “Agree” that the module meeting guides were useful in generating
discussions about the topics learned in the online training.

3.4 NIA Learner Feedback on Online Learning Experience
Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations and the Operations Integrity Certificate
are online modules available to learners through the NIA LMS. Learners’ feedback on
their online learning experiences were overwhelmingly positive. Over 90 percent of
survey respondents rated their learning experience in the online training environment
and the level of interactivity in the online training as “Very Good” or “Good.” More than
90 percent of survey respondents also “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” that it was easy to
log in and access the training through the NASWA UI Learning Center and easy to
navigate through the eLearning lessons. Figures 15 and 16 below summarize the results
from these questions.
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Figure 15: How Would You Rate Your Experience with Learning New Knowledge, Skills,
and Concepts in An Online Training Environment?
Very Good, Good, Average, Below Average, Poor

62.5%

61.3%

34.7%

30.8%

3.2%

5.8%
0.8%
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Good
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Operations Integrity Certificate (n=224)
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Figure 16: It Was Easy to Navigate through the eLearning Lesson.
Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree
61.5%
54.5%
41.5%
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4. National Integrity Academy Learner Skill Gains and Job
Performance
This section provides an analysis of the NIA learner self-assessed skill gains upon their
completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate and
Operations Integrity Certificate. This section also summarizes self-perceived changes in
job-related behaviors and processes NIA learners reported two months after their
completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate and
completion of all modules for the Operations Integrity Certificate.
As described in Section 1, the Center sent web surveys to NIA learners upon their
completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud Investigations Certificate and
completion of all modules for the Operations Integrity Certificate (Wave 1 surveys). In all
Wave 1 surveys, NIA learners were asked to retrospectively self-assess their knowledge
and skills before and after completing the training based on the learning objectives of
the lessons for each respective module or certificate. Figure 17 below lists the key
learning objective categories for the Operations Integrity Certificate and each module
in the Fraud Investigations Certificate.
Two months after the completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud
Investigations Certificate and completion of all modules for the Operations Integrity
Certificate, Wave 2 surveys were sent to NIA learners to gather feedback on their job
performance and how they have applied their skills on the job. The Wave 2 surveys
asked learners to rate the extent to which the training improved the ability to perform
their job across the above-stated learning objective activities covered in each module
and certificate. The Wave 2 surveys also asked NIA learners whether the new skills
learned improved their confidence to perform their day-to-day work activities.
Figure 17: Fraud Investigations and Operations Integrity Certificate Course Learning Objective
Categories
Module or Certificate

Learning Objective Category

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
(Fraud Investigations Certificate)

Assessing and Prioritizing Cases
Collecting and Documenting Evidence
Conducting Interviews
Analyzing Data and Testing Theories
Making and Documenting Final Determinations
Supporting Appeals and Prosecutions

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations
(Fraud Investigations Certificate)
Operations Integrity Certificate

Identity Theft Scheme
Fictitious Employer Schemes
Employer Fraud Scheme
UI Integrity Fundamentals for Operations
Claims Intake and Processing
Adjudication
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Module or Certificate

Learning Objective Category
Overpayments and Recovery
Key Skills for Customer Service

As previously described in Section 1, the results of the tests of statistical significance on
demographic characteristics between the NIA learner population and survey
respondents indicated that the survey respondents were reasonably representative of
the larger NIA learner population for two variables - NIA learner state and years of UI
experience.
However, there are likely several additional observable demographic characteristics
that would require tests of statistical significance more confidently indicate that the
responses and respondents to the surveys are representative of the larger NIA learner
population. Therefore, the subsequent analysis only speaks to the views and responses
of those NIA learners to complete the surveys and larger statements about the NIA
learner population overall will not be made.

4.1 NIA Learner Skill Gains
The purpose of the NIA learner skill gains analysis is to determine whether the learners’
knowledge and skills on the key learning objectives improved after completing the
respective module or certificate. The analysis uses NIA learner self-assessment data
obtained through the Wave 1 surveys where learners were asked to retrospectively rate
their knowledge and skills before and after completing the training. Figure 18 below
provides an example question where NIA learners are asked to self-assess their
knowledge and skills on a 5-point Likert scale, where 1=Novice and 5=Expert.
Figure 18: Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 1 Survey Question
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The Center compiled all the responses received in 2018 and conducted a descriptive
statistical analysis on learners’ rating for each individual question. The results of the
descriptive analysis showed that for each individual question, respondents’ selfassessed knowledge and skills ratings before and after the training were not normally
distributed.
The second step was to aggregate the knowledge and skills ratings for each learning
objective category described in Figure 17. The aggregation was performed by taking
the average of each individual learner’s before and after skill self-assessment rating for
each individual learning objective within a learning objective category. The resulting
average produced an average retrospective learner skill self-assessment rating before
and after completing the training for each learning objective category in Figure 16.
The descriptive statistical analysis was then performed on the average learner before
and after skill self-assessment ratings, and similarly, the results indicated that for each
learning objective category respondents’ average knowledge and skills ratings before
and after the training were not normally distributed. In addition, differences between
learners before and after ratings were calculated, and the descriptive statistics showed
non-normal frequency distributions.
The traditional approach to measure learners’ skill gains is to conduct a paired sample
t-test which compares learners’ knowledge and skill ratings before and after
completing the training. However, a paired sample t-test requires the data to be
numeric, continuous, and normally distributed. The results of the above-stated
descriptive statistics indicate that survey respondents’ knowledge and skills rating data
fail to meet the assumption of normality; therefore, the paired sample t-test cannot be
used to compare learners’ knowledge and skill ratings before and after completing the
training. Given that the data meet the continuous distribution assumption, the Wilcoxon
Signed-Rank Test, a non-parametric equivalent of the paired t-test, was used to
determine whether there are statistically significant differences between the before
and after skill self-assessment ratings. 23
In addition to the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test, the Center also calculated the effect size
to measures the magnitude of the difference between before and after learner skill selfassessments. The effect size converts the Z-score from the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test to
a standardized measure and allows for comparisons between before and after ratings
that use an ordinal scale such as the NIA learner skill self-assessment question shown in
Figure 17. 24 25
The rest of this section summarizes the results from the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test and
the effect size of the test results, as shown in Figure 19 and 20 below.

23 The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test first calculates the differences between the before and after ratings for
each respondent, assigns a rank to the difference, and then compares the sum of positive rankings to the
sum of negative rankings. If the results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test are significant at a typical
significance level (i.e. 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01), it suggests that the differences between learners’ before and
after skill ratings are not attributed to random sampling errors.
24 The equation used to calculate the effect size is: r=Z/√N.
25 Field, A. (2009) Discovering Statistics Using SPSS (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
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Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Learner Skill Gains
Across each of the six key learning objective categories for the Basic UI Fraud
Investigations ILT module learners consistently reported improved skills and knowledge
after completing the respective lessons. The improvement was statistically significant
across all learning objective categories. Summarized below are the results for each
learning objective category in the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT module.












Assessing and Prioritizing Cases: NIA learner knowledge and skills rating of “Assessing
and Prioritizing Cases” (Median (Mdn)=4) were statistically significantly higher than
before the training (Mdn=3), z = 12.109, p < 0.01, r = 0.589, indicating a large effect.
Collecting and Documenting Evidence: NIA learner knowledge and skills rating of
“Collecting and Documenting Evidence” (Mdn=4.167) were statistically significantly
higher than before the training (Mdn=3.167), z = 12.322, p < 0.01, r = 0.598, indicating
a large effect.
Conducting Interview: NIA learner knowledge and skills rating of “Conducting
Interviews” (Mdn=4.143) were statistically significantly higher than before the training
(Mdn=3), z = 12.152, p < 0.01, r = 0.593, indicating a large effect.
Analyzing Data and Testing Theories: NIA learner knowledge and skills rating of
“Analyzing Data and Testing Theories” (Mdn=4) were statistically significantly higher
than before the training (Mdn=3), z = 12.155, p < 0.01, r = 0.595, indicating a large
effect.
Making and Documenting Final Determinations: NIA learner knowledge and skills
rating of “Making and Documenting Final Determinations” (Mdn=4) were statistically
significantly higher than before the training (Mdn=3.25), z = 11.684, p < 0.01, r = 0.577,
indicating a large effect.
Supporting Appeals and Prosecutions: NIA learner knowledge and skills rating of
“Supporting Appeals and Prosecutions” (Mdn=4) were statistically significantly higher
than before the training (Mdn=3), z = 11.504, p < 0.01, r = 0.568, indicating a large
effect.
Figure 19: Fraud Investigations Certificate Learning Objectives Knowledge Self-Assessment
Descriptive Statistics

Fraud Investigations
Certificate
Learning Objectives

Basic UI
Fraud
Investigations
ILT

Assessing and
Prioritizing
Cases
Collecting
and
Documenting
Evidence
Conducting
Interviews

Retrospective Before
Skill Rating

Retrospective After
Skill Rating

N

Median (Mdn)

N

Median (Mdn)

205

3

205

4***
(Z=12.109)

0.589

206

3.167

206

4.167***
(Z=12.322)

0.598

204

3

204

4.143***
(Z=12.152)

0.593

Effect
Size (r)

25 | P a g e

Fraud Investigations
Certificate
Learning Objectives

Retrospective Before
Skill Rating

Retrospective After
Skill Rating

N

N

Median (Mdn)

Median (Mdn)

Effect
Size (r)

Analyzing
4***
Data and
203
3
203
0.595
(Z=12.155)
Testing Theories
Making and
Documenting
4***
199
3.25
199
0.577
Final
(Z=11.684)
Determinations
Supporting
4***
Appeals and
199
3
199
0.568
(Z=11.504)
Prosecutions
Identity Theft
4***
126
3
126
0.584
Scheme
(Z=9.482)
Complex UI
Fictitious
Fraud
4***
Employer
125
2.333
125
0.591
Investigations
(Z=9.572)
Schemes
eSimulations
Employer Fraud
4***
126
2.625
126
0.597
Scheme
(Z=9.694)
Statistical significance levels denoted by the following: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.
Thresholds for interpreting effect size: r =.10 (small effect), r =.30 (medium effect), r =.50 (large
effect) 26

Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Learner Skill Gains
For the three key learning objective categories in the Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations module, learners consistently reported improved skills and knowledge after
completing the training. The improvement was statistically significant across all learning
objective categories. Summarized below are the results for each learning objective
category in the Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations module.






26

Identity Theft Scheme: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of “Identity
Theft Scheme” (Mdn=4) were statistically significantly higher than before the training
(Mdn=3), z = 9.482, p < 0.01, r = 0.584, indicating a large effect.
Fictitious Employer Schemes: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of
“Fictitious Employer Schemes” (Mdn=4) were statistically significantly higher than
before the training (Mdn=2.333), z = 9.572, p < 0.01, r = 0.591, indicating a large
effect.
Employer Fraud Scheme: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of
“Employer Fraud Scheme” (Mdn=4) were statistically significantly higher than before
the training (Mdn=2.625), z = 9.694, p < 0.01, r = 0.597, indicating a large effect.

Field, A. (2009) Discovering Statistics Using SPSS (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
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UI Operations Integrity Certificate Learner Skill Gains
The average learner skill self-assessment ratings before and after completing the
training were aggregated for five key learning objective categories for the UI
Operations Integrity Certificate. NIA learner respondents reported improved skills after
completing the Operations Certificate modules for each learning objective category.
Summarized below are the results for each learning objective category in the UI
Operations Integrity Certificate.










UI Integrity Fundamentals for Operations: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills
rating of “UI Integrity Fundamentals for Operations” (Mdn=4.571) were statistically
significantly higher than before the training (Mdn=3.286), z = 13.428, p < .01, r = 0.602,
indicating a large effect.
Claims Intake and Processing: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of
“Claims Intake and Processing” (Mdn=4.6) were statistically significantly higher than
before the training (Mdn=3.6), z = 12.448, p < .01, r = .574, indicating a large effect.
Adjudication: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of “Adjudication”
(Mdn=4.3) were statistically significantly higher than before the training (Mdn=3.1), z
= 12.823, p < .01, r = 0.595, indicating a large effect.
Overpayments and Recovery: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of
“Overpayments and Recovery” (Mdn=4.3) were statistically significantly higher than
before the training (Mdn=3.2), z = 12.588, p < .01, r = 0.590, indicating a large effect.
Key Skills for Customer Service: NIA learners reported knowledge and skills rating of
“Key Skills for Customer Service” (Mdn=4.8) were significantly higher than before the
training (Mdn=4), z = 11.828, p < .01, r =0.560, indicating a large effect.
Figure 20: Operations Integrity Certificate Learning Objectives Skill Self-Assessment
Operations Integrity
Certificate
Learning Objectives
UI Integrity Fundamentals for
Operations

Retrospective Before
Skill Rating

Retrospective After
Skill Rating

N

N

Median (Mdn)

Effect Size (r)

Median (Mdn)

4.571***
0.602
(Z=13.428)
4.6***
Claims Intake and Processing
235
3.6
235
0.574
(Z=12.448)
4.3***
Adjudication
232
3.1
232
0.595
(Z=12.823)
Overpayments and
4.3***
228
3.2
228
0.590
Recovery
(Z=12.588)
Key Skills for Customer
4.8***
223
4
223
0.560
Service
(Z=11.828)
Statistical significance levels denoted by the following: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.
Thresholds for interpreting effect size: r =.10 (small effect), r =.30 (medium effect), r =.50 (large
effect)
249

3.286

249
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4.2 NIA Learner Job Performance Improvement
Two months after the completion of individual certificate modules for the Fraud
Investigations Certificate and completion of all modules for the Operations Integrity
Certificate, NIA learners were sent Wave 2 surveys to rate the extent to which the
training had improved their ability to perform the job across the learning objective
activities described in Figure 17. The Wave 2 surveys also asked NIA learners whether the
new skills learned improved their confidence to perform their day-to-day work activities.
Over 90 percent of the Wave 2 survey respondents reported that the training had
improved their confidence in the ability to perform their day-to-day work activities. The
top reason why some respondents reported no improvement in confidence was that
they had extensive experiences with UI and were already confident in performing their
job duties prior to completing the training. Figure 21 below provides the distributions of
responses to this question from Wave 2 surveys.
Figure 21: Did the Training Improve Your Confidence in Your Ability to Perform Your Job?
Yes, No
7.1%

12.3%

9.4%
No
Yes

92.9%

87.7%

90.6%

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
(n=127)

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations (n=114)

Operations Integrity Certificate
(n=138)

Figure 22 below shows that the majority of NIA learner respondents reported that
training either “Greatly Improved”, “Improved”, or “Somewhat Improved” the way they
perform job tasks in all learning objective categories. Over 87 percent of NIA learner
respondents reported that the training “Greatly Improved”, “Improved”, or “Somewhat
Improved” their ability to “Analyze Data and Test Theories”. Conversely, only 41.4
percent of NIA learner respondents reported improvement in their day-to-day activities
of “Supporting Prosecution(s).” Some respondents commented that since their
agencies had separate units handling prosecutions the content on “Supporting
Prosecution(s)” was not applicable to their position.
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Figure 22: How Much Has the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Improved the Way You Do the
Tasks on the Job? (n=133)
0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Assess and Prioritize Cases
Collect and Document Evidence
Conduct Interviews
Analyze Data and Test Theories
Make and Document Final Determinations
Support Appeals
Support Prosecutions
Greatly Improved

Improved

Somewhat Improved

Had No Effect

Have Not Done This since I Completed the training

Not Applicable to My Position

The vast majority of the NIA learner survey respondents reported that the Complex UI
Fraud Investigations eSimulations “Greatly Improved”, “Improved”, or “Somewhat
Improved” the way they performed job tasks across all three learning objective areas.
Figure 23 below shows that over 75 percent of the respondents reported improvement
in “Investigating Potential Cases of UI Identity Fraud.”
Figure 23: How Much Has the Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Improved the Way
You Do the Tasks on the Job? (n=119)
0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Investigate Potential Cases of UI Identity Fraud

Investigate Potential Cases of Fictitious Employer
Schemes

Investigate Potential Cases of Employer Fraud

Greatly Improved
Somewhat Improved
Have Not Done this since I Completed the Training

Improved
Had No Effect
Not Applicable to My Position
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For the Operations Integrity Certificate, the NIA learner survey respondents reported
that it “Greatly Improved”, “Improved”, or “Somewhat Improved” the way they
performed job tasks across all four learning objective areas.27 Figure 24 below shows
that the highest percentage of respondents (87 percent) reported improvement in the
“Key Skills for Customer Service”. “Adjudication” was a learning objective area where
the least respondents (72.7 percent) reported improvement.
Figure 24: How Much Has the Operations Integrity Certificate Improved the Way You Do the Tasks
on the Job? (n=150)
0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Claims Intake and Processing

Adjudication

Overpayments and Recovery

Key Skills for Customer Service
Greatly Improved

Improved

Somewhat Improved

Had No Effect

Have Not Done This since I Completed the Training

Not Applicable to My Position

The Wave 2 surveys asked learners to provide suggestions for improving the training if
the training did not help them with their day-to-day job activities. Respondents from a
few states commented that they were unable to implement what they learned from
the trainings due to internal policy or procedures constraints with their agencies. Some
respondents also suggested offering different levels of training for more experienced
staff and supervisors.

The UI Integrity Fundamentals for Operations is a short introductive module, so the Operations Integrity
Certificate Wave 2 Survey does not ask about the learning objective from this module.

27
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5. Conclusion
The NIA learner population had a rapid growth in 2018 with more than 1,600 SWA staff
from 47 states and territories enrolling in at least one certificate program. More than half
of the 2018 enrollees for the Fraud Investigations and Operations Integrity Certificate
completed at least one certificate module. In 2018, the NIA completed and fully
released the Operations Integrity Certificate to NIA learners. More than 700 NIA learners
completed all certificate modules and earned a Fraud Investigations Certificate or
Operations Integrity Certificate in 2018.
The NIA learners provided overwhelmingly positive feedback about the course content,
structure, materials, and delivery of eLearning modules and instructor-led training
through the web-based surveys and virtual focus groups. Moreover, the results of the
survey respondents’ self-assessment indicated that their knowledge and skills in all
learning objective areas significantly improved after the training. The clear majority of
survey respondents also reported two months after completing the training that they
had improved their day-to-day job performance using what they learned from the
certificate programs.
While great effort and resources were put into this report, there are several limitations to
consider when interpreting the results. A key limitation is that the comparison between
the survey respondents and the larger NIA learner population was based on two
demographic characteristics. There are likely several additional observable
demographic characteristics that would require tests of statistical significance to more
confidently indicate that the respondents to the surveys are representative of the larger
NIA learner population. Therefore, the results in this report only speak to the views of
those NIA learners who completed the surveys and larger statements about the NIA
learner population overall cannot be made. The other primary limitation of this report is
that the NIA learner’s skill gains analysis was based on self-assessment data likely subject
to self-report response biases. The third limitation of this report is the lack of consistency
with the survey instruments. When modular level surveys were consolidated into
certificate-wide surveys, learners were asked to rate the entire certificate instead of the
individual modules. A small number of responses received to the Operations Integrity
Certificate module surveys and Fraud Investigations Certificate survey were dropped
from the analysis to ensure a consistent interpretation of the survey questions.
In terms of the future evaluation of the NIA, the Center is exploring different evaluation
strategies in hope of minimizing the above-stated self-report responses biases and
obtaining a more objective assessment of learners’ skill gains. In late 2018, the NIA
revised the online Enrollment Form to include the same demographic questions as in the
web-based surveys. For the future evaluations, at least one more demographic
characteristic (e.g., learner’s job role) will be used to determine the representativeness
of survey respondents of the larger NIA learner population.
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Appendix A
Figure 25: UI National Integrity Academy All Time Enrollment Totals by State (n=2,084) 28

28

One individual from Puerto Rico and fourteen USDOL staff are not shown in the map.
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Figure 26: NIA 2018 Certificate Earners by State

Fraud Investigations

10

1
1

3
1
3
5
10

12
13

6
2

12
11

1
3
2

11
1
1
12

16

3
1
2

8
8
10
3
3
7
4
3
9
3

AK
AL
AR
AZ
CA
CO
CT
DC
DE
FL
GA
HI
IA
ID
IL
IN
KS
KY
LA
MA
MD
ME
MI
MN
MO
MS
MT
NC
ND
NE
NH
NJ
NM
NV
NY
OH
OK
OR
PA
PR
RI
SC
SD
TN
TX
USDOL
UT
VA
VT
WA
WI
WV
WY

Operations
1

13

26

3
1
181

3
34
144
2
1
1
2

6

2
4
3
2
3

1
6
5
4
1

2
1
3

12
11

1
8

41

33 | P a g e

Figure 27: Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT and Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations Wave 1 Survey Respondents Demographic Characteristics
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
Demographic
Characteristics

Wave 1
Survey
Respondents

Difference

NIA
Learners

Wave 1
Survey
Respondents

Difference

22.9%

3.9%

33% (75)

34.8% (46)

-1.8%

40.8%

-0.8%

32.2% (73)

31.8% (42)

0.3%

11-15

26.8% (77)
40.1%
(115)
10.8% (31)

11.5%

-0.7%

14.5% (33)

9.8% (13)

4.7%

16-20

12.9% (37)

12.4%

0.5%

11% (25)

15.2% (20)

-4.1%

20+

9.4% (27)
100%
(287)

12.4%

-3.0%

9.3% (21)
100%
(227)

8.3% (11)

0.9%

0-5
6-10
Years
in UI

Total

State

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations

NIA
Learners

100% (218)

100% (132)

Ak

0.3% (1)

0.5% (1)

-0.1%

0.4% (1)

0% (0)

0.4%

AL

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.4% (1)

0% (0)

0.4%

AR

8.0% (23)

5.5% (12)

2.6%

5.3% (12)

4.5% (6)

0.7%

AZ

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

2.6% (6)

0% (0)

2.6%

CO

1% (3)

0.9% (2)

0.1%

0.9% (2)

1.5% (2)

-0.6%

CT

0.7% (2)

0.9% (2)

-0.2%

0.4% (1)

0.8% (1)

-0.3%

DC

0.7% (1)

0.9% (2)

-0.2%

1.3% (3)

0% (0)

1.3%

FL

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

2.6% (6)

3.8% (5)

-1.1%

HI

0.3% (1)

0.5% (1)

-0.1%

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

GA

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

4.4% (10)

3.8% (5)

0.6%

IA

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

5.3% (12)

6.8% (9)

-1.5%

ID

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.9% (2)

0.8% (1)

0.1%

IL

1.4% (4)

0.9% (2)

0.5%

5.7% (13)

5.3% (7)

0.4%

IN

5.9% (17)

5.0% (11)

0.9%

6.2% (14)

4.5% (6)

1.6%

KS

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.9% (2)

0.8% (1)

0.1%

KY

2.4% (7)

0.9% (2)

1.5%

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

LA

7.7% (22)

4.5% (10)

3.1%

5.3% (12)

4.5% (6)

0.7%

MA

1.7% (5)

2.7% (6)

-1.0%

1.8% (4)

0% (0)

1.8%

MD

4.9% (14)

2.7% (6)

2.2%

3.5% (8)

3.8% (5)

-0.3%

ME

0.7% (2)

0.5% (1)

0.2%

1.3% (3)

2.3% (3)

-1.0%

MI

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.4% (1)

0.8% (1)

-0.3%

MO

7.3% (21)

10.5% (23)

-3.1%

4.8% (11)

2.3% (3)

2.6%

MT

0.3% (1)

0.5% (1)

-0.1%

0.4% (1)

0% (0)

0.4%

NC

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.4% (1)

0.8% (1)

-0.3%

NE

6.3% (18)

5.9% (13)

0.4%

6.2% (14)

4.5% (6)

1.6%

NH

4.2% (12)

3.2% (7)

1.0%
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0.8% (1)
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4.9% (14)

5.9% (13)
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0.9% (2)

1.5% (2)

-0.6%

NV

8.4% (24)

8.2% (18)

0.2%

7.0% (16)

8.3% (11)

-1.3%
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Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
Demographic
Characteristics

Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations

NIA
Learners

Wave 1
Survey
Respondents

Difference

NIA
Learners

Wave 1
Survey
Respondents

Difference

NY

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.4% (1)

0% (0)

0.4%

OH

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

0.9% (2)

1.5% (2)

-0.6%

OK

1% (3)

0.9% (2)

0.1%

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

OR

7% (20)

7.3% (16)

-0.3%

4.0% (9)

5.3% (7)

-1.3%

PA

8.4% (24)

10.5% (23)

-2.1%

3.5% (8)

5.3% (7)

-1.8%

SC

7.7% (22)

7.7% (17)

-0.1%

4.4% (10)

5.3% (7)

-0.9%

SD

0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

2.6% (6)

0.8% (1)

1.9%
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1.4% (4)

0.9% (2)

0.5%

3.1% (7)

3.0% (4)
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TX

0% (0)
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0.5%

VT
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0% (0)
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1.3% (3)

1.5% (2)

-0.2%
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2.8% (8)

0.9% (2)

1.9%

5.3% (12)

6.8% (9)

-1.5%

WV

3.1% (9)

4.5% (10)

-1.4%

1.3% (3)

1.5% (2)

-0.2%

USDOL

1.4% (4)
0% (0)
1.4%
0% (0)
0% (0)
100%
100%
Total
100% (220)
100% (133)
(313)
(240)
Statistical significance levels denoted by the following: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.
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Figure 28: Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 1 Survey Respondents Demographic
Characteristics
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0.5%

TX

0.4% (2)
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0.0%
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0.6% (3)

0.4% (1)
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Statistical significance levels denoted by the following: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

Figure 29: Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT and Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations Wave 2 Survey Respondents Demographic Characteristics
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Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
Demographic
Characteristics

State
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NIA
Learners

Wave 2
Survey
Respondents
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Ak

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

0.4% (1)
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AL

0.7% (3)

0.0% (0)
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0.4%

AR
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2.0%

4.2% (10)

1.6% (2)

2.6%

IA

2.1% (9)

0.8% (1)

1.4%

5.9% (14)

0.8% (1)

5.1%**

ID

4.7% (20)

9.8% (13)

-5.1%**

3.4% (8)

4.7% (6)

-1.3%

IL

4.0% (17)

2.3% (3)

1.7%

5.5% (13)

3.9% (5)

1.5%

IN

4.0% (17)

0.0% (0)

4.0%**

5.9% (14)

3.9% (5)

2.0%

KS

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

0.4% (1)

0.8% (1)

-0.4%

KY

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0%

0.0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

LA

5.1% (22)

7.5% (10)

-2.4%

5.1% (12)

2.4% (3)

2.7%

MA

1.4% (6)

0.8% (1)

0.6%

1.7% (4)

0% (0)

1.7%

MD

5.6% (24)

0.8% (1)

4.9%**

2.5% (6)

3.1% (4)

-0.6%

ME

0.7% (3)

1.5% (2)

-0.8%

1.3% (3)

2.4% (3)

-1.1%

MI

4.0% (17)

1.5% (2)

2.5%

2.5% (6)

3.1% (4)

-0.6%

MO

5.1% (22)

6.8% (9)

-1.6%

5.9% (14)

4.7% (6)

1.2%

MT

0.5% (2)

0.0% (0)

0.5%

0.4% (1)

0% (0)

0.4%

NC

2.6% (11)

2.3% (3)

0.3%

5.1% (12)

8.7% (11)

-3.6%

NE

0.7% (3)

0.0% (0)

0.7%

1.7% (4)

1.6% (2)

0.1%

NH

2.6% (11)

5.3% (7)

-2.7%

1.3% (3)

0% (0)

1.3%

NJ

0.5% (2)

0.0% (0)

0.5%

0.0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

NM

3.3% (14)

0.0% (0)

3.3%**

0.8% (2)

1.6% (2)

-0.7%

NV

5.6% (24)

6.8% (9)

-1.2%

6.8% (16)

3.1% (4)

3.6%

NY

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0%

0.4% (1)

0.8% (1)

-0.4%

OH

0.7% (3)

0.8% (1)

-0.1%

1.3% (3)

2.4% (3)

-1.1%

OK

0.9% (4)

0.0% (0)

0.9%

0.0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

OR

4.4% (19)

0.0% (0)

4.4%**

3.4% (8)

6.3% (8)

-2.9%

PA

6.3% (27)

15% (20)

-8.7%***

3.8% (9)

7.9% (10)

-4.1%

RI

0.5% (2)

0.0% (0)

0.5%

0.0% (0)

0.8% (1)

-0.8%

SC

5.1% (22)

9.8% (13)

-4.6%

3.4% (8)

1.6% (2)

1.8%

SD

0.5% (2)

0.8% (1)

-0.3%

2.5% (6)

0% (0)

2.5%
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Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT
Demographic
Characteristics

NIA
Learners

Wave 2
Survey
Respondents

Difference

NIA
Learners

Wave 2
Survey
Respondents

Difference

TN

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

1.7% (4)

0.8% (1)

0.9%

TX

1.2% (5)

0.8% (1)

0.4%

2.5% (6)

3.1% (4)

-0.6%

UT

5.4% (23)

3.8% (5)

1.6%

3.4% (8)

2.4% (3)

1.0%

VT

0.9% (4)

1.5% (2)

-0.6%

1.7% (4)

0.8% (1)

0.9%

WA

1.2% (5)

0.0% (0)

1.2%

2.1% (5)

3.9% (5)

-1.8%

WI

0.2% (1)

0.8% (1)

-0.5%

1.3% (3)

1.6% (2)

-0.3%

WV

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0%

0.0% (0)

0% (0)

0.0%

USDOL

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0%

0.0%

0.0% (0)
0% (0)
100%
Total
100% (428)
100% (133)
100% (127)
(237)
Statistical significance levels denoted by the following: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

Figure 30: Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 2 Survey Respondents Demographic
Characteristics

0-5

48.0% (216)

Operations Certificate
Wave 2 Survey
Respondents
40.9% (61)

Demographic
Characteristics

Years
in UI

State

Operations Certificate
Earners

Difference
7.1%

6-10

26.4% (119)

22.1% (33)

4.3%

11-15

6.9% (31)

9.4% (14)

-2.5%

16-20

9.3% (42)

16.1% (24)

-6.8%**

20+

9.3% (42)

11.4% (17)

-2.1%

Total

100% (450)

100% (149)

AL

0.2% (1)

1.3% (2)

-1.1%

AR

1.8% (9)

4.0% (6)

-2.2%

AZ

5.1% (25)

8.1% (12)

-3.0%

CO

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

DC

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

FL

36.5% (179)

37.6% (56)

-1.1%

GA

0.6% (3)

0.7% (1)

-0.1%

IA

5.5% (27)

2.7% (4)

2.8%

ID

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0%

IL

28.8% (141)

16.8% (25)

12.0%***

KS

0.2% (1)

0.7% (1)

-0.5%

KY

0.2% (1)

0.7% (1)

-0.5%

LA

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

MD

0.4% (2)

1.3% (2)

-0.9%

ME

0.2% (1)

0.7% (1)

-0.5%

MO

0.4% (2)

0.7% (1)

-0.3%
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MS

0.6% (3)

Operations Certificate
Wave 2 Survey
Respondents
0.7% (1)

NC

0.6% (3)

1.3% (2)

-0.7%

ND

0.4% (2)

0.7% (1)

-0.3%

NE

0.6% (3)

0.0% (0)

0.6%

NY

0.2% (1)

0.7% (1)

-0.5%

OH

0.6% (3)

1.3% (2)

-0.7%

OR

1.0% (5)

1.3% (2)

-0.3%

PA

0.8% (4)

2.0% (3)

-1.2%

PR

0.2% (1)

0.7% (1)

-0.5%

SD

2.4% (12)

0.7% (1)

1.8%

TN

1.8% (9)

1.3% (2)

0.5%

TX

0.4% (2)

0.7% (1)

-0.3%

UT

0.6% (3)

0.0% (0)

0.6%

Demographic
Characteristics

Operations Certificate
Earners

Difference
-0.1%

WA

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0%

WI

8.2% (40)

13.4% (20)

-5.3%

WV

0.6% (3)

0.0% (0)

0.6%

USDOL

0.2% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.2%

Total

100% (490)

100% (149)

Statistical significance levels denoted by the following: * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.
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Appendix B
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 1 Survey
Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 2 Survey
Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Wave 1 Survey
Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Wave 2 Survey
Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 1 Survey
Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 2 Survey
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Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 1 Survey
(untitled)

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey, which covers the Basic UI Fraud
Investigations Instructor-led Training you attended.
Your feedback is important to help us improve the training and make it as effective
and worthwhile as possible for you and future participants.
The information from your participation in this survey will be kept strictly confidential. The data
will be seen only by the Integrity Academy, and only combined data will be reported in any
presentation or publication.
The estimated time to complete this survey is 8-10 minutes. We appreciate you taking a few
minutes out of your day to help with the training we provide to you and other UI personnel!
Thank you!

Demographic Information

1. State or Territory:
Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Federated States of Micronesia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Palau
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2. Job role:
(Note: Not all roles have the same title across states. Please choose the title you think most closely matches your role.)

Executive Leader
UI Director
Division/Unit Manager
Supervisor/Team Leader
Fraud Investigator
BPC Specialist
Claims Examiner
Adjudicator
Claims Processor
Customer Service Representative
BAM Auditor
Appeals Representative
Tax Investigator
Tax Auditor
Collections
TPS Reviewer
Other

3. If your role was not listed, what is your role?

4. Total Years in UI:

Instructors and Class Delivery

5. Please select all your instructors and evaluate each instructor separately.
Maria Noble

Brian Langley

Laura Boyett

Chris Paquette

Evan Littrell

6. Instructor Maria Noble
Excellent
How well did the instructor know the
subject matter?
How clearly did the instructor
communicate?
How organized was the instructor?
How well did the instructor use the slides?
How engaging and interesting was the
instructor?
How well did the instructor guide class
discussions?
How would you rate the instructor overall?

Very
good

Good

Fair Poor

7. Instructor Brian Langley
Excellent

Very
good

Good

Fair Poor

Excellent

Very
good

Good

Fair Poor

How well did the instructor know the
subject matter?
How clearly did the instructor
communicate?
How organized was the instructor?
How well did the instructor use the slides?
How engaging and interesting was the
instructor?
How well did the instructor guide class
discussions?
How would you rate the instructor overall?

8. Instructor Laura Boyett

How well did the instructor know the
subject matter?
How clearly did the instructor
communicate?
How organized was the instructor?
How well did the instructor use the slides?
How engaging and interesting was the
instructor?
How well did the instructor guide class
discussions?
How would you rate the instructor overall?

9. Instructor Chris Paquette
Excellent

Very
good

Good

Fair Poor

Excellent

Very
good

Good

Fair Poor

How well did the instructor know the
subject matter?
How clearly did the instructor
communicate?
How organized was the instructor?
How well did the instructor use the slides?
How engaging and interesting was the
instructor?
How well did the instructor guide class
discussions?
How would you rate the instructor overall?

10. Instructor Evan Littrell

How well did the instructor know the
subject matter?
How clearly did the instructor
communicate?
How organized was the instructor?
How well did the instructor use the slides?
How engaging and interesting was the
instructor?
How well did the instructor guide class
discussions?
How would you rate the instructor overall?

11. How could the instructors improve class delivery?

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge
Page description:
Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills both
BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:
= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)

12. Assessing and Prioritizing Cases
BEFORE the
training
a. Describing the common risks to consider
when assessing and prioritizing a case.
b. Deciding if a case is high or low priority
based on specific factors.

AFTER the
training

13. Collecting and Documenting Evidence
BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

a. Determining if evidence is material or
immaterial.
b. Developing an evidence-gathering plan.
c. Identifying sources available for obtaining
evidence.
d. Identifying useful websites and Internet tools
for collecting evidence.
e. Describing tips and good practices for
documenting evidence.
f. Describing strategies for weighing evidence.

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge
Page description:
Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills both
BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:
= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)

14. Conducting Interviews
BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

a. Using a non-confrontational approach for
fact-finding interviews, such as the PEACE
Model.
b. Using various interview and questioning
techniques, such as open-ended, close-ended,
and assumptive questions.
c. Describing types of questions to avoid.
d. Explaining helpful strategies for
documenting interviews.
e. Describing the ideal setup for an in-person
interview.
f. Identifying possible signs of deception and
truthfulness communicated through body
language and verbal responses.
g. Applying various strategies for questioning
difficult people.

15. Analyzing Data and Testing Theories

a. Using various techniques and tools to
analyze data.
b. Identifying common “red flags” (indications
of potentially fraudulent activity) that appear
when analyzing data.
c. Developing and testing investigative
theories.

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge

Page description:
Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills both
BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:
= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)

16. Making and Documenting Final Determinations
BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

a. Describing situations of improper payment
that are not fraud.
b. Explaining the types of evidence used to
support or establish intent to commit fraud.
c. Describing the elements commonly included
in a case report.
d. Describing successful practices for writing a
case report.

17. Supporting Appeals and Prosecutions

a. Describing a fraud investigator’s typical
responsibilities in supporting an appeal.
b. Describing a fraud investigator’s typical
responsibilities in supporting a prosecution.
c. Explaining what to do and not do when
testifying.

Reference Sheets

18. How helpful will the information from the following references be on the
job?
Very
helpful

Helpful

Not
Somewhat helpful
helpful
at all

Not
applicable
to my job

Data Sources (CrossMatches/Queries, Documents,
Outside Agencies, etc.)
Internet Search Tools for UI
Fraud Investigations
PEACE Model
Interview Techniques
Ranking Weight of Evidence
(mountain graphic)
Common "Red Flags"
Case Report Writing Checklist
Supporting an Appeal:
Responsibilities and
Recommended Practices
Supporting a Prosecution:
Responsibilities and
Recommended Practices

19. Would it be helpful to add anything to the reference materials? If so,
what?

Course Structure

20. How would you rate the organization of this course?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

21. How useful was the participant workbook?
Very useful
Useful
Somewhat useful
Of little use
Not useful at all

22. How much did the individual and group activities contribute to your
understanding of the course material?
Really helped me
Helped me
Somewhat helped me
Had no effect
Confused me

23. How would you rate this course overall?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

24. How likely are you to recommend this course to others who do UI fraud
investigations?
Very likely
Likely
Somewhat likely
Not likely
Would not recommend

25. What did you especially like about the course?

26. What aspects of the training could be improved, if any?

27. Is there any content that should be added or removed from the training?
If so, what?

Thank You!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey on the Basic UI Fraud Investigations
ILT. Your feedback is important because it will help us improve training for future participants.
If you have any questions, please contact Hillary Hewko, the NIA Training Coordinator, at
hhewko@naswa.org.

Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 2 Survey
(untitled)

As a follow-up to the Basic UI Fraud Investigations ILT Wave 1 Survey you completed
approximately two months ago, please complete one more brief survey on the three-day
training.
The purpose of this additional survey is to assess how/if the training and reference materials
have affected the way you perform your job.
The information from your participation in this survey will be kept strictly confidential. The data
will be seen only by the Integrity Academy, and only combined data will be reported in any
presentation or publication.
The estimated time to complete this survey is 5-10 minutes. We appreciate you taking a few
minutes out of your day to help with the training we provide to you and other UI personnel!
Thank you!

Demographic Information

1. State or Territory:
Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Federated States of Micronesia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho

Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Palau
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2. Job role:
(Note: Not all roles have the same title across states. Please choose the title you think most closely matches your role.)

Executive Leader
UI Director
Division/Unit Manager
Supervisor/Team Leader
Fraud Investigator
BPC Specialist
Claims Examiner
Adjudicator
Claims Processor
Customer Service Representative
BAM Auditor
Appeals Representative
Tax Investigator
Tax Auditor
Collections
TPS Reviewer
Other

3. If your role was not listed, what is your role?

4. Total Years in UI:

Application of Knowledge and Skills on the Job

5. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks
on the job?

Greatly
improved

Improved

Had
Somewhat
no
improved effect

Have not
done this
since I
completed
the
training

Not
applicable
to my
position

a. Assess and
prioritize cases
b. Collect and
document
evidence
c. Conduct
interviews
d. Analyze data
and test
theories
e. Make and
document final
determinations
f. Support
appeals
g. Support
prosecutions

Impact of Training on Your Job

6. Did the training improve your confidence in your ability to perform your
job?
Yes
No

7. Why not?

8. If the training improved the way you do a particular part of your job, how
did the training help? Please provide examples of how you have used
specific skills or resources from the training.

9. If the training did not help you do a particular part of your job better, what
suggestions do you have for improving the training?

10. Are there any topics the training missed or did not adequately address? If
so, what are they?

11. Would you recommend this training to other colleagues?
Yes
No

Reference Sheets

12. How helpful has the information from the following reference sheets been
on the job?

Very
helpful
Data Sources
(CrossMatches/Queries,
Documents,
Outside
Agencies, etc.)
Internet Search
Tools for UI
Fraud
Investigations
PEACE Model
Interview
Techniques
Ranking Weight
of Evidence
(mountain
graphic)
Common "Red
Flags"
Case Report
Writing Checklist
Supporting an
Appeal:
Responsibilities
and
Recommended
Practices
Supporting a
Prosecution:
Responsibilities
and
Recommended
Practices

Helpful

Somewhat
helpful

Not
helpful at
all

Have not
used/not
applicable to
my job

13. Would it be helpful to add anything to the reference materials? If so,
what?

Thank You!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey on the Basic UI Fraud Investigations
ILT. Your feedback is important because it will help us improve training for future participants.
If you have any questions, please contact Hillary Hewko, the NIA Training Coordinator, at
hhewko@naswa.org.

Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Wave 1 Survey
(untitled)

The purpose of this survey is for you to evaluate the Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations you recently completed.
Your feedback is important to help us improve the training and make it as effective
and worthwhile as possible for you and future participants.
The information from your participation in this survey will be kept strictly confidential. The data
will be seen only by the Integrity Academy, and only combined data will be reported in any
presentation or publication.
The estimated time to complete this survey is 5-8 minutes. We appreciate you taking a few
minutes out of your day to help with the training we provide to you and other UI personnel!
Thank you!

Demographic Information

1. State or Territory:
Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Federated States of Micronesia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Palau
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2. Job role:
(Note: Not all roles have the same title across states. Please choose the title you think most closely matches your role.)

Executive Leader
UI Director
Division/Unit Manager
Supervisor/Team Leader
Fraud Investigator
BPC Specialist
Claims Examiner
Adjudicator
Claims Processor
Customer Service Representative
BAM Auditor
Appeals Representative
Tax Investigator
Tax Auditor
Collections
TPS Reviewer
Other

3. If your role was not listed, what is your role?

4. Total Years in UI:

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge

Page description:
Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills both
BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:
= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)

5. Identity Theft Schemes
BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

a. Explaining how potential cases of identity
fraud come to the attention of the state
workforce agency.
b. Deciding appropriate steps to investigate
potential cases of UI identify fraud.

6. Fictitious Employer Schemes

a. Describing what a fictitious employer is.
b. Explaining how a state workforce agency
detects potential cases of fictitious employer
schemes.
c. Deciding appropriate steps to investigate
potential cases of fictitious employer schemes.

7. Employer Fraud and Employer Fraud Schemes
BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

a. Describing how an employer might
underreport employee wages.
b. Describing how an employer might support
or participate in the filing of fraudulent UI
claims.
c. Describing indications that help detect
potential cases of employer fraud.
d. Deciding appropriate steps to investigate
potential cases of employer fraud.

Reference Sheets

8. How helpful will the information from the following references be on the
job?
Very
helpful
Tools for Analyzing Data
(Timeline, Comparison Table,
Affinity Diagram, Association
Matrix, Link Analysis Diagram)
Indications of Fictitious
Employers
Indications of Employer Fraud

Helpful

Not
Somewhat helpful
helpful
at all

Not
applicable
to my job

9. Would it be helpful to add anything to the reference materials? If so, what?

Course Structure

10. How would you rate the organization of this online training?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

11. How would you rate this training overall?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

12. How likely are you to recommend this online training to others who do UI
fraud investigations?
Very likely
Likely
Somewhat likely
Not likely
Would not recommend

13. What did you especially like about the online training?

14. What aspects of this online training could be improved, if any?

15. Did the training adequately explain the knowledge, skills, and concepts
presented?
Yes
No

16. How would you rate your experience with learning new knowledge, skills,
and concepts in an online training environment?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

17. How would you rate the level of interactivity in the online training?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

18. What topics were you expecting, or would have liked addressed, that
were not covered?

19. Was there anything about the training that confused you?
Yes
No

20. Please explain what confused you.

Ease of Access

21. It was easy to log in and access the training through the NASWA UI
Learning Center.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

22. It was easy to navigate through the eLearning lesson.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

23. Did you experience any technical issues while taking the eLearning
lesson and exam?
Yes
No

24. Please explain your technical issue(s).

Thank You!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey on the Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations. Your feedback is important because it will help us improve training for future
participants.
If you have any questions, please contact Hillary Hewko, the NIA Training Coordinator, at
hhewko@naswa.org.

Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Wave 2 Survey
(untitled)

As a follow-up to the Complex UI Fraud Investigations eSimulations Wave 1 Survey you
completed approximately two months ago, please complete one more brief survey on the
training.
The purpose of this additional survey is to assess how/if the training and reference materials
have affected the way you perform your job.
The information from your participation in this survey will be kept strictly confidential. The data
will be seen only by the Integrity Academy, and only combined data will be reported in any
presentation or publication.
The estimated time to complete this survey is 3-6 minutes. We appreciate you taking a few
minutes out of your day to help with the training we provide to you and other UI personnel!
Thank you!

Demographic Information

1. State or Territory:
Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Federated States of Micronesia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Palau
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2. Job role:
(Note: Not all roles have the same title across states. Please choose the title you think most closely matches your role.)

Executive Leader
UI Director
Division/Unit Manager
Supervisor/Team Leader
Fraud Investigator
BPC Specialist
Claims Examiner
Adjudicator
Claims Processor
Customer Service Representative
BAM Auditor
Appeals Representative
Tax Investigator
Tax Auditor
Collections
TPS Reviewer
Other

3. If your role was not listed, what is your role?

4. Total Years in UI:

Application of Knowledge and Skills on the Job

5. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks
on the job?

Greatly
improved

Improved

Have not
done this
since I
Had completed
Somewhat
no
the
improved effect
training

Not
applicable
to my
position

Investigate
potential cases
of UI identity
fraud
Investigate
potential cases
of fictitious
employer
schemes
Investigate
potential cases
of employer
fraud

Impact of Training on Your Job

6. Did the training improve your confidence in your ability to perform your
job?
Yes
No

7. Why not?

8. If the training improved the way you do a particular part of your job, how
did the training help? Please provide examples of how you have used
specific skills or resources from the training.

9. If the training did not help you do a particular part of your job better, what
suggestions do you have for improving the training?

10. Are there any topics the training missed or did not adequately address? If
so, what are they?

11. Would you recommend this training to other colleagues?
Yes
No

Reference Sheets

12. How helpful has the information from the following reference sheets been
on the job?

Very
helpful

Helpful

Somewhat
helpful

Not helpful
at all

Have not
used/not
applicable to
my job

Tools for
Analyzing
Data
(Timeline,
Comparison
Table,
Affinity
Diagram,
Association
Matrix, Link
Analysis
Diagram)
Indications
of Fictitious
Employers
Indications
of Employer
Fraud

13. Would it be helpful to add anything to the reference materials? If so,
what?

Thank You!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey on the Complex UI Fraud Investigations
eSimulations you completed. Your feedback is important because it will help us improve
training for future participants.
If you have any questions, please contact Hillary Hewko, the NIA Training Coordinator, at
hhewko@naswa.org.

Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 1 Survey
(untitled)

The purpose of this survey is for you to evaluate the trainings for UI Operations Integrity
Certificate you recently completed.
Your feedback is important to help us improve the training and make it as effective
and worthwhile as possible for future participants.
The information from your participation in this survey will be kept strictly confidential. The data
will be seen only by the Integrity Academy, and only combined data will be reported in any
presentation or publication.
The estimated time to complete this survey is 10-12 minutes. We appreciate you taking a few
minutes out of your day to help with the training we provide to you and other UI personnel!
Thank you!

Demographic Information

1. State or Territory:
Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Federated States of Micronesia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Palau
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2. Job role:
(Note: Not all roles have the same title across states. Please choose the title you think most closely matches your role.)

Executive Leader
UI Director
Division/Unit Manager
Supervisor/Team Leader
Fraud Investigator
BPC Specialist
Claims Examiner
Adjudicator
Claims Processor
Customer Service Representative
BAM Auditor
Appeals Representative
Tax Investigator
Tax Auditor
Collections
TPS Reviewer
Other

3. If your role was not listed, what is your role?

4. Total Years in UI:

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge - UI Integrity Fundamentals

5. Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills
both BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:

= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and
concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)
BEFORE the
training
Describing the purpose of the key units within
a UI State Workforce Agency (SWA)
Describing the work processes and activities in
key units within a UI SWA
Describing how key units within a UI SWA can
impact integrity
Defining integrity in terms of the UI program
Recognizing the importance of UI program
integrity
Identifying methods and practices for
supporting UI integrity
Describing the mechanics of improper
payments

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge - Claims Intake and Processing

AFTER the
training

6. Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills
both BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:

= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and
concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)
BEFORE the
training
Describing how front-line staff can have an
impact on improper payment rates.
Describing the attributes of effective claims
representatives
Describing how front-line staff can help prevent
improper payments from happening.
Ensuring that claim information is complete
and accurate so that an accurate eligibility
determination can be made.
Educating the claimant on their rights and
responsibilities while speaking with them.
Detecting potential overpayments on new or
continuing claims.
Identifying possible identity theft.
Identifying possible worker misclassification.
Identifying potential issues on UFCE, UCS,
and CWC claims.
Describing my state's UI eligibility
requirements.

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge - Adjudication

AFTER the
training

7. Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills
both BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:

= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and
concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)
BEFORE the
training
Describing factors adjudicators should
consider to ensure they make accurate
determinations.
Describing the key elements of effective factfinding and interviewing.
Using the PEACE model when conducting
fact-finding interviews.
Explaining the importance of providing due
process on claims and its impact on integrity.
Describing how BTQ supports and reinforces
the goals of UI integrity.

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge - Overpayments and Recovery

AFTER the
training

8. Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills
both BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:

= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and
concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)
BEFORE the
training
Describing the types of single claimant UI
benefit fraud cases that operations staff are
most likely to encounter.
Describing the types of complex UI fraud cases
that operations staff are most likely to
encounter (i.e., identity theft, multi-claimant
schemes, and employer schemes).
Identifying errors made by claimants,
employers, or the UI agency that can lead to
non-fraud overpayments.
Describing how cross-matches can prevent,
detect, and recover improper payments.
Describing collection tools and techniques
states use to recover overpaid funds.

Improvement of Skills and Knowledge - Key Skills

AFTER the
training

9. Instructions: For each of the topics listed below, please rate your knowledge and skills
both BEFORE and AFTER the training using the following scale:

= (1) - Novice (novice level)
= (2) - Beginner (some understanding of terms and
concepts)
= (3) - Competent (competent level with some proficiency)
= (4) - Proficient (performs the skill well and could mentor others)
= (5) - Expert (an expert who could expand on the skill)
(Note: Use "X" to clear the ratings if needed)
BEFORE the
training

AFTER the
training

Identifying the key components of exceptional
customer service.
Describing the skills and characteristics
necessary to provide exceptional customer
service.
Explaining how effective customer service
impacts integrity.
Handling challenging customer service
situations.
Managing work-related stress effectively.

Course Structure

10. How would you rate the organization of this online training?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

11. How would you rate this training overall?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

12. How likely are you to recommend this online training to others who work
in UI operations?
Very likely
Likely
Somewhat likely
Not likely
Would not recommend

13. What did you especially like about the online training?

14. What aspects of this online training could be improved, if any?

15. Did the training adequately explain the knowledge, skills, and concepts
presented?
Yes
No

16. How would you rate your experience with learning new knowledge, skills,
and concepts in an online training environment?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

17. How would you rate the level of interactivity in the online training?
Very good
Good
Average
Below average
Poor

18. What topics were you expecting, or would have liked to be addressed,
that were not covered?

19. Was there anything about the training that confused you?
Yes
No

20. Please explain what confused you.

21. The module meeting guides were useful in generating discussion about
the topics learned in the online training.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
My agency did not use the module meeting guides.

Ease of Access

22. It was easy to log in and access the training through the NASWA UI
Learning Center.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

23. It was easy to navigate through the eLearning lesson.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree

24. Did you experience any technical issues while taking the eLearning
lesson and exam?
Yes
No

25. Please explain your technical issue(s).

Additional Training in UI Operations

26. What additional or advanced training in UI Operations are you interested
in receiving in the future?
Applying Customer Service Techniques
Applying Fact-Finding Techniques
Applying Interviewing Techniques
BAM
Other -

Thank You!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey on the UI Operations Integrity
Certificate. Your feedback is important because it will help us improve training for future
participants.
If you have any questions, please contact Hillary Hewko, the NIA Training Coordinator, at
hhewko@naswa.org.

Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 2 Survey
(untitled)

As a follow-up to the Operations Integrity Certificate Wave 1 Survey you completed
approximately two months ago, please complete one more brief survey on the training.
The purpose of this additional survey is to assess how/if the training and reference materials
have affected the way you perform your job.
The information from your participation in this survey will be kept strictly confidential. The data
will be seen only by the Integrity Academy, and only combined data will be reported in any
presentation or publication.
The estimated time to complete this survey is 6-8 minutes. We appreciate you taking a few
minutes out of your day to help with the training we provide to you and other UI personnel!
Thank you!

Demographic Information

1. State or Territory:
Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Federated States of Micronesia
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Northern Mariana Islands
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Palau
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Wisconsin
Wyoming

2. Job role:
(Note: Not all roles have the same title across states. Please choose the title you think most closely matches your role.)

Executive Leader
UI Director
Division/Unit Manager
Supervisor/Team Leader
Fraud Investigator
BPC Specialist
Claims Examiner
Adjudicator
Claims Processor
Customer Service Representative
BAM Auditor
Appeals Representative
Tax Investigator
Tax Auditor
Collections
TPS Reviewer
Other

3. If your role was not listed, what is your role?

4. Total Years in UI:

Application of Knowledge and Skills on the Job - Claims Intake and Processing

5. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks on
the job?
Have not
done this
since I

Not

Greatly
improved
Describe how
front-line staff
can have an
impact on
improper
payment rates.
Describe the
attributes of
effective claims
representatives
Describe how
front-line staff
can help prevent
improper
payments from
happening.
Ensure that
claim information
is complete and
accurate so that
an accurate
eligibility
determination
can be made.
Educate the
claimant on their
rights and
responsibilities
while speaking
with them.
Detect potential
overpayments
on new or
continuing
claims.
Identify possible
identity theft.
Identify possible
worker
misclassification.
Identify potential

Improved

since I
Had completed
Somewhat
no
the
improved effect
training

Not
applicable
to my
position

Identify potential
issues on UFCE,
UCS, and CWC
claims.
Describe my
states UI
eligibility
requirements.

Application of Knowledge and Skills on the Job - Adjudication

6. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks
on the job?

Greatly
improved

Improved

Have not
done this
since I
Had completed
Somewhat
no
the
improved effect
training

Not
applicable
to my
position

Describe
factors
adjudicators
should consider
to ensure they
make accurate
determinations
Describe the
key elements of
effective factfinding and
interviewing
Use the
PEACE model
when
conducting factfinding
interviews
Explain the
importance of
providing due
process on
claims and its
impact on
integrity
Describe how
BTQ supports
and reinforces
the goals of UI
integrity

Application of Knowledge and Skills on the Job - Overpayments and Recovery

7. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks

7. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks
on the job?

Greatly
improved
Describe the
types of single
claimant UI
benefit fraud
cases that
operations staff
are most likely
to encounter
Describe the
types of
complex UI
fraud cases that
operations staff
are most likely
to encounter
(i.e., identity
theft, multiclaimant
Identify errors
made by
claimants,
employers, or
the UI agency
that can lead to
non-fraud
overpayments.
Describe how
cross-matches
can prevent,
detect, and
recover
improper
payments.
Describe
collection tools
and techniques
states use to

Improved

Have not
done this
since I
Had completed
Somewhat
no
the
improved effect
training

Not
applicable
to my
position

states use to
recover
overpaid funds.

Application of Knowledge and Skills on the Job - Key Skills

8. How much has the training improved the way you do the following tasks
on the job?

Greatly
improved
Identify the key
components of
exceptional
customer
service
Describe the
skills and
characteristics
necessary to
provide
exceptional
customer
service
Explain how
effective
customer
service impacts
integrity
Handle
challenging
customer
service
situations
Manage workrelated stress
effectively

Improved

Have not
done this
since I
Had completed
Somewhat
no
the
improved effect
training

Not
applicable
to my
position

Impact of Training on Your Job

9. Did the training improve your confidence in your ability to perform your
job?
Yes
No

10. Why not?

11. If the training improved the way you do a particular part of your job, how
did the training help? Please provide examples of how you have used
specific skills or resources from the training.

12. If the training did not help you do a particular part of your job better, what
suggestions do you have for improving the training?

13. Are there any topics the training missed or did not adequately address? If
so, what are they?

14. Would you recommend this training to other colleagues?
Yes
No

Thank You!

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey on the UI Operations Integrity
Certificate. Your feedback is important because it will help us improve training for future
participants.
If you have any questions, please contact Hillary Hewko, the NIA Training Coordinator, at
hhewko@naswa.org.

