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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

Thisisthefirst report on the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP), along-
term demonstration project that was initiated in 1999 to test an alternative form of income
transfer payment for the unemployed in areas of chronic high unemployment. CEIP is
operating in the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) in Nova Scotia. The project
was conceived by Human Resources Development Canada (HRDC) and is funded jointly by
HRDC and the Nova Scotia Department of Community Services (NS-DCS).

Canada’ s national system of Employment Insurance (EI) provides atemporary earnings
replacement for unemployed workers; its primary goal is to support the unemployed while
they are searching for new jobs. Provincially operated income assistance (IA) programs are
the principal means-tested protection against poverty and, for the most part, benefits go to
individuals or families with no (or very low) income from employment. CEIP istesting an
aternative form of payment — one that takes the form of a*community wage” paid to
unemployed individuals who volunteer to work on locally developed, community-based
projects.

CEIP’S PROGRAM DESIGN

The Offer to Individuals

The core of the CEIP offer to eligible individuals is the chance to exchange their
entitlements to El or |A for the opportunity to work for up to three years on projectsin
selected communities in the CBRM. In most respects, CEIP employment has been set up to
replicate a“real job.” Participants are required to work (or engage in other eligible activities)
for 35 hours aweek. In return, they are paid a community wage. Initially set at $280 aweek,
the community wage, which isindexed to increases in the provincial minimum wage, has
since risen to $300 a week. CEIP employment isinsurable under the El program and is
covered by the Nova Scotia Workers' Compensation program and the Canada Pension Plan.
Participants are paid for statutory holidays and they accumulate an entitlement to “personal
days,” which can be taken as paid vacation or sick days. They may also chooseto enrol in a
private health plan, with premiums shared between CEIP and the participants who opt for
coverage.

Although the principal CEIP activity is working on community-based projects, a number
of ancillary activities have a so been built into the program model. The initial two weeks of
CEIP participation consists of an orientation period during which participants undergo an
employability assessment to determine their job readiness and to collect information on their
skills, aptitudes, interests, and previous work experiences. Participants who are between
assignments to community projects or who have been judged to be not yet job-ready may
spend some time working in atransitional job provided by the CEIP consortium, rather than
by a community. Job-readiness training modules are also provided. All participants receive
introductory modules prior to their initial placements; some participants receive additional
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modules to help deal with identified performance issues. All participants receive alimited
amount of transferable skills training in the form of short courses on such topics asfirst aid,
occupational health and safety, and computer literacy. Some participants may choose to try to
develop their own ideas into a self-directed project; CEIP provides these participants with

1 week of entrepreneurship training and a further 11 weeks in which to develop a project
proposal. Towards the end of their eligibility period, participants receive assistance in
portfolio building to bring together material (such as descriptions of positions held, training
certificates, and letters of recommendation) accumulated over the three years of CEIP
participation. Finally, during the final three months of eligibility each participant is given
paid time off — up to seven hours per week — to engage in job-search activities.

During the time that an individual is eligible to work on CEIP, he or sheisfreeto leave
the project (for example, to take ajob or to enrol in training). The participant can later return
to CEIP if the three-year period of eligibility has not expired. However, participants who
leave CEIP and return to El or IA forfeit any further eligibility to take part in CEIP.

The Role of Communities

A small number of communitiesin industrial Cape Breton have been selected to take part
in CEIP. These communities are as much “participants’ in CEIP as the individuals who have
been enrolled in the project. Individual participants are given the opportunity to take part in
employment; however, the responsibility for generating the employment opportunities rests
with the communities.

Therole played by the communities has two main dimensions. First, each community has
to create a democratic structure to make decisions regarding the use of CEIP resources.
These CEIP “community boards’ are initially charged with developing strategic plans and
setting priorities for the kinds of projects that should have access to workers supplied by
CEIP. Second, the communities are responsible for organizing specific projects that will
employ CEIP workersto help address the community needs that have been identified. Thisis
a shared responsibility. Any community organization or individual can develop a proposal to
sponsor a project (although they must have the capacity to manage the project, including
providing any other resources that may be needed, such as facilities, tools and equipment,
supervisors, and workers with specialized skills). Responsibility for deciding which
proposals will be approved and granted access to the pool of CEIP workers rests with the
community boards.

The main element of CEIP s offer to communities is the chance to be the beneficiaries of
the “free labour” provided by the project, and it is hoped that this will serve as a catalyst for
community action. However, CEIP’ s design recognizes that communities will vary in their
capacities to undertake the tasks assigned to them.* Consequently, each community board can
receive a planning grant of up to $30,000 to defray some of the direct costs of engaging in
CEIP activities at the local level. In addition, the CEIP budget includes funds to hire and
make available to community boards expertise to support them in undertaking CEIP-related
tasks (such as setting up and running the volunteer community boards, marketing and
communications activities, community mobilizing, and strategic planning).

"When the project started the maximum amount that each board could receive was set at $25,000. However, some
community boards experienced higher levels of expenditures than others and requested that the funds available to them be
increased. In September 2002 HRDC agreed that the maximum amount could be raised to $30,000.
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CEIP’S EVALUATION DESIGN

CEIP is managed by the Social Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC), anon-
profit social policy research organization that specializes in developing, implementing, and
evaluating large-scale, long-term projects to test innovative socia policies and programs.
CEIP has been set up as a demonstration project to assess the feasibility of implementing a
community-based jobs program for the long-term unemployed, to estimate the benefits
generated by such a program, and to determine whether the benefits are worth the cost of
producing them. In considering benefits, CEIP is considering both those that accrue to
individuals who work on the community-based projects and those that are experienced by the
communities where the projects take place.

Why might CEIP’ s program model produce beneficial effects? First, for the individual
participants, the program may enhance their employability, leading to more employment and
increased earnings in the future. Working on community-based projects offers them an
opportunity to gain work experience and acquire new skills. In addition to adding to “human
capital,” CEIP may a so contribute to an individual’s “social capital.” Participants who work
together may develop stronger peer support networks. Project participation also brings
participants into contact with project-sponsoring organizations and with individuals and
organizations that benefit from the services being provided. This gives participants a chance
to develop stronger social networks in the community.

Second, for the communities, there may be a positive contribution to community
development. The products or services provided by the community projects are focused on
needs identified at the local level, and can thus directly provide value to the community. The
availability of the free labour provided by CEIP participants, or the services provided by the
organizations employing them, may strengthen existing community organizations or lead to
the creation of new ones. The volunteers who participate on community boards or who get
involved in sponsoring projects may themselves develop new skills or stronger social
networks. Over the longer run, acommunity’ s resiliency and its capacity to overcome
adversity may be enhanced.

Finally, for the governments that are funding CEIP and for society as awhole, this
program model may be a cost-effective aternative to traditional transfer payments.

CEIP sevaluation strategy is designed to address all these issues. It includes four main
components:

e |mplementation research to carefully document how the project was implemented, to
assess how closely the program in the field matched the original design, to evaluate
potential participants understanding of the CEIP offer, and to identify delivery issues
that can aid in better understanding how and why the program worked (or failed to
work)

e Anindividual impact study using a random assignment design to compare the
experiences of those in CEIP’ s program group with the experiences of a control group
who were not eligible to work on community-based projects

e A community effects study using both a“theory of change” approach and a quasi-
experimental comparison community design to evaluate the effects on the
communities that participated in CEIP
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e A benefit—cost analysis to compare the economic benefits that accrue to both the
participating individuals and the communities with the cost of producing those
benefits

THE CEIP COMMUNITIES

HRDC selected industrial Cape Breton — specifically the CBRM — to be the project
site. The CBRM resulted from the provincially legislated amalgamation of eight former
municipal unitsin 1995, and it covers the geographic area of the former Cape Breton County.
Thisisan areaof chronic high unemployment that has been undergoing a process of
“deindustrialization” associated with the decline of its historic industrial underpinnings —
coa mining and steel production. At the same time, the region has along history of local
activism and grassroots community development, rooted in the co-operative movement,
which has the potential to facilitate the implementation of an initiative like CEIP.

Although individual participants were selected from across al of the CBRM, the
community-based employment opportunities have been concentrated in relatively few
communities or neighbourhoods within the CBRM in order to maximize the likelihood of
producing detectable community effects. Six local communities were offered the chance to
take part in CEIP — the pre-amal gamation towns of Dominion, Glace Bay, New Waterford,
North Sydney, and Sydney Mines and the Whitney Pier neighbourhood of the pre-
amalgamation city of Sydney.

The selected communities had to “volunteer” to participate in CEIP by means of a show
of support by the mgjority of those attending public meetings held in each community. All
six selected communities eventually chose to take part. They then had to go through a series
of steps designed to engage members of the communities in the process of planning for and
operating the projects that would employ CEIP participants. This process was put in place to
increase the likelihood that the projects would be focused on the needs perceived by
members of the communities and would be more likely to generate benefits to the
communities.

Each community first had to form a CEIP community board and submit the board for
acceptance by the Project Implementation Committee (a committee established by CEIP's
funders, HRDC and NS-DCS, to oversee project implementation). In seeking acceptance, the
board was required to demonstrate that it had community support and that it had formally
established itself in amanner that would allow it to function effectively. Once accepted, a
community board was required to prepare a strategic plan. There was no prescribed process
for boards to follow; the only specific requirement was that the plansinclude a set of
identified priorities that would be used in soliciting, reviewing, and selecting projects for
approval. The strategic plans also had to be submitted for acceptance by the Project
Implementation Committee. Following acceptance of its plan, a community board was
authorized to begin approving projects submitted to it by organizations that wished to
sponsor projects. Being “ approved” meant that a sponsored community project was eligible
to have CEIP participants assigned to work on it.
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Ultimately, five of the six communities that agreed to take part in CEIP completed these
steps and began approving projects. Dominion went so far as to form a community board and
have it approved but did not complete the rest of the process. From the time of the first
project approvals in October 2000 until the end of March 2003, the remaining five
communities approved 257 projects submitted by 227 different sponsors, which provided a
total of 883 placement opportunities. Projects (and placements) vary in duration and not all
approved projects are still operating. In addition, boards are continuing to approve new
projects; the operational phase of CEIP is scheduled to continue until July 2005.

ENROLLING PARTICIPANTS

The Enrolment Process

The process of engaging communities ran in parallel with the implementation of
procedures to enrol individual participants. During the period July 2000 to June 2002,
1,522 individuals — 1,006 El beneficiaries and 516 IA recipients — joined CEIP. Potential
participants had to be at |east 18 years of age and had to reside in the CBRM. Those selected
from the El file had to have been receiving regular El benefits for at least 10 weeks and have
at least 12 weeks of benefit entitlement remaining on their EI claim. Those selected from the
IA rolls had to be deemed “employable” based on the employability assessment process used
by NS-DCS.

Each month a group of eligible individuals was randomly selected by Statistics Canada
from alist provided by HRDC of all El beneficiariesin the area covered by CEIP. For IA
recipients, atwo-stage process was used. First, NS-DCS sent aletter to potentially eligible 1A
recipients that provided a brief description of CEIP and included a postcard with instructions
that the card had to be sent to Statistics Canada if the individual wanted to be considered for
selection. The postcard authorized NS-DCS to release information from an individual’s A
file to Statistics Canadafor use in the CEIP selection process. Each month Statistics Canada
selected a group of eligible individuals from among those who had returned their postcards.

Those who were selected from either El or A were sent |etters by Statistics Canada
inviting them to attend an information session. At those sessions, potential participants were
provided information to help them decide whether to join the study. Those interested in doing
so were required to complete an enrolment form consisting of a short survey to capture
baseline data and an informed consent form indicating that they were participating
voluntarily and agreeing to the release of data about them for research purposes. Half of
those who completed the enrolment form were randomly assigned to a program group that
was eligible to take part in CEIP project activities, the other half were assigned to a control
group that was not eligible for CEIP activities but continued to be eligible to receive all other
benefits and services for which they otherwise qualified. The two groups together make up
CEIP sresearch sample.

Participant Characteristics

Based on data collected on the enrolment form, those in the research sample who were
selected from the two recruitment sources — El beneficiaries and IA recipients — share
many characteristics, but they also differ in some respects. Although the sample is made up
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of individuals with a broad range of characteristics, the former El beneficiaries in the CEIP
sample are more likely

e tobemen;
e to be between 35 and 54 years of age;

e to haveahigh school diploma (but are unlikely to have attained any higher levels of
education qualifications);

¢ tolivein households composed of two or more persons and with two adult
contributors to household income;

¢ to have had a household income of less than $30,000 during the 12 months prior to
enrolment;

e to have extensive work experience and to be unemployed due to seasonal or non-
seasonal layoff, end of contract, or because their employer moved or closed down;

e tohavelived in Cape Breton all their life and have strong social bonds to the
community;

e tohave small, dense, and homogeneous social networks; and
e toreport being in good health.

Volunteers from the |1A caseload are more likely
e to bewomen;

e to be between the ages of 25 and 44;

e tobeliving without a spouse or partner;

e tobelivingin households composed of two or more persons and with only one
contributor to household income;

e to have an annual household income of less than $20,000 (with over half of the
sample reporting income of less than $10,000);

e to haveonly limited work experience (with no long-term relationship to the industry
in which they last worked);

e tohavelived in Cape Breton all their life;
e tohave small, dense, and homogeneous social networks; and

e toreport being in good health (but were somewhat more likely than EI sample
members to report having an activity-limiting physical or mental condition).

A comparison of CEIP's sample of former El beneficiaries with the broader El
population who was eligible to take part shows afew differences. The research sample
contains a somewhat higher proportion of women; it al'so contains a higher percentage of
those aged 45 to 54 years (but fewer aged 55 years and over). Findly, the average weekly El
benefit entitlement of those who enrolled in CEIP is about 20 per cent lower than that for the
El population from which the sample was drawn. A comparison of the sample of former A
recipients who volunteered for CEIP with the broader |A population who was eligible to take
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part® also shows a few differences. The A research sample contains a slightly lower
proportion of women than the CEIP-éligible population of |A recipients and was more likely
to bein the 35 to 44 age group. Although CEIP volunteers received substantially more per
month in other types of assistance, on average both groups received the same amount of basic
IA benefits.

Understanding the CEIP Offer

In order for CEIP' s program model to be given afair test, it isimportant that eligible
participants understood the offer well enough to make an informed choice. In order to assess
the wider applicability of the program, it is aso helpful to understand why some of those
who were €ligible chose not to take up the offer. CEIP addressed these issues by conducting
surveys of those who participated in an information session and enrolled in CEIP and a
sample of individuals who decided not to take up CEIP sinvitation to attend an information
session.

In general, the following holds true for CEIP volunteers:

e Most were well informed about the main features of CEIP and made an informed
choice to volunteer for CEIP.

e Most were aware that they had to relinquish their El or IA benefitsin order to be an
active CEIP program group member.

e However, they were somewhat less well informed about the process for community
project approval and the supervisory role of project sponsors.

Findings for non-volunteers indicate the following:

e Most non-volunteers received their invitation to join CEIP and found the contents of
the letter clear and easy to understand.

e For various reasons, many decided to reject the CEIP offer. Among El-eligible
individuals, they mostly either considered the CEIP wage to be too low or they had
found a job or were expecting to return to a previous job. The most common reasons
mentioned by 1A non-volunteers for rejecting the CEIP offer related to personal,
family, or health problems.

e Compared with El volunteers, El non-volunteers were less likely to be separated,
divorced, or widowed; to be between the ages of 45 to 54; and to have a trade or
vocational certificate. However, they were more likely to be 55 years of age or older,
to have worked for 20 or more years since turning 16 years of age, and to be
employed at the time of the interview.

e Compared with IA volunteers, IA non-volunteers were more likely to be women, to
be married or living with acommon-law partner, and to have little or no work
experience. The results also show that 1A non-volunteers were less likely to be

2Comparisons were made between the IA sample who volunteered for CEIP and those who were mailed an introductory
card from NS-DCS. However, the group who was mailed introductory cards is arandom sample of the broader group of 1A
recipients who were eligible for CEIP and would differ only due to sampling error. As aresult, comparisons can be made
between | A volunteers and the mail-out samplein order to assess the extent to which | A volunteers resembl e the wider
population of CEIP-€eligible IA recipients.
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divorced, widowed, or separated and less likely to have attained atrade or vocational
certificate than 1A volunteers.

PROGRAM GROUP ACTIVITIES

Signing Up

Those who volunteered to take part in CEIP and who were randomly assigned to the
program group were required to attend an orientation session. The purpose of this session
was to reiterate the rights and obligations of program participation.

At the end of the orientation session, program group members were required to sign a
Program Participation Agreement (PPA), formally acknowledging that they understood and
agreed to comply with the terms of their participation. They also completed additional
documentation related to income tax withholding, banking arrangements, the optional health
insurance plan, and a criminal records check.

Active participation in CEIP generally began the week following the completion of the
PPA. It began with atwo-week orientation period in the CEIP office.

The CEIP Office

The CEIP office is a storefront facility set up on the main downtown street in the former
city of Sydney. The facility is centrally located, accessible by public transit, and large enough
to alow for the processing of large groups of participants.

The office is managed and staffed by four local organizations: the Cape Breton Family
YMCA, Breton Business Center, Breton Rehab Services, and the Atlantic Coastal Action
Program — Cape Breton. The participation of these organizations, selected by means of a
publicly advertised request for proposals, gave CEIP access to the expertise and resources of
several established, locally known organizations. In addition, EDS Canada was engaged to
design and devel op a project management information system (PM1S) to provide an
electronic framework both to facilitate CEIP administration (including managing the
enrolment of participants and their referrals to placements and registering projects and
placement opportunities) and to help in the collection of program-related data for research
purposes.

CEIP office staff played a central role in the recruitment process. After the initial letters
were sent to the randomly selected sample each month, the CEIP office was the point of first
contact. Potential participants could call to learn more about the study, and the CEIP office
arranged attendance at and conducted the information sessions. During the information
sessions, staff carried out the crucial role of introducing CEIP and obtaining informed
consent from those interested in taking part. For program group members, the CEIP office
staff conducted the orientation sessions and arranged for PPAs to be signed. Once enrolment
was completed, the two-week orientation period took place in the CEIP office.

Orientation and Placement

The orientation period was designed to introduce participants to CEIP; conduct a detailed
assessment of their employability, including their interests, aptitudes, and previous work
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experience; provide introductory job-readiness training, including workshops on “ Survival in
the Workplace” and “How to Be a More Effective Person”; and provide transferable-skills
training.

On completion of the orientation period, each participant was referred to his or her first
placement on a community project (or, in some cases, to atransitional job placement). As
discussed earlier, community boards approve project proposals submitted by organizations
wishing to sponsor a project and take advantage of the availability of CEIP participants. A
sponsor whose proposal has been approved is required to sign a Project Sponsor Agreement
(PSA), formally agreeing to the terms under which the participant will work on the project.
Once the PSA is signed, the sponsor completes ajob order form, which provides a detailed
description of the project’s needs, and the project is placed on the “ open projects’ list
maintained by the project registrar in the CEIP office.

The CEIP office staff includes a placement coordinator who is responsible for managing
the process of matching individual participants to the job opportunities provided by
sponsored projects and who maintains contact with project sponsors to understand their
needs. Each participant is assigned to a participant manager in the CEIP office who maintains
ongoing contact with the participant throughout the period of eligibility. Thisinvolves, at a
minimum, telephone contact every three months and a site visit to the project where the
participant is working every six months. At the peak period of operational activity, each
participant manager is responsible for approximately 120 participants.

The placement process is a collaborative effort between the placement coordinator and
the participant managers. The placement coordinator is most familiar with the requirements
of the projects; participant managers are most familiar with participants’ skills and interests.
During the three-year period of digibility, the participant manager may suggest alternative
placements to a participant that may be more challenging or provide opportunities for greater
skill enhancement. A participant can also express interest in moving to a new opportunity
that he or she has seen on the open projects list.

While working on project placements, participants are supervised by the project sponsors;
however, participants are paid by SRDC. CEIP participants are paid every two weeks, one
week in arrears (for the week just worked) and one week in advance (for the coming week).
Sponsors submit time reports to the CEIP office on the participants assigned to them. The
community wages paid to participants are reduced if any unapproved absences are reported
on the timesheets.

IMPLEMENTATION RESEARCH RESULTS

One of the primary goals of implementation research is to assess whether the program as
implemented matches the intended program model. In addition, implementation research
provides operational information — describing how services are organized and delivered —
which can inform ongoing adjustments to the program delivery and later replication or
implementation elsewhere. Thisfirst report on CEIP implementation assesses participant
recruitment and some of the early program operations. Implementation research is still
ongoing and a detailed assessment of other aspects of program delivery — including
participant management, the job-matching process, the delivery of CEIP straining
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components, the monitoring of projectsin the field, and the process of community
engagement — will be the subject of afollow-up implementation report next year.

Based on the implementation research that has been conducted so far, a number of early
findings and lessons have begun to emerge.

Selection and recruitment. The processes related to the selection and recruitment of
potential participants were performed effectively. The El and |A selection criteriawere
applied appropriately and consistently throughout the selection period. Thisled to a
randomly selected sample that was consistent with the target groups of the research design.
However, the “employability criterion” for selecting the A sample was not applied as
rigorously and consistently as hoped. This resulted in the inclusion in the research sample of
some individuals who have severe employability issues. Sample selection proceeded largely
as intended, consistent with the two-year enrolment plan, and imposed no excessive
administrative burden and entailed few disruptions for the study sponsors — HRDC and NS
DCs.

Informing potential participants. Individuals who chose to join CEIP were well informed
about the main program features and made an informed choice to participate in the study.
The key messages delivered at information sessions were consistent with the research design,
and there is evidence to indicate that volunteers understood the offer. Effective procedures
were implemented to ensure that only randomly selected individuals were invited and
admitted to information sessions. Furthermore, appropriate timelines were observed for
delivery and acceptance of the CEIP offer.

Random assignment. The process of random assignment was implemented fairly with
appropriate procedures to protect the integrity of experiment. There were no systematic
differences between program and control group members for either the El or 1A study
samples. Procedures were a so effective in ensuring that only eligible volunteers were
randomly assigned, that they were assigned before receiving CEIP services, and that control
group members did not gain access to the CEIP treatment.

CEIP office resources. The CEIP office experienced some staffing constraints as the
number of active participants increased during the recruitment period. Priority was given to
activities related to sample intake, so recruitment was not compromised. However, some of
the regular responsibilities of staff may have been postponed or become secondary activities
during the heaviest intake period.

Initial employability assessments. Assessing employability as participants entered CEIP
was more difficult than anticipated. The employability assessment tools that were used may
have been able to recognize participants with the most serious deficits;, however, many with
less severe problems were difficult to identify. CEIP staff reported that in many cases
participants with less serious concerns — yet who might still have benefited from job-
readiness training — were not identified through the assessment itself.

Defining employability. Employability assessments may be better at measuring job
readiness on a continuum rather than as a discrete indicator. Furthermore, the “threshold” of
job readiness varies based on the individual, the underlying employability issues, and the job
in question. In many cases, this creates difficulty in making an absolute determination. Many
employability concerns did not become apparent until the participants were in work
placements. In some cases, project sponsors raised concerns about participants with the
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placement coordinator after assignments had begun. In other cases, participants themselves
mentioned workplace or personal concernsto their participant managers, and these issues
were best addressed with specific job-readiness training modul es.

Job-readiness training. The assessment process may have been less successful than
planned in linking employment deficits to the established list of job-readiness training
modules. In many cases, specific training needs became clear to the participant managers and
placement coordinator only after placements had begun and they were able to discuss
concerns with participants and sponsors. As aresult, the CEIP office provided up-front job-
readiness training to a much wider group of participants than originally planned. Early in the
enrolment phase, staff began providing job-readiness training to virtually all participants
during the second week of the orientation period. The view of participant managers was that
participants could benefit from job-readiness training modules even in the absence of
identified behavioural or skill deficits. The extent to which the demand for training was a
sponsor-, participant-, or staff-driven phenomenon will be explored further in subsequent
implementation research.

The project management information system. The PMIS helped to maintain the integrity
of the experiment by strictly controlling the initial intake of the sample and tracking the
status of potential participants throughout the period of the CEIP offer. However, CEIP staff
noted some system limitations that may have resulted in operational constraints. The
introduction of the PMIS in a series of releases, rather than one functional application, may
have contributed to some early implementation challenges. Specifically, two crucial aspects
of participant management were not part of theinitial PMIS release: the functionality for
tracking participant time reports and for tracking training activities.

The payment system. For the most part, the participant payment system provided speedy
and reliable payments to participants and was sufficiently flexible to cope with avariety of
circumstances. However, the compliance of project sponsors with the requirement to submit
prompt and accurate time reports for all participants has been more difficult to obtain than
expected. Although the majority of sponsors submit timely and accurate reports, some are
negligent in meeting these responsibilities.

Project documentation. Initial resource constraints and competing demands on the time
of CEIP office staff may have contributed to lax monitoring of project sponsor obligations.
During the early implementation, the primary focus of the majority of CEIP office staff was
on outreach, intake, and participant orientation activities. Monitoring and follow-up with
project sponsors was not conducted consistently in the early stages of the implementation of
CEIP. In addition, difficulties in cross-platform compatibility meant that the planned
integration of the PMIS and CEIP payroll functions never occurred. Ultimately, it was easier
and more cost-effective to develop supplementary procedures rather than seek to integrate the
systems. As aresult, the overpayments and pay adjustment functionality in the PMIS was
replaced with supplementary payroll systems. The higher-than-anticipated incidence of
missing or delayed time reports and the need to develop supplementary payroll systems
resulted in an unacceptably high number of participant files without complete documentation
to fully support the payments that had been made. As aresult, administrative practices were
reviewed, which led to an increase in the number of administrative staff in the CEIP office
and changes to some of the administrative procedures.
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PARTICIPANTS’ VIEWS OF CEIP

The final chapter of this report provides space for the participants themselves to express
some of their early thoughts about their experiences and expectations. These comments were
obtained from a series of one-on-one interviews conducted with 28 participants
approximately six months after they had enrolled in CEIP. For the most part, participants
appear to have viewed their CEIP participation in a positive light. The employment stability
offered by CEIP was arelief to many participants who were not accustomed to labour market
security. The participants who were generally satisfied with their CEIP experiences at the
time of the interviews tended to view CEIP as a stepping stone to future employment. These
participants expected to enhance their future employability through program participation.
Many believed that CEIP possibly afforded them an opportunity to learn new skills through
on-the-job training and to enhance their social networks. In some cases, participants
expectations were not being met at the time of the interviews. However, those participants
whose expectations had not yet been met believed that they would be met before their
program eligibility period ended.
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Chapter 1:
Introduction

Thisisthefirst report on the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP), a
project conceived by Human Resources Devel opment Canada (HRDC) and funded jointly by
HRDC and the Nova Scotia Department of Community Services (NS-DCS). Officialy
started on January 1, 1999, CEIP is along-term research and demonstration project testing an
alternative form of income transfer payment for the unemployed in an area of chronic high
unemployment.

Canadais alarge country, and the regions that make it up are culturally and economically
diverse. Regardless of the state of the “national economy,” economic circumstances differ
markedly from one part of the country to another. Moreover, contrary to the adage that “a
rising tide lifts all boats,” some regions seem to benefit little during buoyant economic times
and fall even further behind during less prosperous ones. These local economies are
characterized by long-term decline and chronic high unemployment. For the people who live
there, the choice is often between accepting low and irregular incomes from the available
employment and moving to regions where jobs are in greater supply.

A key element of Canada s social policy structure, and one that plays an important rolein
dealing with unemployment and income inadequacy, is the income security system, in
particular the Employment Insurance (El) and income assistance (1A) programs.* However,
these programs are designed principally to provide income to people who are not working;
they do little to support people in their efforts to obtain or retain employment.?

CEIP was designed to test an alternative form of payment to the unemployed. Eligible
individuals are offered an opportunity to exchange their entitlementsto EI or 1A benefits for
a“community wage” that is earned by working on projects devel oped and operated at the
local level. Those who volunteer are able to take part in community-based projects for up to
three years, which provides them with a significant period of stable, earned income and an
opportunity to expand their networks of contacts, gain experience in avariety of settings, and
acquire new skills.

An important feature of CEIP s design isthe role given to local communitiesto set
priorities for the needs that are addressed by CEIP-supported projects, to develop and
implement projects to meet those needs, and to approve the specific projects to which CEIP
participants are referred. The CEIP program model was developed with communitiesin mind

A more comprehensive view of the income security system would include many other programs, such as the retirement
income system (the Canada and Quebec Pension Plans and Old Age Security, including the Guaranteed Income
Supplement and Survivor’s Allowance), the Child Tax Benefit and Nationa Child Benefit Supplement, Workers'
Compensation, and special programs for veterans and persons with disabilities.

2AIthough the bulk of expenditures under these programs go to the provision of income support, there are some elements
that are designed to facilitate labour market participation. The El system currently includes a number of “employment
benefits and support measures’ (funded under Part 11 of the Employment Insurance Act) that seek to facilitate the re-
employment of El beneficiaries. | A programs a so include some features designed to encourage employment, such as
disregarding small amounts of earnings in the calculation of the entitlement to A payments and providing various forms of
“transition benefits’ (e.g. temporary retention of drug and dental insurance coverage and lump-sum payments to defray the
initial costs — for example, clothing or tools— of starting ajob).
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that are experiencing long-term economic weakness — communities where adequate levels
of employment have not been generated by the private and public sectors. CEIP hopes to
assess the extent to which the “third sector” — or the “social economy” — can be an
alternative source of work opportunities. CEIP also hopes that the activities that residentsin
the CEIP communities undertake in their efforts to generate project-based jobs will help
build capacity and community resiliency and help make them better able to deal with the
economic challenges they face.

The original ideafor CEIP was developed by officials at HRDC; their goal wasto help El
beneficiaries who had lost their jobs and were unable to become re-employed quickly.
Proj ect-based employment would offer an alternative activity during periods of
unemployment. In subsequent discussions with NS-DCS, the concept was expanded to
include the use of project-based work as away of providing a route into the labour market for
individualsin receipt of A, many of whom were even more disadvantaged in their efforts to
find and retain employment.

Although CEIP’ s designers saw community-based employment as a promising approach,
there was considerable uncertainty about whether and how it would actually work. The
effectiveness of the program model was unproven; various forms of job creation
programming have been tried but few had been carefully evaluated. In any program that
provides financial transfers, the costs at stake are potentially very high. The expenditures
associated with anew initiative can bejustified only if the benefits they produce outweigh
the costs. Operationally, it was not even certain that communities would be able to generate
appropriate projects or if the offer of community-based employment would be attractive to
those for whom the program was intended.

Consequently, HRDC and NS-DCS decided to implement a test of the program model
under real-world operating conditions and to evaluate it using the most rigorous eval uation
methods available. Conducting CEIP as a demonstration project provides a means both to
study implementation issues and to evaluate the program’ s effects on participating
individuals and communities. The Cape Breton Regional Municipality — the principal
industrial area of Cape Breton, Nova Scotia— was selected as the test site. This area has
experienced a steady protracted erosion of itsindustrial base, which was founded on the steel
and coal industries, and persistently high levels of unemployment.® The area also hasa
significant history of grassroots involvement in community development. The combination
of apressing need to find ways of coping with a growing problem of unemployment and the
availability of people with experience of working at the community level makes industrial
Cape Breton a suitable location in which to test CEIP’ s program model.

HRDC and NS-DCS entered into a Memorandum of Understanding that sets out the
terms under which project costs will be shared and information will be made available and
that establishes two committees — a Project Research Committee and a Project
Implementation Committee — to oversee the progress of the project.* To conduct the detailed

*The declinein sted and coal production culminated in the final layoff of workers at the steel mill in June 2001 and the
closure of the last operating colliery, the Prince Minein Point Aconi, in November 2001.

*The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was effective January 1, 1999 and was initially signed on April 6, 1999.
However, aprovincia election was held later that year and, in order to reconfirm the commitment of the incoming
government to the project, the MOU was re-signed by the new Nova Scotia Minister of Community Serviceson
February 23, 2000.



design, implementation, operation, and evaluation of CEIP, HRDC entered into a
Contribution Agreement, effective January 1, 1999, with the Social Research and
Demonstration Corporation (SRDC), a non-profit socia policy research organization.

CEIP has been set to try to answer a number of specific research questions related to
whether there is a cost-effective way of providing transfer payments to unemployed workers
that is linked both to work and to desirable community outcomes:

e Will the offer of asignificant period of stable employment on a series of community-
based projects be attractive to a significant number of unemployed workers?

e Will individuals acquire skills and work experience and develop stronger social
networks that will improve their post-program labour market outcomes?

e Can communitiesin industrial Cape Breton generate worthwhile projects that will
provide meaningful work opportunities for unemployed workers?

e Will the process of planning for and operating projects contribute to longer-run
community development by building stronger social networks, adding to the
communities’ stock of social capital, and strengthening both the social economy and
the market economy?

e Isthisalternative program a cost-effective means of achieving the twin goals of
increasing the employability of transfer recipients and contributing to the
development of economically depressed communities?

To study CEIP s effects on individual participants, SRDC is using arandom assignment
evaluation design. Those who enrol in CEIP are divided at random into two groups: a
program group whose members receive CEIP' s offer of project-based employment and a
control group whose members do not receive the CEIP offer (but who continue to be eligible
to receive all other income transfers, programs, and services for which they otherwise
qualify). This process of random assignment ensures that the two groups do not differ in any
systematic way; the only difference is that one group can take part in CEIP’ s program and the
other cannot. Therefore, any differences that emerge over time in the experiences of the two
groups can be attributed with confidence to the CEIP program.

Of equal interest in the evaluation are CEIP s effects on the communities where it takes
place. In this case, however, arandomized design is not possible.® A multiple-methods
research design is being implemented that features both a“theory of change” approach and a
guasi-experimental matched comparison community design.

CEIP isamajor research endeavour that involves some 1,500 participants and will take
nine years to complete. To assist in taking CEIP “off the drawing board” and implementing it
“inthefield,” SRDC has built a consortium of organizations. Local CEIP program activities
are conducted out of a central office located in the Cape Breton Regional Municipality.
Program delivery responsibilities are shared among four local firms and agencies. the Cape
Breton YMCA, the Breton Business Center, Atlantic Coastal Action Program—Cape Breton,
and Breton Rehab Services. CEIP' s Project Management Information System was devel oped
by the Halifax office of EDS Canada. Data collection responsibilities for the project are

®In theory, it would be possible to design an evaluation in which communities are randomly assigned to a program group in
which CEIP would take place and a control group in which there would be no CEIP-related activities. In practice, however,
the number of communities that would have to be involved makes such a design impractical.
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being shared between Statistics Canada and the Institute for Social Research, Y ork
University. HRDC and NS-DCS provide ongoing advice and policy direction.

The purpose of thisreport is to provide a document of record for the implementation of
CEIP. In addition to presenting a description of the program model and an overview of the
evaluation strategy, the report provides detailed information about how the project was
implemented, including an early assessment of some of the principal features of program
delivery and operations. It also describes the sample of individuals who enrolled in the study.
The information in this report not only provides a basis for replicating the program, but it
also offers auseful context for interpreting the research findings that will be later produced
by the project.

CEIP isalong-term study; the final chapters of its story will not be written until 2007.
Over thelife of the project, a series of reports will be issued to present CEIP s findings. Next
year amore detailed analysis of CEIP’ simplementation analysis will be published, which
will discuss how communities were engaged and how they took on their CEIP
responsibilities, discuss how program services were delivered to participating individuals,
and set out the lessons that emerge from the analysis of these processes. Late next year the
first report of CEIP’ simpacts — both on the participating individuals and on their
communities — will be published. These will be short-term results produced while CEIP' s
program is still operating. Later impact findings will be presented in areport planned for
2006, which will examine CEIP s effects shortly after the end of the program. CEIP sfinal
report will include estimates of longer-term post-program impacts and will present the results
of abenefit—cost analysis.

In this report, Chapter 2 gives the background to the devel opment of the intervention
being tested and Chapter 3 provides details on the actual program model that was developed
and on the research design that will be used to evaluate it. Chapter 4 describes the process for
selecting communities and provides an overview of how communities were engaged to take
part in CEIP. Chapter 5 gives a detailed description of the process for selecting, recruiting,
and enrolling individual participants, and Chapter 6 provides a descriptive anaysis of the
characteristics of the enrolled research sample. Participants' understanding of the CEIP offer
is discussed in Chapter 7, together with a discussion of why some individuals chose not to
take up the offer to participate. Chapter 8 describes the CEIP office and presents a step-by-
step review of the activities that took place there. An initial assessment of early program
operations is given in Chapter 9, and the report concludes, in Chapter 10, with feedback
provided from some of the participants themselves, obtained from interviews conducted six
months after their enrolment in CEIP.



Chapter 2:
Background and Theory

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the policy context within which the Community
Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) was devel oped and the theory that underlies the
program model that was developed. It also sets out the rationale for implementing this new
initiative as a demonstration project.

Interest in developing CEIP sprang from two main sources. The first was adesire to
explore aternative approaches to making income transfer payments to unemployed
individuals in high unemployment regions — particularly approaches that might enhance
individuals' future employment prospects, while meeting their current need for income. The
second area of interest was the potential for the social economy to provide employment in
regions where jobs were in short supply, aswell as the role that increases in the stock of
socia capital, both at the individual level and the community level, might play in enhancing
individuals' employability and strengthening communities.

Canada has an extensive, long-standing, and well-developed income security system.
Two key components of this system are the nationa program of Employment Insurance (El)
and provincial income assistance (IA) programs. CEIP is testing a program that could
provide an aternative to some elements of these two programs.

EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Employment Insurance is a multi-billion-dollar program that provides temporary income
transfers to the unemployed." Human Resources Development Canada (2002b) reports that in
fiscal year 2000/01 El paid out $11.6 billion and processed 1,754,000 new claims for benefits
(an additional 458,000 clients received assistance through the measures provided under
Part 11 of the Employment Insurance Act). The original program of Unemployment Insurance
(UI), which began in 1940, provided only limited insurance coverage to approximately
42 per cent of the labour force. Over the subsequent 30 years, however, the program grew
substantially as successive governments increased benefits and extended eligibility for those
benefits.? This period of expansion culminated in the 1971 Unemployment Insurance Act. By
then, the policy balance of the program had shifted away from its original insurance
principles — providing temporary earnings replacement during periods of unforeseen
interruptions of employment — and toward the pursuit of income transfer objectives.
Seasonal workers were covered, allowing workers to combine part-year employment with
part-year benefit receipt on aregular basis. Workers needed substantially fewer weeks of
employment to qualify for benefits and could receive them for longer periods. Furthermore,
these provisions were made sensitive to local employment conditions. Workers in areas of

IA brief description of how Employment Insurance worksis included in Appendix A.
’For asummary of the evolution of the unemployment insurance program, see Dingledine (1981) and Human Resources
Development Canada (2002c).



high unemployment could qualify for Ul with less work and could collect benefits for a
longer time.

By the late 1970s, however, the policy stance was again shifting. Canada had been
experiencing a secular upward trend in the unemployment rate. The cost of Ul and the
number of people who used the program repeatedly were rising, and there was growing
concern over the disincentive effects of a generous Ul program. This concern extended
beyond Canada. There was growing interest internationally in trying to shift spending from
so-called “passive’” income support for the unemployed to more “active’ re-employment
strategies.®

The Canadian response was to gradually tighten the system, in particular by increasing
the minimum amount of work needed to qualify for benefits. Aswell, provision was made to
use unemployment insurance funds for purposes other than paying benefits to the
unemployed who were between jobs and looking for work. The 1977 Unemployment
Insurance Act allowed unemployment insurance funds to be spent on “ developmental uses,”
which included paying benefits to unemployed individuals who were taking part in approved
training courses or participating in job creation projects.

Nonetheless, at the beginning of the 1990s, Canada, by international standards, was still
spending arelatively large proportion of its labour market program budget on income
support.* Moreover, the unemployment insurance system had attained a vast scope and was
affecting the lives and incomes of millions of Canadians each year. For example, in 1993
alone, 3.4 million Canadians received atotal of $18.3 billion in unemployment insurance
benefits (Human Resources Development Canada, 1994, pp. 17, 100).

In 1994 the federal government initiated a broad-based review of the income security
system, which sought to bring about changes that would, among other things, integrate the
federa unemployment insurance and provincia |A programs. This attempt was ultimately
unsuccessful and the federal government chose instead to enact further reformsto
unemployment insurance — an area where it had exclusive jurisdiction. The resulting
legislation was the Employment Insurance Act, which cameinto force on July 1, 1996.

El retained the basic benefit system but changed the distribution of benefits and the size
of the benefits. Among other changes, benefits were increased for low-income families,
decreased for repeat beneficiaries, and decreased for highly paid workers. In addition, El
continued, and expanded, the practice of using a portion of the funds for programs designed
to help people get jobs. These elements, known as Employment Benefits and Support
Measures (EBSMs), have come to represent a significant proportion of El expenditures.® For
example, in fiscal year 2001/02 expenditures on EBSMs amounted to $2.3 billion, 20 per
cent of total El spending in that year (Human Resources Development Canada, 2002b).

The national system of providing temporary earnings replacements to unemployed
workers has changed frequently and will continue to evolve. From HRDC' s perspective,

®See, for example, the discussionsin Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (1989, 1990).

“Canadawas ranked in the top half of 23 OECD countries in terms of the percentage of GDP spent on labour market
programs but among the bottom third in terms of spending directed to active labour market measures (Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development, 1990, pp. 52-53).

*Part 11 of the Employment Insurance Act makes provision for five Employment Benefits (Targeted Wage Subsidies,
Targeted Earnings Supplements, Self-Employment, Job Creation Partnerships, and Skill Development) and three Support
M easures (Employment Assistance Services, Labour Market Partnerships, and Research and Innovation).

-6-



CEIP, which is actually funded under one of the EBSM s established by the Employment
Insurance Act,’ is seen as way of generating evidence to guide future EI reform.

Providing temporary employment opportunities to unemployed individuals, especially
those in receipt of El benefitsis not anew idea. The previously mentioned “ developmental
uses’ provision included “the use of Ul fundsfor job creation . . . because of the perception
that many unemployed workers, unable to find employment, received Ul benefits while
community-oriented projects could not be carried out because of lack of funds. The
legislation [the 1977 Unemployment Insurance Act] wasto provide a chance for claimantsto
continue on Ul while participating voluntarily in approved job-creation projects’ (Human
Resources Development Canada, 2002c). Moreover, one of the current EBSMs — Job
Creation Partnerships — alows individual s to receive El benefits while working on projects
developed and operated by a wide range of organizations.” What is new in CEIP isthe
attempt to replicate more closely the characteristics of a“real job,” the provision of work
opportunities for alonger period of time than offered in other programs, the community-
based approach to developing projects to provide the jobs, and a rigorous research design that
will carefully evaluate the benefits and costs of a program like this.

INCOME ASSISTANCE

Paralleling the changes in EI have been similar, and perhaps even more dramatic,
changesin IA programs. In the words of the National Council of Welfare: “All in al, the
1990s were a period of constant change in provincial and territorial welfare programs.
Welfare changed more in the last few yearsthan it had in all the years since the start of the
Canada Assistance Plan in 1966” (National Council of Welfare, 1997, p. 117).

Welfare programs were originally developed as alast-resort mechanism to provide
temporary emergency assistance to those who were unemployable and had no other source of
income. These programs continue to be the principal means-tested protection against poverty
in Canada.® Until March 31, 1996, welfare was paid under the terms of the Canada
Assistance Plan (CAP), an arrangement that provided for costs to be shared between the
federal government and the provinces and territories. Effective April 1, 1996, CAP was
replaced by the Canada Health and Social Transfer, a block-funding arrangement whereby
the federal government makes a contribution toward the combined cost of health, welfare,
and post-secondary education.

The National Council of Welfare (1997) estimates that total welfare paymentsin Canada
arein the order of $15 billion ayear. The latest composite data available (as on March 31,
2001) show that 1.9 million Canadians were on welfare (National Council of Welfare, 2002).

Whereas most of the post-war period saw the gradual expansion of eligibility to benefits
and the provision of more generous benefits, these trends have been in reverse over the past
decade. Many factors are likely contributing to this shift. The industrial and occupational

®The ESBM under which CEIP isfunded is the Research and Innovation support measure.

"Businesses, organizations, individuals, public health and educational institutions, municipal governments, band/tribal
councils, and, in certain circumstances, provincial government departments and agencies can sponsor Job Creation
Partnership projects.

5A programs are administered by the provinces and territories; there is some variation in the design of these programs
across the jurisdictions. An overview of the IA program in Nova Scotiais provided in Appendix B.
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composition of employment has been changing in ways that have increased opportunitiesin
jobs that have been traditional sources of employment for women, and this has been
accompanied by a dramatic rise in the labour force participation rate of women.
Demographic changes, especially the declining birthrate, have also facilitated greater |abour
market participation by women. Technological advances have increased the potential for
members of some previously marginalized groups, such as persons with disabilities, to
participate in the labour market. Paralleling these labour market developments have been
changesin socia attitudes about who should be entitled to unconditional income support and
who should be expected to work.

The result has been a general trend toward “reforming welfare through work.” Measures
aimed at increasing participation in the labour market are seen as essential steps toward
reducing welfare dependency and social exclusion as well as decreasing welfare casel oads
and costs. Jurisdictions vary in the rel ative importance attached to incentives and sanctions
and in the way resources are alocated to policing welfare rules and removing entitlements,
on the one hand, and to providing programs and support services to facilitate a transition
from welfare to work, on the other. However, overall, the notion of a means-tested
entitlement (with benefits solely dependent on income) has been giving way to one of
reciprocal obligation. Increasingly, the recipients of transfer payments are required to
participate in some form of program designed to increase their probability of gaining
employment and becoming self-supporting.

In Nova Scotia, coincident with the development of CEIP, the provincial government was
also planning broader changes to the A system. The new program, implemented on
August 1, 2001, was governed by a new Employment Support and Income Assistance Act
(replacing the Family Benefits Act and the Social Assistance Act). Changes included a
modified |A rate structure and the introduction of an Integrated Child Benefit that brought
together national and Nova Scotia child benefit payments. The new program also added a
requirement for al 1A recipients to have their employment readiness assessed and made
“enhanced employment supports’ available to facilitate transitions from welfare to work.® In
introducing the changes, the Nova Scotia Minister of Community Services stated:

The new act emphasi zes employment as the key to self-sufficiency. We are
replacing a 30-year-old passive welfare system with one that recognizes that,
with the right supports, Nova Scotians can free themselves and their families
from a lifetime of dependence. (Nova Scotia Department of Community Services,
2001b, p. 1)

The CEIP program model, in providing alternative employment opportunities for 1A
recipients, was seen as consistent with the heightened focus on employment inherent in the
program changes that the provincial government was making.

°Enhanced employment supports included extended prescription drug coverage for up to 12 months after starting ajob,
reimbursement of up to $400 amonth in child-care expenses and $150 a month in transportation costs, payment of aone-
time “new start” allowance of $200 for part-time employment and $400 for full-time employment, a disregard of 30 per
cent of net earnings from the calculation of 1A benefit entitlement, a covering of the costs of some work-related items
(work boots, uniforms, tools, and supplies), and an increase in the coverage of costs for employment-related training
COUrses.



THE SOCIAL ECONOMY AND SOCIAL CAPITAL

The second main contextual strand underpinning CEIP is a growing interest in the
concepts of the social economy and social capital and in their links to employment. As
Ninacs (2002) points out, the concept of the social economy is not new, but it has been
undergoing some evolution (for example, from the “old” social economy, defined in terms of
the structural aspects of the organizations — co-operatives, mutual societies— that make it
up, to the “new” social economy defined in terms of “relational and sociological” aspects of
organizations, their activities, and the people who make them up).

CEIP hopes to explore the potential of the social economy to serve as a source of
employment in places where the private and public sectors have not produced a sufficient
number of jobs. The availability of free labour from CEIP may lead to a stronger social
economy; from CEIP’ s perspective, however, the main goal isto use activitiesin the social
economy to provide work opportunities to the long-term unemployed.

Providing temporary jobs as a mechanism for enhancing longer-term employability is
also not new, but recently this approach has been gaining more support. Johnson (1997)
suggests that the notion of using public funds to create wage-paying jobs in the non-profit
and public sectors for those who cannot otherwise find work is attracting renewed interest in
the United States and describes Vermont’s Community Service Employment Program and
the New Hope project in Milwaukee as noteworthy examples of new initiatives. McGregor,
Clark, Ferguson, and Scullion (1997) estimate that there are some 3,700 organizations
operating in the social economy of lowland Scotland employing 42,000 people and that
among the principal benefits of their activitiesis the creation of employment opportunities to
facilitate the reintegration into society of people from disadvantaged groups. The Conference
of Religious of Ireland (1998) reports on a pilot project that made paid part-time employment
opportunities available to unemployed individuals on a voluntary basis doing work of “public
or socia value.” And Borzaga (1999) describes the widespread use in Italy of “work
integration social enterprises’ that produce private goods and services, public goods, and
social and community care servicesin order to create jobs for disadvantaged workers.

In CEIP, communities are encouraged to focus on the social economy; however, no
particular definition of what constitutes the social economy is being imposed on them.* From
the outset project designers have struggled to strike a balance between, on the one hand,
establishing frameworks or guidelines to push the project in certain directions (for example,
toward activities in the social economy) and, on the other hand, delegating responsibilities
and decision-making authority to citizens at the local level (many of whom would prefer to
direct resources to more traditional economic infrastructure building and the creation of
private sector employment). In CEIP, the only benefit provided to projects is the availability
of “free” workers; the provision of any other resources that may be needed is the
responsibility of project sponsors. Consequently, the projects supported by CEIP are more

%At one point, consideration was given to requiring projects to be based on “ social enterprises,” perhaps emulating thosein
Quebec. Thiswould have meant that only projects that had more precisely defined characteristics (e.g. non-profit
businesses producing goods and services and having democratic organizational structures based on employee ownership)
would be eligible for CEIP. This approach was not adopted since it would have placed more constraints on the choices
that communities were able to make and would likely require much more in the way of a supporting infrastructure — such
asisprovided by the Chantier de!’ économie sociale in Quebec. Social enterprises would also have taken much more time
to develop and would likely have produced significantly fewer work opportunities for participating individuals (it is
unlikely that 750 social enterprise jobs could have been devel oped within the time frame required by CEIP).
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likely to be labour-intensive and to be sponsored by organizations with a history of and
interest in supporting community betterment. Moreover, among the general guidelines
established for eligible projectsis arequirement that any profits be used for the benefit of the
community and not for the private benefit of any smaller group of individuals.* Thisfocus
on community benefit necessarily steers community projectsin the direction of social
economy activities.

Ultimately, however, decisions regarding the nature of community projects to be included
in CEIP are, for the most part, |eft to representatives of the communities themselves. To do
otherwise would undermine CEIP' s ability to foster community engagement. The literature
on the effects of community engagement or grassroots organization on the communitiesin
which they occur has along history (Fisher, 1995). Nonetheless, there have been few
attemptsto carefully study the link between external efforts to stimulate such engagement
and community development and the effects that are observed in the community. Ina
literature review of the effects of community projects in the social economy, Mathieu (1996)
concludes that other studies have “generally not or only poorly devel oped the question of
community organizations social impact and its relationship to development” (p. 89,
trandation from French).

CEIP is also exploring the concept of social capital and the potential for a community-
based jobs program to support its creation. There are some links, conceptually, between the
concepts of the social economy and social capital, especially in terms of the potentia role of
“associational activity.” Some researchers have considered the effects on individuals and
their communities of associational activity — participation in informal and semi-formal
organizations and networks, such as fraternal organizations, service clubs, community
associations, protest and pressure groups, the Church, and — famously, thanks to Putnam
(2000) — bowling in organized leagues. For example, a study of neighbourhood associations
in the United States (Berry, Portney, & Thomson, 1993) reviewed by Smock (1997)
concluded that there was “a strong and positive relationship between level of participation
and sense of community.” Community empowerment through engagement with initiatives
has also been associated with positive changes in neighbourhood self-image (Eisen, 1994;
guoted in same source). So some benefitsto social cohesion have been associated with
neighbourhood organizing.

Thereis also some support in the literature for the notion that associational activity can
have effects on economic outcomes — principally through its effects on hel ping to build
social capital. Putnam (1993, 2000) uses a definition of social capital that is manifested as
trust and norms of civic-minded behaviour, and he argues that it is essential to asociety’s
economic progress. He further argues that a decline in social capital may have del eterious
economic consequences. Knack and Keefer (1997) aso offer evidence that trust and civic
norms have a significant relationship with economic performance, although here the findings
suggest that thisis not related to (and, therefore, not mediated by) associational activity.

An aternative, and more precise, definition of social capital describesit as being “made
up of social obligations (‘ connections’), which is convertible, in certain conditions, into
economic capital . . .” and as “the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are
linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of

UThe project guidelines are discussed in Chapter 4.
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mutual acquaintance or recognition” (Bourdieu, 1986, pp. 243, 248). CEIP isusing this
concept of social capital, which focuses on the networks that individuals have (Johnson,
2003). Socia capital is accessed through the social network of which the personisapart. If a
person’ s network contains only bonding ties (to family and close friends) or bridging tiesto
more distant friends and associates of similar socio-economic status, then the social capital
within the network is likely to be of less use in generating social and economic change than if
there was avertical dimension to the network. Vertical linkages in the network to people of
higher status (or with broader networks) would give the person capacity to leverage
resources, ideas, and information that can help change their fortunes. CEIP isintended to
expand the linking social capital of this type that is accessible to community residents and
individual participants.

The mechanism in CEIP that potentially alters the social capital accessible by participants
IS the succession of assignments to community-based projects. These should expand the
networks participants are part of by bringing them into contact with a broad range of people
(project sponsors, other participants, training organizations). The mechanisms that potentially
alter the social capital accessible by community residents are the process of community
organization (meetings, canvassing, volunteering for boards or project-sponsoring agencies)
and the products of community projects (the delivery of new services like daycare or seniors
centres that bring diverse groups of people together).

WHY CEIP MIGHT MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Within this policy context, CEIP has been implemented to test an aternative form of
income transfer — one that takes the form of awage paid for working on locally developed,
community-based projects. Why might such an approach provide beneficia effects?

Firgt, for the individual participants who take part, CEIP may enhance their
employability, leading to more employment and increased earnings and income in the future.
Working on community-based projects offers them an opportunity to gain experience and
acquire new skills. For some participants, the CEIP offer of three years of project activity
may well provide the longest period of continuous employment they have had. CEIP will
allow them to develop a portfolio of project-related experiences and accomplishments that
they will be able to use subsequently in job search to demonstrate their job readiness and
capabilities to potential employers. For those whose existing skills have not enabled them
previously to secure and retain employment, this on-the-job skill building may serve as an
aternative to more formal skillstraining. In addition to adding to *“human capital,” CEIP may
also contribute to individuals' social capital. Participants who work together may develop
stronger peer support networks. Project participation also brings participants into contact
with both project-sponsoring organizations and with those who benefit from the activities
undertaken by the projects. This gives participants a chance to devel op stronger social
networks both within and outside their immediate local community; and stronger networks
can provide individuals with more support in times of difficulty and help open doorsto
employment and other opportunities.

Second, for the communities involved in CEIP, there may be a positive contribution to
community development. In taking up the opportunity offered by CEIP, the processes by
which citizens communicate and interact with each other — how they are engaged in the
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setting of priorities for action and in the identification and mobilization of community
assets — has the potential to strengthen local social networks. It may also engage new
players and broaden the base of individuals who are willing to participate in community-led
activities; and, in taking on these responsibilities, some of the new players will develop new
skills. Over the longer run, this may enhance a community’ s capacity to overcome adversity
and create opportunities. In addition, the projects that are approved to take place in each
community can directly provide value to the community. The products or services that are
provided will be focused on meeting priority needs that have been identified at the local
level. The availability of CEIP participants, or the services provided by organizations
employing them, may strengthen existing institutions or create new ones.

Finally, for governments, the CEIP model may provide a cost-effective alternative to
traditional transfer payments. Social benefits will accrue as aresult of the activities
undertaken by participants. Moreover, if CEIP participation does enhance employability, there
could be a decrease in the amount of income support that needs to be provided in the future.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Formally, the following set of research hypotheses has been developed for the
Community Employment Innovation Project.

The overarching research question is as follows:

Isthere a cost-effective way of providing transfer payments to unemployed workers
that islinked both to work and to desirable community outcomes?

Because this broad question actually has several questions embedded within it, the
research hypotheses for the experiment have been divided into those concerning individual
outcomes, community outcomes, and the cost-effectiveness of the program.

Two hypotheses concern individual outcomes:

An offer of a significant period of stable employment on a series of community-based
projects will be accepted by a significant number of unemployed workers.

By taking part in community-based projects, individuals will acquire skills and work
experience and will develop stronger social networks, which will improve their post-
program labour market outcomes, increasing their employment and income and
reducing their receipt of El benefits and | A payments.

Two hypotheses concern community outcomes:

Communitiesin industrial Cape Breton can generate worthwhile projects that will
provide meaningful work opportunities for unemployed workers.

Planning for and operating these projects, using a range of community resources,
will contribute to longer-run community development by building stronger social
networks, adding to the communities’ stock of social capital, and strengthening both
the social economy and the market economy.

Thefinal hypothesis to be tested rel ates to the cost-effectiveness of the program:

Based on a benefit—cost analysis, the experimental programwill be a cost-effective
means of achieving the twin goals of increasing the employability of transfer
recipients and contributing to the devel opment of economically depressed
communities.
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WHY A TEST IS NEEDED

Thereisreason to believe that providing opportunities for unemployed workers to work
on projects generated in their communities can produce benefits to both the individuals and
to the communities. However, there are also reasons to approach thisidea with caution. A
program that providesincome transfers, especially for alengthy period of time, will be
expensive. It isimportant to determine the extent to which savingsin other transfer payments
will offset the community wages paid out by CEIP, and an even more important question is
whether the benefits generated by the program are worth the cost of producing them.

It is not certain that all the assumptions underpinning the CEIP program model will hold.
For example, the offer of a community wage payment may not provide sufficient inducement
to convince eligible individuals to give up other activities that they might undertake during
periods of labour market inactivity. Or employers may not place much value on the
experiences that participants acquire on community-based projects and, consequently, the
future employability of those who take part in CEIP may not be enhanced.

It is also important to determine whether the program has unintended effects. For
example, involving unemployed workers in community projects may cause them to miss out
on jobs that they might have found if they had instead concentrated on job-search activities.
The availability of project-based employment might also lead them to reduce their
participation in further education and training and, over the longer run, decrease their
probability of obtaining better-paid employment. At the community level, too much time and
energy might go into devel oping and operating projects that are designed to take advantage
of the available CEIP participants but which may not be best able to foster local development
over the longer run.

For these reasons and others, it isimportant that CEIP' s program model be tested before
considering it for wider application. CEIP is, first and foremost, a research project.
Ultimately its findings, positive and negative, will provide valuable evidence to guide future
policy and program development. Much is at stake in terms of both potential cost and the
potential effects on individuals and communities. Therefore, CEIP has been implemented as
ademonstration project using a random assignment evaluation design. A demonstration
project provides away to study how the program operates in areal-world setting, and using
random assignment is widely accepted as the most reliable way to estimate a program’s
impacts. The detailed project design — both the program to be evaluated and the research
strategy to evaluate it — is the subject of the next chapter.
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Chapter 3:
The CEIP Design

This chapter provides a more detailed description of the program being tested in the
Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) — first in terms of the features of the
program being offered to eligible individuals, second in terms of the role played by
participating communities. The chapter then describes the evaluation strategy that is being
used to assess the effects of the program both on individuals and on their communities.

THE OFFER TO INDIVIDUALS

The core of the CEIP offer is the chance for digible individuals to exchange their
existing entitlements to Employment Insurance (El) or income assistance (IA) benefits for
the opportunity to work on projects that have been developed and approved by participating
communities. Insofar as possible, participants are assigned to projects that match their skills,
interest, and aptitudes and that take place in, or close to, their home communities.
Redlistically, however, thisis not always possible, and participants must accept the work
assignments that are available. Over the course of their participation in CEIP, it is expected
that each participant will take part in a number of projectsin order to accumulate a diversity
of experiences and make arange of contacts.

In return for working on these projects (or engaging in other CEIP-eligible activities),
those who take part in CEIP’ s program receive a“community wage” (plus certain
employment-related benefits). Community wages can be earned for up to three years. In
many respects (but not all), CEIP employment has been designed to replicate a“real job.”
Participants are paid a weekly “community wage.” Thiswage is afixed amount; however, it
Isindexed to changes in the Nova Scotia provincial minimum wage. When participant
selection for CEIP began in May 2000, the wage was set at $280 aweek (or $8 an hour for
the required 35 hours aweek of participation).' To reflect subsequent increasesin the
minimum wage, the weekly community wage was increased to $290 effective October 1,
2000, to $295 effective October 1, 2001, and to $300 effective October 1, 2002.

The Canada Customs and Revenue Agency (CCRA) has ruled that paid participation in
CEIP constitutes employment that is insurable under the El program and is covered by the
Canada Pension Plan (CPP).? To further replicate the characteristics of ajob, CEIP
participants accumulate an entitlement to “personal days,” which can be taken as paid
vacation or sick days. Participants are also not required to be available on (but are paid for)
statutory holidays. CEIP also pays premiums to provide participants with coverage under the
Nova Scotia Workers Compensation program, and participants are able, on avoluntary

The community wage wasiinitially set at alevel that was approximately egqual to the average weekly amount of El benefits
paid at the time CEIP was launched to El beneficiaries in Human Resources Development Canada’ s three Human
Resources Centres of Canada that service the area from which CEIP participants are drawn.

*The original program design did not call for CEIP participation to be considered El-insurable or CPP-pensionable
employment; this aspect of the program was a subject of some criticism in the course of community consultations.
Subsequent discussions with CCRA resulted in the status of the employment being changed to allow EI and CPP coverage.
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basis, to enrol in a private health plan, the premiums of which are shared between CEIP and
the participants who opt for coverage.

The offer that CEIP made to those who were assigned to the CEIP program group was
time-limited. Program group members had up to five weeks to attend an orientation session,
at which they were required to sign a Project Participation Agreement. Failure to attend
within this time limit meant that eligibility was lost. Those who signed up were scheduled to
start active paid participation on the Monday of the week following their orientation session.

Once they begin CEIP, program group members are required to be available to take part
in approved project activities, as assigned by the CEIP project office, for 35 hours per week.
Participants are not required to work outside the “normal working hours” established for
CEIP. These hours are between 6 am. and 6 p.m., Monday to Friday.® Participants are
permitted to take approved absences from participation — either with pay if they have
sufficient accumulated personal days or without pay if they do not. Participants who work
less than 35 hoursin any week have their weekly wages for that week decreased; the
reduction is proportional to the shortfall in hours.

CEIP offers each member of the program group three years of participation. Within this
eigibility period, participants are free to leave CEIP (for example, to take ajob or to attend
education or training) and then return to CEIP. Thereis no limit on the number of
interruptions of participation. However, the opportunity to exchange El or IA benefits for the
community wage is aone-time offer. If, after starting CEIP, a participant returnsto regular El
benefits or to basic |A benefits, eligibility for further CEIP participation is forfeited.”

In addition to the principal CEIP activity of working on community-based projects, a
number of ancillary activities have been built into the program model. In addition to
community jobs, the package of approved CEIP activities includes the following:

e Employment in “transitional jobs’
e Self-directed projects

e Employability assessment

e Basicjob-readinesstraining

e Transferable skillstraining

e Portfolio building

e Job search

Each of these elements is discussed further below.

*The nature of some community projects requires work to be done in the evening or on weekends. Participants who accept
assignment to those projects voluntarily choose to work these hours as part of their 35 hours per week.

A Returning to EI” means collecting regular El benefits. Identifying a“return to IA” is not so straightforward. CEIP
participants may qualify for A top-up paymentsto their CEIP community wages or to their earnings while on an approved
absence from CEIP. Consequently, CEIP €eligibility islost only if a participant resorts to basic IA benefits as his or her
principal source of income (i.e. such benefits account for more than half of the participant’s total income).
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Employment in “Transitional Jobs”

A limited number of “transitional jobs’ projects have been developed by one of CEIP's
local delivery partners — the Atlantic Coastal Action Plan—Cape Breton. These projects have
been developed to deal with two situations. First, there will be times when aparticipant is
“between assignments’; work on one community project has ended and an assignment to
another community project is not yet available. Second, some participants may be assessed as
not yet “job ready,” either as aresult of an initial employability assessment or as aresult of
issues that are identified in the course of working on community projects. In both of these
circumstances, participants are assigned to atransitional jobs project, awaiting either the
availability of anew community project placement or a determination that the participant has
become ready, perhaps following a period of basic job-readiness training, for assignment to a
community project.

Self-Directed Projects

The vast magjority of community projects are sponsored by local organizations. However,
individual CEIP participants or groups of participants are given the opportunity, if they
choose to do so, to develop their own ideas for projects.® Participants who choose to pursue
this option must first complete a one-week entrepreneurship training course (one of the
transferable skills training courses, discussed further below). They are then alowed to spend
up to 11 weeks in the resource centre in the CEIP office planning and devel oping their
project proposals. A resource person is also available one day a week during this period to
provide advice and encouragement as work on the plans proceeds. Participants who wish to
work on self-directed projects must follow the same proposal submission and approval
process as any other prospective sponsor of a community-based project.

Employability Assessment

Theinitia two weeks of CEIP participation consists of an orientation period, which takes
place in the CEIP office.® During the first week of orientation an employability assessment is
conducted, which has two main purposes. First, it provides an opportunity to assess the job
readiness of individuals. Most project sponsors are non-profit organizations that rely on
volunteers and have limited supervisory capacity. It would be inappropriate to assign to these
organizations participants who require considerable direction and careful supervision. Based
on the employability assessment, a participant may be required to attend one or more basic
job-readiness training modules or spend a period of time on atransitional jobs project prior to
being assigned to a community project. Second, the employability assessment collects
information on a participant’s skills, aptitudes, interests, and work experiences, which can aid
In matching the participant with available community project placements.

5AIthough this option is available, very few participants have chosen to pursue it and none of them has proceeded to the
point of submitting a proposal for a self-directed project to a community board.

®When CEIP was initially launched, orientation lasted one week. In January 2002 it was expanded to two weeks to allow
some elements of job-readiness and generic skills training to be provided prior to the first work assignment. Those who
received only a one-week orientation were subsequently brought into the CEIP office for a second week, which consisted
mainly of participating in job-readiness and transferabl e skills training modules, to ensure that all participants had an equal
opportunity to receive the training.
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Basic Job-Readiness Training

A modularized job-readiness training program is made available to participants; many of
those selected from the 1A rolls have little prior work experience. An initial period of basic
job-readiness training is provided to all participants during the second week of orientation. In
addition, those whose employability assessment identifies specific needs or who experience
performance problems while on project assignments are able to take additional modules as a
remedial measure. Participants may also choose to take part in Christopher leadership
training, a motivational program offered in nine sessions (a half day aweek for nine weeks)
to build self-confidence and self-esteem as well as public-speaking skills.

Transferable Skills Training

CEIP is testing community project-based employment and the informal skill-building and
work experiences that such employment can provide. CEIP is not a training intervention;
nonetheless, sometraining is provided. Thistraining is not occupation- or industry-specific
and the amount of training is limited. The CEIP office arranges the following courses, which
each CEIP participant attends during the three-year period of participation:’

e Computer literacy — introduction to computers offered as either atwo-week (for
absolute beginners) or a one-week program

e Firstaid/ CPR — atwo-day program

e Occupational safety and health — a half-day session

e Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System — a half-day session

e Customer service — atwo-day course

e Entrepreneurship training — a one-week course

In addition, a project sponsor is permitted to provide or arrange for up to 15 hours of
formal training for a participant, where the nature of the project requires such training.
Portfolio Building

Participant managers in the CEIP office assist participants in devel oping portfolios that
can be used in subsequent job search. Portfolios contain a summary of the work experiences
accumulated over the three years of participation, |etters of recommendation from project
sponsors and others in the community who have benefited from participants’ contributions,
and certificates from the various training courses completed while taking part in CEIP.

Job Search

Prior to the end of their three-year eligibility period, participants will be permitted (and
encouraged) to engage in active job search. To assist them in their job search, participants
will be allowed to take up to seven hours off each week during the final three months

"With the exception of computer training (which can be scheduled anytime during the three-year period of participation) and
entrepreneurship training (which is offered only to those who wish to pursue the option of developing a self-directed
project), these training courses are typically put on during the second week of orientation.
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of their CEIP participation to look for work and to attend interviews.® This job search is
considered an approved CEIP activity and will count toward meeting the weekly time
commitment of 35 hoursthat is necessary to qualify for afull community wage payment.

THE ROLE OF COMMUNITIES

In the CEIP program model, individual participants are given the opportunity to take part
in employment. However, responsibility for generating that employment rests with the
communities that take part. The role played by a community has two main aspects — the
creation of ademocratic structure to make decisions regarding the use of CEIP and the
sponsoring of specific projects within the community to employ individual participants. This
approach has been adopted to provide atest of whether positive impacts can be produced not
just for individual participants, but also for the communities as well.

The offer to communities has three main elements:

e accessto CEIP program group membersto work on local projects

e a3$30,000 planning grant

e accessto technical assistance

Communities are offered the chance to be the beneficiaries of up to 2,250 person years of
“free labour.”? It is up to the communities to decide how these workers will be used. The
potential exists for communities to be positively affected both by the process of planning for
and operating the projects to employ the CEIP participants and by the benefits provided by

the products of those projects. To maximize the likelihood that positive effects do occur, a
number of critical tasks have been assigned to the communities:

e Members of the community have to discuss the merits of CEIP and agree to participate.

e The community has to organize a democratic structure to represent its interests with
respect to CEIP and to make decisions regarding the use of CEIP workers.

e The community hasto develop a strategic plan for how CEIP-supported projects can
be used most effectively and set priorities for the kinds of projects to be supported.

e The community hasto plan and select the specific projects to which CEIP participants
will be referred and then has to operate these projects, including supervising the CEIP
participants assigned to them.

e The community needsto identify and access resources to complement the workforce
provided by CEIP.

e The community should assess, on an ongoing basis, the extent to which specific
projects are meeting the expectations it had for them.

¥ The ori ginal program design called for more extensive job-search assistance to reduce the possibility that those participants who
were giving up a period of El-supported job search in order to take part in CEIP would be made worse off by their choice.
However, the situation was changed by the decision to make CEIP employment insurable for El purposes. Participants will be
entitled to receive El benefitsif they do not have alternative employment to go to when their eligibility for the CEIP program ends.
°CEIP’ s desi gn calsfor 1,500 individuals to be enrolled, 750 of whom are to be assigned to the program group. Each program
group member can work on projects for a maximum of three years. In practice, however, participants spend part of their time
on activities other than project-based employment, and not all participants will participate in CEIP for the full three years.
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Thefirst four tasks are required by the process (discussed in Chapter 4) that communities
haveto follow if they are to actively engage in CEIP. The final two tasks are activities that
are expected to occur at the community level; however, communities may vary in the extent
to which they actually take on these tasks.

CEIP is based on the assumption that the availability of workers will serve as a catalyst
for community action. However, the project design recognizes that communities will differ in
their capacities to undertake these tasks. Therefore, each participating community can receive
aplanning grant of up to $30,000 to defray some of the direct costs associated with engaging
in CEIP activities at the local level.® In addition, the CEIP budget includes funding to hire
and make available to communities expertise to support them in undertaking CEIP-related
tasks (for example, setting up and running volunteer organizations, marketing and
communications, community mobilizing, strategic planning).

Engaging members of the communities effectively in fulfilling the role set out for themis
critical to CEIP s ability to provide a reasonable test of the program model. Local level
responsibility for decision making will help ensure that members of the community are
engaged in activities that have the potential to enhance their skills or strengthen their
networks — to increase the stock of social capital available to the communities and the
people who live in them. It also helps ensure that project activities are focused on what are
generaly perceived to be important local needs, thereby increasing the probability that
projects will generate benefits to the community.

For at least a century, community engagement has been promoted as a means of
participating in democracy, taking part in extra-political activity, building community,
securing resources, and achieving collective goals. Each of these elements will be valuablein
CEIP. For Cape Breton, it is particularly important that the communities feel that they have
been given the power to affect their future, at a time when many may feel powerlessin the
face of the external forces that are acting to change their communities’ economic fortunes.

Although social capital is aresource that CEIP hopes to nurture and make use of, thereis
relatively little knowledge of how to generateit. As Brown (1996) observesin her review of
comprehensive community initiatives: “While recent research supports the importance of
social capital for awell-functioning neighborhood, there is almost no knowledge about the
way to increase this potential asset in a distressed neighborhood” (p. 168).

The CEIP evaluation study hopes to make a contribution to filling this gap in the
knowledge base.

THE EVALUATION DESIGN
CEIP s evaluation design comprises four main components:
e implementation research
e anindividual impact study

OThe community boards receive the grantsin instalments of $5,000. When the project started, the maximum amount that
each board could receive was set at $25,000. However, some community boards experienced higher levels of expenditures
than others and requested that the funds available to them be increased. In September 2002 HRDC agreed that the
maximum amount could be raised to $30,000.
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e acommunity effects study
e abenefit—cost analysis

Implementation Research

In CEIP, implementation research has two main goals. First, it provides a document of
record for the experiment and demonstrates that the CEIP program model received afair test.
To do so, research is conducted to carefully document the program as implemented and
compare how closely it matches the intended program model. If the implemented program
differs markedly from the design, then it can be argued that the intended program has not
been tested. In addition, whatever the eventual constituents of the program, there needs to be
information on the actual services delivered that will help explain the individual and
community outcomes.

A “fair test” of the CEIP program also requires that potential participants be provided
with sufficient information to make an informed choice between the programs and services
they are currently receiving and CEIP' s offer of community-based employment. It must be
demonstrated that the information provided to participants accurately reflected the nature of
the program offer and that participants understood what was being offered to them.

The second goal of implementation research is to study what transpires in implementing
the project and in administering the program model being tested. This includes an analysis of
the approaches used, the problems encountered, the corrective measures taken, and any
changesin either the program or the program’ s setting. The operational information that is
obtained — the descriptive analysis of how the program was organized and delivered — can
help inform the interpretation of the subsequent impact results. Whereas an impact study is
designed to determine whether the program worked, implementation research aims to answer
the question of why the program worked (or failed to work).

In the short run, the analysis of implementation issues can provide “formative” information
to program staff to allow adjustments to be made to fine-tune the program. Then, as
implementation proceeds, analysis can draw out |essons on effective practice — what appeared
to work well and what not so well. This element of implementation research is particularly
important in CEIP, since this program not only involves atraditional form of service delivery
toindividual participants, but it also involves an extensive, and essentially exploratory, process
of community engagement. Later on, linking the findings from implementation research to
those from the impact study can provide a basis for making changes to the program designed to
improve its effectiveness prior to implementation el sewhere.

Implementation research primarily takes the form of descriptive analysis using data
collected by means of a number of research techniques, including field observations,
interviews, focus groups, surveys, and document reviews. Findings from the initial phase of
implementation research are discussed in thisreport. Thisanalysisis still continuing,
however, and additional results, particularly those dealing with working with communities
and activities related to the matching of individuals and project placements, will be presented
in an analytical report to be published next year.
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The Evaluation of Individual Impacts

The goal of the individual impact analysisis to measure the changes in outcomes that
CEIP produces for the individuals who take part. The key outcomes to be examined in this
analysis are employment, earnings, income, and the amounts and duration of receipt of El
and |A benefits. The methodology being used to conduct the analysis is arandom assignment
evaluation design.

People leave the | A rolls or stop receiving El benefits al the time, sometimes to take
jobs, sometimes for other reasons. These changes occur as aresult of their own efforts, either
unaided or with the assistance of existing programs and services. In isolation, simply looking
at the outcomes of those who take part in a program, such as the one offered by CEIP, will
almost always overstate the program’ s achievements because all positive developments are
attributed to the program — they do not identify the extent to which the observed outcomes
simply reflect what people would have done on their own. The challenge in an impact
evaluation is to determine the difference that the program makes — the changes in outcomes
that result from the program.

The difference between the observed outcome of program participants and what the
outcome would have been without the program is called an impact. The measure of what the
outcome would have been in the absence of the program is called the counterfactual. Most
commonly, a counterfactual is created by identifying a comparison group that resembles as
closely as possible the group that takes part in the program. It is generally accepted that the
best method of creating a comparison group is by means of random assignment. Starting with
agroup of individuals, al of whom meet the selection criteriafor the program to be tested,
each individual is assigned at random either to a group that will be eligible to take part in the
program or to a group that will not be eligible. Those assigned to the latter group provide the
comparison for evaluation purposes; and when random assignment is used, the comparison
group is referred to as a control group.

The process of random assignment ensures that there are no systematic pre-existing
differences between the program and control groups.** They differ only in that one group is
eligible for the program and the other is not. Therefore, any differences that are observed over
time in the experiences of the two groups can be attributed with confidence to the program.

Not only does random assignment produce the best possible comparison group, but it isalso
the fairest way of allocating placesin the program. In CEIP, asin many programs, thereis alimit
on the number of participants who can be accommodated. Random assignment means that all
those who are eligible have an equal chance of receiving an offer to take part in the program.

The CEIP research design called for the recruitment of a sample of 1,500 volunteersin
two subsamples: 1,000 El beneficiaries and 500 |A recipients.”? Half of each subsample was
to be assigned to the program group and half to the control group (so that each group would
contain approximately 500 El beneficiaries and 250 1A recipients). Data on employment,

Neyi ctly speaking, the expected values of the averages for al pre-existing characteristics of the program group and the
control group are the same, although their actual values may differ somewhat, especialy in small samples. Random
assignment ensures that the two groups will not differ systematically, but it does not guarantee that they will be identical .
Random differences can still occur; they do not bias the impact estimates, but they do reduce the precision of the estimates.
Data on the characteristics of the sample can be collected just prior to random assignment and can be used subsequently in
regression models to improve the precision of the estimates. See, for example, Mohr (1995) and Orr (1999).

Details on the recruitment process and the number of participants recruited are provided in Chapter 6.
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earnings, income, El receipt, and IA receipt is being collected on members of both groups
over time. Differences in the mean outcomes between the program and control groups
provide unbiased estimates of the impacts of the program. For the CEIP evaluation, impacts
will be estimated separately for the El and 1A subsamples.” So, for example, if the
employment rate among former El beneficiaries one year after leaving CEIP is 75 per cent
and the employment rate among the control group of former El beneficiariesis 60 per cent,
then CEIP will have had a positive impact of 15 percentage points on the employment rate of
this group. Similarly, if during the year following CEIP completion, program group members
who had been selected from the | A rolls were found to have received an average of $7,500 in
IA benefits and those in the control group had received an average of $10,000 in benefits,
then CEIP would have produced areduction of $2,500 in average |A payments to this group.

In deriving these estimates, it isimportant to remember that no evaluation can measure
the exact impact of a program. What a well-designed experiment can do is determine, with a
known degree of confidence, whether the program has an impact (i.e. the impact is non-zero).
It can also provide an unbiased estimate of what the impact is and specify a confidence
interval around that estimate within which the true impact lies.

With alarge enough sample, almost any effect, no matter how small, can be detected.
However, large samples are costly, and very small effects are unlikely to be important to
those who have to decide whether to act on the results. Therefore, the goal isto enrol a
sample that is large enough to detect relevant effects. In making that determination,
researchers rely on the concept of minimum detectabl e effect — the smallest true impact that
can be found to be statistically significantly different from zero.** Small minimum detectable
effects (from large samples) give the evaluator confidence that even if the program produces
relatively small impacts, they will be detected. Large minimum detectabl e effects (from small
samples) mean that the impacts produced by the program will need to be large in order for
the project to have a good chance of detecting them.

Thereis no precise method of determining what size of effect an evaluation study should
be set up to detect. Ultimately, judgment must be exercised in making the trade-off between
the power of an experimental design to detect impacts and the cost of conducting the study.

In CEIP, the sample is made up of 1,000 El beneficiaries and 500 IA recipients, and the
intention is to analyze these two subsamples separately.” The size of the El subsample will
likely permit impacts to be detected that are in the order of an eight percentage point increase
in the employment rate and a reduction of $76 in the monthly amount of EI benefits received.
With the smaller |A sample, the minimum detectable effects will be larger, in the order of an

Byg ng random assignment makes it possible to obtain valid impact estimates for any subgroups defined in terms of their
characteristics at the point of random assignment. Therefore, in theory, it would be possible to estimate the program’ simpacts
on people in various age groups or with different education or occupational backgrounds. However, unless the program
impacts are very large, it is unlikely that they will be detected with the relatively small sample sizes in these subgroups.

1See Bloom (1995).

Bpartici pants recruited from the two sources differ in some important characteristics (see Chapter 6) and in the alternative
program entitlements that they are foregoing to take part in CEIP. In addition, Human Resources Development Canadais
mainly interested in the effects on former El beneficiaries, while the Nova Scotia Department of Community Servicesis
more interested in |A recipients.
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11 percentage point increase in the employment rate and a reduction of $86 in the monthly
amount of |A benefits received.®®

The individual impact analysis will be based on data drawn from three data sources:

1. A basdline survey conducted as part of the CEIP enrolment process provides
background information about sample members and will be used to describe those
who are taking part in the study.'” Data collected at baseline will also be used to
define possible subgroups for impact analysis, to provide tracking information to
help locate sample members for follow-up surveys, and to provide covariates for a
regression model to improve the statistical precision of the impact estimates.

2. Follow-up surveys of program and control group members will be conducted 18,
40, and 54 months after random assignment. These surveys will be the key source
of data on the labour market experiences of those in the study and will provide the
basis for measuring impacts on future employment, earnings, and income. The 18-
month follow-up survey will alow estimates of “in-program” impacts — CEIP's
effects at the point where program group members are about half way through
their period of eligibility — to be calculated. The 40-month follow-up survey will
provide abasis for estimating impacts just after the point at which program
members have lost digibility for further participation. Finally, the 54-month
follow-up survey will reveal the longer-term, post-program effects of CEIP.

3. El and IA administrative records will be used to determine the amounts and
timing and El and |A benefits received by sample members both during and after
participating in CEIP. Federal tax records may aso provide information about
future earnings; however, the time lags involved in accessing tax data may make
them of limited use in the short run.

The Community Effects Study

Capturing the range of potential community effects will be a challenging exercise. CEIP
Is using a multiple-methods research design that relies heavily on both a “theory of change”
approach and a quasi-experimental comparison community design.

The theory of change approach — as described by Weiss (1995) and as operationalized
by Connell and Kubisch (1998) — requires evaluatorsto lay out the explicit or implicit
theories about why a program should or should not work. All the assumptions built into the
program have to be specified in detail. Methods for data collection and analysis are then
constructed to track the unfolding of assumptions and to show where assumptions break
down and which theories the evidence best supports.

In the absence of random assignment of communities to provide a counterfactual, theory-
driven evaluation can provide a means of validating study findings. As evidence supporting

1esee Appendix C for more information on the minimum detectable effects analysis. Ultimately, calculation of the impact
estimates will be based on data from the retained sample, not the enrolled sample. Over time, some sample members will
be lost; for example, some may choose to withdraw from the study, others may not be traceable when it comes time to
administer the follow-up surveys. Depending on the extent of sample attrition, the minimum detectabl e effects will
actually be somewhat larger than those indicated here.

" The characteristics of the sample are described in Chapter 6.
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each micro-step linking theory to outcome is found, the underlying theory is validated. As
Connell and Kubisch (1998) explain:

A theory of change approach would seek agreement from all stakeholders that,
for example, activities Ay A, and Ag, if properly implemented (and with the
ongoing presence of contextual factors Xy, X,, and X3), should lead to outcomes
0, O,, and Os; and, if these activities, contextual supports, and outcomes all
occur more or less as expected, the outcomes will be attributable to the
intervention. Although this strategy cannot eliminate all alternative explanations
for a particular outcome, it aligns the major actorsin the initiative with a
standard of evidence that will be convincing to them. (p. 18)

A significant problem, however, is that community-based initiatives are complex and
involve the interactions of multiple partners at different levels. It is very difficult to specify a
fully developed set of expectations about how a program will work. However, Weiss (1995)
argues that even if fine-grained theories of change cannot be spelled out, certain assumptions
and hypotheses underlying the larger endeavour can be identified. Essentially the question
becomes: What signs are there that this community has improved along the general lines that
have been hypothesized?

The following table (Table 3.1) provides an overview of aninitial theory of change for
CEIP. It specifies not only the ultimate outcomes that are expected, but also some of the steps
along the way. These early and intermediate outcomes should be observed as the
demonstration proceeds, and in advance of the longer-term outcomes. The multiple levels at
which the initiative is expected to work within the community are reflected in the rows
describing what is expected.

Table 3.1 presents only a brief overview of the underlying theory and the progression
of expected outcomes. It starts with a mapping of the resources potentially made available
by CEIP. The principal new inputs — free labour and the community planning grant —
are being made available at the community level. Thusthe initia activities are expected to
take place at thislevel also. More formal and informal meetings, and organization and
engagement of community members are expected. However, these community-level
activitieswill also produce related effects for families and individuals who are expected to
interact more, participate more, and have greater access to community institutions.

The conditions surrounding communities' participation in CEIP and their accessto free
labour and the planning grant are expected to influence the early outcomes of community
organization. A representative community board is expected to be nominated through a
democratic process. In turn, sponsors charged with developing work projects should be
found. Families and individuals will be participating in the establishment of the board and
communities projects through discussion, voting, and possibly paid or unpaid work. These
activities should bring individual s together formally and informally more often and expand
socia networks. Engagement in discussions about key changes that have occurred or should
occur in their community may, in turn, make individuals more accountable to one another
and create a stronger community identity.
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The Intermediate Outcomes column describes the next stage of expected community
development. The consequence for the community of greater interaction, expanded social
networks, and a stronger community identity is greater participation in its institutions and
collective activities. In turn, the communities may start interacting more with each other
in order to learn about alternative approaches and share resources. The socia networks
themselves would be expected to strengthen and become more supportive. The
community projects should be productive and the goods and services produced may be
consumed within the community. Depending on the nature of the product, this may
engender further interaction, participation, and inclusion.

The long-term outcomes are listed in the final column. If some projects develop as
sustainable activities, this should increase employment in the community. The social gains
emerging from more active citizenship, the individual and collective empowerment, and
the opportunities for individuals to come in greater contact with others, either through
their project employment or their associational activities, should lead to an increased stock
of social capital and improve the social cohesion of the population. The services produced
and expansion of employment should also improve overall quality of life.

For the evaluation, the theory summarized in the table will be expanded. In addition,
it would be unwise to rely wholly on asingle theory. Therefore, supplementary and
alternative effects will be hypothesized and added to the theory. There will be strong
grounds for attributing the community effects observed to the intervention if these
activities and outcomes are observed in sequence. In the words of Connell and Kubisch
(1998):

The major audiences for an evaluation of a CCl [comprehensive community
initiative] —including community residents, initiative managers and funders,
and policy makers — should be convinced that the initiative “ worked” if four
points can be demonstrated:

e up front and along the way, a well-specified and plausible theory of
change described steps toward an anticipated change (from historical
baselines) in important outcomes for the community, its institutions, and
itsresidents

e theactivities of the CCI that were part of these steps were implemented
at expected thresholds

e the magnitude of changesin the early, intermediate, and long-term
outcomes that followed these activities met predicted thresholds

e no obvious and pervasive contextual shift occurred that could otherwise
account for all these predicted sequences of activities and outcomes

(p. 34)

The theory of change approach holds promise as away to better understand how
CEIP s program model unfolds in the community. However, thisis arelatively new
approach and it is not certain that it will be an adequate substitute for comparing outcomes
in the CEIP communities with some counterfactual. Therefore, CEIP has adopted the
strategy of integrating a more traditional quasi-experimental comparison community design
with the theory of change approach. The strength of this strategy isthat it provides two
bases of comparison. First, the theory of change allows the experiences of the communities
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exposed to the program to be compared with expectations concerning how the program will
operate and the changes that will be observed. Second, the comparison community design
allows the experiences of the communities exposed to the program to be compared with the
experiences of other similar communities where the program did not operate.

The selection of comparison communities was complicated by the fact that at the time
the selection had to be made the final list of communities that would take part in CEIP
was not known. It had been determined that participants would be selected from across
the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM), and four “lead sites” had been
selected — Dominion, New Waterford, Sydney Mines, and Whitney Pier — but other
communities were to be added in the second year of implementation.*®

A detailed description of the process for selecting comparison communitiesis
provided in Appendix D. In brief, atwo-step process was used. As afirst step, a
“similarity index” was calculated to identify, from alist of virtually every self-contained
town in Nova Scotia, those that were broadly similar to the CBRM where CEIP isbeing
implemented. Then a community proximity score analysis was conducted to arrive at a
group of communities that collectively would represent a valid comparison with the CEIP
sites.”® Since al communities within the CBRM were potential candidates to be included
as CEIP communities, all CBRM communities with populationsin excess of 1,500 were
kept on thelist. This ensured that data would be collected on all communities selected for
CEIP, regardless of whether they were selected at the outset or added in the second
round. In addition, any CBRM communities that were not selected for CEIP would then
be available as comparison sites.

Using this process, the following communities were selected to provide the comparison:
Within the CBRM
¢ Reserve Mines

e Forence

e Sydney Main

e Louisbourg
Outsidethe CBRM
e Inverness

o Stellarton

e Pictou

BAn overview of the process by which communities were selected is given in Chapter 4.

*The research desi gn calls for comparison sites to act as a combined counterfactual and not a comparison of matched
pairs of communities. Each CEIP siteis not paired with a comparable non-CEIP community. Apart from the practica
difficulties of trying to align individual communities in this way from among the limited set of available
communities, chance factors could intervene over the study period that could render a carefully selected matched
comparison site much less comparable by the end of the study. In terms of the planned community survey, pooling
several communities is more efficient, since a smaller sample sizeis required from each community than if each
CEIP site required its own matched pair. Therefore, the comparison sites will collectively serve as a barometer of
changes occurring in similar Nova Scotian towns over the course of the project.
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The community effects study is relying on abroad set of indicators that are being
collected in the CEIP communities and in the comparison communities and that are being
obtained from a variety of data sources. Wherever possible, administrative records are
being tapped to obtain community level data. To complement available administrative
records data, a three-wave community survey is being conducted to obtain information
directly from residents of the CEIP and comparison communities. In addition, five key
informants in each community are being interviewed annually during the study to obtain
their detailed assessment of perceived changesin institutional structures and civic activity
in their communities. SRDC researchers are monitoring local media, conducting
document analysis of local community-planning material and minutes and other records
of local organizations, and conducting extensive fieldwork to observe local meetings and
other consultative events and to interview local stakeholders, especially those who are
involved with CEIP at the local community level.

Benefit-Cost Analysis

The CEIP research design includes a benefit—cost study. In essence, the aim of this
type of analysisisto monetize (estimate in dollar terms) the direct and indirect use of
resources and consequences associated with the program being assessed. It isthen
conceptually possible to add up all of the benefits (positive amounts) and costs (negative
amounts) to determine who is better off with or without the program and by how much.
Although a benefit—cost analysis can be especially useful for government officialsin
assessing cost-effectiveness from a government budget perspective, it isalso useful in
determining how participating individuals (and, in this study, participating communities),
aswell as society as awhole, are affected.

Paradoxically, part of what makes benefit—cost analysis so appealing to policy-
makers can a so constitute its main limitation: While this approach aims at monetizing all
of the benefits and use of resources associated with a program, it is not always possible to
do so. This might be the case either because some of these consequences are intangible or
because, even if they are in some way measurable, they may nonethel ess remain difficult
to expressin dollar terms.

The essentia first step in a benefit—cost analysisis to establish the accounting
framework that will be used. This framework sets out the relevant components to be
included in the analysis. Table 3.2 presents the accounting framework for CEIP. It lists
the items that will be included and identifies the expected directions of the changes —
benefits (+), costs (-), or no effect (0). Four different accounting perspectives are used.
First, costs and benefits will be analyzed from the point of view of participating
individuals (program group members); second, from the perspective of participating
communities; third, from the point of view of government budgets (also referred to as
the “taxpayer” or the “non-participant” perspective); and finally, from the perspective
of society asawhole. It isimportant to understand that, while the first three
perspectives are mutually exclusive and complementary, the fourth perspectiveis their
sum. In all three perspectives, results will eventually be provided on a per-participant
basis. The following sections discuss the major components identified in the accounting
framework.
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Table 3.2: Benefit—-Cost Analysis Accounting Framework

Components of the Analysis

Accounting Perspective

Participating

Individuals

Communities

Government
Budgets

Society as
a Whole

Monetized components®
Value of in-program output®
Employment
In-program
CEIP earnings + fringes
Foregone earnings + fringes
Post-program earnings + fringes
Tax payments
Federal income tax
Provincial income tax
El premiums
CPP contributions
Transfer payments
Employment Insurance
Income assistance
GST credit
Child tax benefit
Other programs
Transfer administrative costs
Employment Insurance
Social assistance
GST credit
Child tax benefit
Other programs
Administrative and operating costs®
Community boards
Community-based organizations
Employability assessment
Job matching
Job-readiness and generic skills
training
Technical assistance to
communities

Project management information
system

Central administration
Use of other programs

Job search

Education

Training

Other
Employment-related expenses

Child care

Transportation

Other

O O O oo

o O o o

o o

o O oo

(el e]

o O o o o o o O O o O O O oo O O O o o o O O o

o o

o o

+ + + + + + + + +

+ 4+ + + +

+ + + +

O O O o o o O O o

+ 4+ + + +

+ + + +
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Table 3.2: Benefit—-Cost Analysis Accounting Framework (Cont’d)

Accounting Perspective

Participating Government Society as

Components of the Analysis Individuals Communities Budgets a Whole
Unmonetized or partially monetized
components‘l|
Social cohesion and individual well-being + + + +
Effects on other economic sectors

Multiplier effect 0 + + +

Displacement 0 - - -

Notes: A specific dollar amount will be determined for each of these components of the analysis.

PThis component includes the value of goods and services produced as a direct result of the CEIP.

°This category differs from an overall “ CEIP Program Costs’ category (not used here) only in that it does not include the value
of the CEIP earnings and fringe benefits listed inside in the “Employment” category. This choice refl ects the nature of the
program, which refers to these payments as earnings or “community wages” and not as transfers. When these amounts are
subsequently monetized, a separate table for CEIP Program Costs can be created, which would include the CEIP earnings and
fringe benefits, as well as administrative and operating costs.

“The extent to which such components are observed will be reviewed and monetary implications explored; full monetization is
not expected to be possible, however.

The Value of In-Program Output

The in-program output (the goods and services produced as a result of CEIP) is meant
to be useful and beneficia to the participating communities where the projects are
executed. It does not aim specifically at benefiting individual participants directly or at
affecting government budgets. Overall, however, society as whole will likely benefit
from this output.

Employment-Related Components

CEIP earnings and related fringe benefits represent a benefit to participating
individuals and an equivalent cost to government budgets. The participating communities
will not be directly affected by the employment-related components.® As with other
types of transfers (where the cost to government is equivalent to the benefit for
participants), the cost to society as awhole cancels out.

CEIP-participating individuals are expected to have, on average, less time for non-
CEIP work and are expected to see areduction in this source of earnings and fringe
benefits. While foregone earnings will represent a cost to participating individuas, they
will not directly affect participating communities or government budgets. Overall, they
represent a cost to society.

Work experience programs are often expected to produce an increase in
employability and therefore an increase in post-program earnings for participating
individuals. Thiswill not directly affect the participating communities or the government
budgets, since taxes paid on these extra earnings will be accounted for elsewhere.
Summing up these three other perspectives, society as awhole therefore stands to benefit
from an increase in participating individualS' post-program earnings.

200 community could be positively affected by the spending of CEIP community wages by members of the program
group who live there. However, this potential benefit is unlikely to be captured in this calculation.
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The community wages received by participating individuals are subject to income tax,
and El premiums and CPP contributions are deducted. Since the difference between
average earnings for program group members and control group members is expected to
increase, the difference in the amount of income and payroll taxes paid is also expected to
increase. This cost to participating individuals represents an equivalent benefit to
government budgets. This component represents neither a direct benefit nor a cost to
either the participating communities or society as awhole.

Since, on average, program group members should see their earnings increase
compared with control group members, transfers will also be reduced for program group
members. This cost to participating individuals will represent an equal benefit for
government budgets and will constitute neither a cost nor a benefit for the participating
communities or for society as awhole. The reduction in transfer payments will produce a
corresponding reduction in the administrative costs of these programs. Since this does not
represent a cost to participating individuals or communities, society as awhole will also
benefit.

Administrative and Program Operating Costs

Implementation of CEIP requires funds for administration and operations at different
levels. Community boards receive planning grants; they may also benefit from free
access to halls and other community resources. While this does not represent a cost to
individual participants, it does represent a cost to the communities and to government
budgets and, therefore, to society as awhole. Sponsors of community-based projects will
not receive any resources from CEIP other than the individual participants referred to
their projects. They are, however, likely to draw on resources from avariety of other
community sources (for example, free access to community facilities; grants from local
funding agencies, such as the United Way; and proceeds from the sale of goods and
services) and from government organizations and agencies. This use of resources does
not affect participating individuals directly but, overal, it represents a cost to society.

Other administrative and operating costs (employability assessments, job matching,
training, technical assistance to communities, the project management information
system, and the central administration) are borne by government budgets as part of CEIP
expenditures. While they do not directly affect the participating individuals or the
participating communities, they represent a cost to society as awhole.

Use of Other Programs and Additional Expenses

The use of some other programs (for example, job-search clubs, education, and
training) may decrease as a consequence of CEIP. This does not represent alossto the
participating individuals who choose to reduce their use of these programs or for the
participating communities, however, the reduction of costs from a government budget
perspective tranglates into a net gain for society as awhole.

Some employment-rel ated expenses (such as child care and transportation) are
expected to increase as a consequence of CEIP. This represents a cost both to
participating individuals and to government budgets (since these expenses may be partly
subsidized for low-income workers). These increases are not expected to represent costs
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specific to the participating communities but they will, overall, constitute costs to society
asawhole.

Other Components

Through the employment it creates and the services provided by community-based
projects, CEIP may lead to increases in socia cohesion and individual well-being from
the perspectives of both the participating individual s and the participating communities.
This broad category could include concepts linked to social cohesion, such as belonging,
inclusion, involvement, recognition, and legitimacy. It could aso include concepts linked
to individual well-being, such asfeelings of mastery and hope, self-esteem, emotional
distress, and stress. Improvements in these factors could, in turn, provide benefitsin
terms of reduced crime, improved health, and similar outcomes that would represent a
benefit from the government budget perspective and, overall, for society.

Activity in the non-profit sector is often characterized by a multiplier effect; what is
spent in this part of the economy increases activity in other sectors of the economy.
While, overall, this does not directly benefit participating individuals, it does benefit the
participating communities, government budgets, and society as awhole. On the other
hand, any displacement by CEIP of workers or economic activity will reduce this positive
effect. While this does not represent a direct benefit or cost to participating individuals, it
does represent a cost to participating communities, government budgets, and society as a
whole®

Overal, conducting a benefit—cost analysis for CEIP presents a particular challenge.
While assessing the value of some of the components will be relatively straightforward,
thiswill not be the case for others, which will remain either unmonetized or only partially
monetized. This situation is not unique to the CEIP benefit—cost analysis, however, in the
case of CEIP some of the components that will be difficult to monetize (for example,
those related to building social capital) are among the most valued aspects of the project.
The analysiswill provide an indication of the scale of the changes that have taken place,
but it may be necessary to leave to the judgment of the reader the question of how much
value to place on these components.

SUMMARY

The overall evaluation task established for CEIP — a comprehensive evaluation of
program impacts on individual participants and the community effects produced where
CEIP is operating — is a challenging one, and an ambitious evaluation strategy has been
designed to accomplish it. As ademonstration project, the first challenge faced by CEIP
was to take the project design off the drawing board and implement it in the field. The
next chapter begins the discussion of CEIP’ simplementation, starting with the selection
of the project site and the process of engaging communities to take part.

Zcelp attempts to avoid, as much as possible, any type of displacement. The issues of displacement and the multiplier
effect are commonly ignored in employment and training benefit-cost analyses because of difficulties in measuring
them. Estimates of their extent therefore remain largely speculative. It is not clear, at this stage, how much this study
will be able to improve levels of measurement.
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Chapter 4:
The CEIP Communities

The notion of “community” for the Community Employment Innovation Project
(CEIP) operates at two levels. First, the overall community from which individual
participants are drawn is a specific region within Cape Breton — the Cape Breton
Regional Municipality (CBRM). Thisisthe project site for CEIP. Second, the
communities where projects are developed and approved to provide employment
opportunities for participants are alimited number of smaller areas within the overall
project site. This chapter describes the CEIP communities and how they were selected. It
also outlines the process by which local communities were engaged to take part in CEIP.
Research is still being conducted to explore this process as part of CEIP's
implementation analysis. The findings of this research will be presented in alater report;
only asummary of the process that was used is presented here.

WHY CAPE BRETON?

The fundamental goal of CEIP isto improve the long-term employability and
economic well-being of workers in communities experiencing chronically high
unemployment while, at the same time, contributing to the development of those
communities themselves. In setting up CEIP, the first decision was choosing where to
conduct the test. A project conducted in a single location cannot generate findings that
will be equally valid for other areas. It can, however, produce important lessons to guide
subsequent replications, and the estimates of impacts will have applicability to similar
locations in similar circumstances.

Ultimately, the selection of Cape Breton as the test |ocation was made by officials at
Human Resources Development Canada (HRDC). Ininitial discussions between HRDC
and the Social Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC), other possible
locations were considered. These included the Gaspésie region of Quebec, which has a
long history of high unemployment and reliance on seasonal industries; single-industry
towns in British Columbiathat have been adversely affected by the decline in logging
and the closure of pulp and paper mills; and mining-dependent communitiesin northern
Ontario that have been experiencing a gradual decline in economic activity and an out-
migration of their popul ations.

Cape Breton was selected as fitting the description of the sort of community for
which the intervention to be tested was considered appropriate. Outside the industrial
base of Cape Breton County, the economy has been highly dependent on resource-based
activities, typically seasonal in nature. Effortsto diversify the economy using traditional
devel opment approaches (for example, locating public sector activities in Cape Breton
and offering financial incentives to attract manufacturing enterprises to the area) have had
only limited success. The regiona unemployment rate has remained high relative to the
provincial and national rates. In addition, for the past 30 years the industrial heart of Cape
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Breton County has been undergoing a process of “deindustrialization” associated with the
decline of its historic industrial underpinnings — the coal mines and the steel mill.*

In addition, Cape Breton offered an advantage that many other locations did not — a
long history of grassroots community development. Much of this activity is rooted in the
co-operative movement and benefits from the active involvement of local religious and
educational leaders. The oldest community development corporation in Canadais located
in Cape Breton, and the only post-graduate program in community economic
development in Canadais offered at the University College of Cape Breton. It was
thought that this tradition of local activism and the availability of expertise and
organizational infrastructure would facilitate the implementation of CEIP.

The choice of Cape Breton has some disadvantages, however. The same pre-existing
local expertise and infrastructure that may facilitate implementation also means that the
project is unable to examine what would be involved in trying to launch an initiative of
this sort at a“greenfield” site. For example, the community capacity building and
development of local leadership that may occur as aresult of CEIP will be additional to
the significant capacity that is presumed already to exist. Furthermore, the substantial
economic development efforts of existing agencies (including the Cape Breton
Development Corporation, the Enterprise Cape Breton Corporation, and the Cape Breton
County Economic Development Authority) mean that CEIP isbeing tested in a
community that has access to arelatively high level of resources and support services.
Therefore, the project’ s results will have limited applicability to less “service-rich”
environments.

WHY THE CBRM?

The determination of the overal project site for CEIP and the selection of specific
communities within it was driven principally by project design requirements. CEIP hasto
cover an areathat can yield a sufficiently large sample of participants to make the
experiment viable. At the same time, however, the community-based employment
opportunities need to be concentrated within communities or neighbourhoods that are
sufficiently small so that detectable community effects might result from them. A further
practical consideration is the preference for selected communitiesto bein relatively close
proximity to one other in order to make it feasible for participants, over the course of
CEIP, to commute to avariety of project work assignments in a number of locations.

The design, then, had to manage the trade-off between CEIP s need to have a
relatively large catchment area from which to draw individuals and its need to have
relatively small areas in which jobs would be focused.

This trade-off was managed by, first, deciding that individual participants would be
drawn from across al of the CBRM. In practical terms, the CBRM (which, since
municipal amalgamation, covers Cape Breton County, excluding the Eskasoni and
Membertou reserves) isthe only part of Cape Breton that has a sufficiently large
population base to provide the necessary sample size within a concentrated geographical

A more detailed overview isincluded in Appendix E.
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area.” In planning CEIP, it was thought that CEIP’ s offer would be attractive to only
about 1 in 10 of those who received it. Since the design called for the enrolment of
1,500 participants, it was thought that it might be necessary to make the offer to
approximately 15,000 Employment Insurance beneficiaries and income assistance
recipients who met the eligibility criteria

Expanding the project site beyond the boundaries of the CBRM would have produced
alarger population base than was required, and the larger geographic area would have
increased the commuting distances faced by participants. Alternatively, the required
sample could have been recruited from within a somewhat smaller area than the entire
CBRM. However, this would have necessitated specifying some sub-municipal
boundaries for the catchment area (for example, in terms of postal code areas), which
would have been more difficult to define and to explain.

THE PROJECT COMMUNITIES

The next step in the community-sel ection process was to identify the specific
communities or neighbourhoods within the CBRM where the project-based activities for
CEIP would take place. The goal was to select communities that had established
identities (i.e. they were thought of as “communities’ by both the people who live there
and by others), and that were both moderately sized in terms of population and relatively
more disadvantaged economically (to increase the potential for observable positive
effectsto occur).

The selection of the communities was one of responsibilities assigned to the Project
Implementation Committee, comprising representatives of HRDC and the Nova Scotia
Department of Community Services (NS-DCS). This committee was established by the
HRDC-NS-DCS Memorandum of Understanding and was given the responsibility to
oversee all aspects of local implementation and operations of the project.* The committee
Is chaired by the HRDC Cape Breton Zone Director. I1ts membership comprises the
managers of the Human Resources Centres of Canada and the NS-DCS district managers
from across the areain which CEIP is operating and one representative each from the
HRDC Nova Scotia Regional Office, the Applied Research Branch at HRDC national
headquarters, and NS-DCS provincial headquartersin Halifax. The project team is
represented by a member of SRDC staff.

When CEIP was launched, the final number of communities had not been determined.
A strategy was adopted that involved recruiting communities in two phases. At the outset,
four “lead sites’ were selected; additional communities were to be selected during the
second year of the project. This phased approach had severa advantages. Individual
participants were being enrolled over atwo-year period; the phased recruitment of
communities would provide a better match between the timing of employment

*The population of Cape Breton is heavily concentrated in the CBRM. According to Statistics Canada’s 2001 Census
(Statistics Canada, 2002), the total population of Cape Breton was 147,454 and the population of the CBRM was
105,968.

*The Memorandum of Understandi ng also established a project research committee, which has so far had one meeting
(for purposes of reviewing and approving the project design).
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opportunities and the availability of workers. It aso provided an opportunity for later
sitesto learn from the experiences of the lead sites and facilitated the implementation
research task, since not as many communities would need to be studied at the same time.
Finally, a phased approach allowed the total number of communities to be expanded or
contracted based on early experiences in working with the lead sites and their capacity to
generate meaningful work opportunities.

To aid in the selection of communities, the Project Implementation Committee
adopted six criteria, shown in the accompanying text box.

CEIP Site Selection Criteria

1. Individual sites must be clearly recognized and identified as distinct communities.
Residents should feel that this is “their” community or neighbourhood (rather than
trying to force-fit areas together to form a community) and there must be a public
perception (expressed, for example, in media descriptions and the structure of
organizations and associations) of a community identity.

2. There must be some pre-existing capacity for community-mobilizing activities to take
place (e.g. presence of key local leaders, institutions, or organizations) and for
potential project sponsors to emerge.

3. Each individual site must have a population threshold of 2,000 or more. The purpose
of this requirement is

a) toincrease the likelihood that sites will generate projects providing a number of
work opportunities large enough to have a significant impact on the community;
and

b) to ensure that sites are not so small that projects affect the work opportunities of
those who are not members of the program group (and, in particular, the
opportunities available to control group members).

4. Sites must be in geographic proximity to each other. While sites need not be
contiguous, they should be close enough to allow

a) workers to move among projects located in different sites (to provide the overall
commonality of experiences that will be essential for the pooling of research
results);

b) communication to be maintained among sites (to permit sites to learn from each
other and possibly to share resources); and

c) the central job broker/worker referral organization to deal effectively with
representatives at each site and with the sponsors of projects requiring workers
within each site.

5. Sites must be within a broader area that is sufficiently large to produce

1,500 volunteers (program and control group members) willing to take part in

community projects in the selected sites during the project’s enrolment phase

(anticipated to last 18 to 24 months).

6. Within the broader area, sites will be selected from among those communities with a
history of relatively weaker economic conditions and chronic unemployment.
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Judgmental assessments against criteria 1, 2, and 6 were made by local HRDC and
NS-DCS staff who were familiar with the local communities in which they deliver
programs and services. Population data from the 1996 Census were used for criteria 3.
Criteria4 and 5 were met by considering only communities that fell within the
boundaries of the CBRM, the area from which individual participants would be drawn.

In addition, in applying these criteria the Project |mplementation Committee decided
that at least one lead community should be selected from each of the three areas covered
by the local offices of HRDC (located in the pre-amalgamation towns of Sydney, North
Sydney, and Glace Bay). It was thought that this geographic dispersion of project sites
would increase the sense of “inclusion” (CEIP would be seen to be providing community
employment opportunities across a broad area of the CBRM). It would also increase the
proportion of participants who, in the early months of CEIP enrolment, would have
access to project-based work opportunitiesin or close to their home communities.

Ultimately, six communities were selected for CEIP (see Figure 4.1 and Table 4.1).
The four lead communities, selected at a meeting of the Project Implementation
Committee held in August 1998, were the pre-amalgamation towns of Dominion, New
Waterford, and Sydney Mines and the Whitney Pier neighbourhood of the pre-
amalgamation city of Sydney. In August 2000 the committee selected two additional
communities; again these were pre-amal gamation towns — North Sydney and Glace Bay.

Figure 4.1: The Six CEIP Communities

Sydney Mines
North Sydney
Whitney Pier
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THE PROCESS OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Aninitial round of consultations with local stakeholders to discuss what eventually
became the CEIP program model took place even before there was a project. In July 1998
representatives from HRDC and SRDC attended meetings in Sydney, North Sydney, and
Glace Bay to discuss the potentia use of community-based projects as away to help
distressed communities and the long-term unemployed.

The overall reaction of those who attended the meetings was very positive. Although
some cautionary comments were made (for example, a concern that wages not be set at
too low alevel), there was general agreement that a project like CEIP would offer a
valuable opportunity to achieve a number of desirable objectives. Among the views
expressed by attendees of these initial meetings were that the project could provide work
opportunitiesin (and an inflow of money to) communities that are struggling to cope with
chronic unemployment and could serve as a catalyst to community-mobilizing activities
In places where people are often demotivated by the stress of ongoing economic
difficulties. People would be encouraged to think more strategically about how they
would like to see their communities change over the longer run and could learn more
about the potential for alternative (for example, social economy) employment to link to
and foster jobs in the private sector.

The positive response from people in the local area was an important factor in the
decision to proceed with the project. In many ways, the communities taking part in CEIP
are as much “volunteers’ as are the individual participants. Selected communities are
given an opportunity to be the sites where CEIP-related project activities take place;
however, the decision whether to take up the offer has to be made by the citizens of each
of those communities. Unfortunately, nine months later, when HRDC and NS-DCS
scheduled the formal announcement of the launch of CEIP in March 1999, economic
circumstances in the area had worsened and attitudes toward the project had changed as
well. The impending closure of the last two operating collieries had been announced by
the federal agency that operated them. A final attempt was being made to sell the
provincially owned steel mill, with the government stating that the mill would be shut
down if abuyer could not be found. On the day prior to the planned public announcement
of CEIP, municipal officials were announcing cuts to the recreation budget and layoffs of
staff.

At abriefing session held for local representatives the day prior to the announcement,
anumber of those in attendance made comments that were critical of CEIP. It was clear
from the comments that CEIP was being viewed against the backdrop of the mine and
mill closures and, in that context, CEIP was being criticized as an inadequate and
inappropriate response from the two orders of government. Officials from HRDC and
NS-DCS decided to postpone the public launch of the project and agreed to a further
process of consultation with local stakeholders. Many of those who attended the briefing
agreed to participate in these additional discussions.
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Two follow-up meetings were held in March and April. By that time, those who
attended felt there was sufficient interest in moving ahead with the project to begin
approaching peoplein local communities directly to determine their interest in taking
part.* Consequently, in May 1999 the formal process of recruiting communities to
participate in CEIP began.

The process of community engagement had several steps:
e public meetings to make the CEIP offer

e thedecision to take part

e theformation of acommunity board

e the acceptance of the board

e thedevelopment of astrategic plan

e the acceptance of the plan

solicitation and approval of CEIP projects

This report provides only abrief description of each of these steps. A report
planned for publication next year will give a more detailed description and analysis of
what took place and will attempt to draw out the lessons that were learned during this
process.

Public Meetings

Theinitia “invitation” to communities to take part in CEIP was made by means of an
information session held in each community. In May and June 1999 public meetings were
held in each of the four lead communities; meetings were held in the two “ second-round”
communities in January and February 2001.° These sessions were publicly advertised,
both in the local newspaper and by means of locally distributed flyers. Attendance varied
considerably, from 19 at one meeting to 82 at another.® The meetings were moderated
either by individuals from the community (in one case, for example, alocal clergyman; in
another, a school principal) or by representatives of SRDC.

Each meeting consisted of an overview presentation by representatives from SRDC,
followed by a question-and-answer session. Fact sheets were also distributed to provide
basic information on the project. The purpose of the meetings was not to “sell” CEIPto
the communities but rather to provide as much information as possible to allow the
members of the community to make an informed decision.

4CEIP did, however, continue to encounter some opposition. A small number of opponents sought to prevent the
implementation of the project by writing critical letters to the editor of the local newspaper and by attempting to
organize opposition to participating in CEIP in some of the communities that had been selected to take part.

®The actual dates of the meeti ngs were May 13, 1999, in Sydney Mines; May 25, 1999, in New Waterford; June 2,
1999, in Dominion; June 14, 1999, in Whitney Pier; January 18, 2001, in North Sydney; and February 22, 2001, in
Glace Bay.

®There were several factors that affected the turnouts at these meti ngs; these factors will be explored in the
implementation analysis to be published next year.
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Deciding to Take Part

At the conclusion of each meeting, those in attendance were asked, by means of a
show of hands, whether there was support for the community taking part in CEIP. At five
of the six initial meetings, a significant majority of those in attendance indicated that the
community should participate. In one community, the consensus was that there was not
enough information available for the community to make a decision. In that case, a
follow-up meeting was held four months later. By that time, CEIP planning had
progressed to the point where more detailed information could be provided and, at that
meeting, the majority of those in attendance indicated that the community should take
part.

Forming a Community Board

During the public meetings, it was explained that local decisions concerning the
operation of CEIP were to be made by a volunteer community board made up of
representatives of the community. Therefore, the community’sfirst task, if it decided to
participate, was to form a community board.

The usual approach to board formation was for the community to create a committee
to organize a board. These committees typically consisted of a small number of people
In attendance at the public meetings, sometimes with the addition of afew other
community members who were subsequently recruited. These individuals took on the
task of recruiting candidates for the community board. In practice, many of those who
served on these committees subsequently went on to become members of the community
boards.

There was atime limit on completing this task. While the process of engaging
communities was taking place, steps were aso underway to initiate the process of
enrolling individual participants. It was crucia that community-based work
opportunities be available when participants began entering CEIP. Also, the offer to
communities had to be time-limited so that other communities could be brought into the
project to replace those who were unabl e to proceed within areasonable period of time.
Therefore, communities were given 18 months to form a community board and have it
approved. (A second time limit was a so imposed; see the discussion below entitled
“Saliciting and Approving CEIP Projects.”) The “18-month clock” was started on the
date of the first public meeting at which the community was invited to take part in
CEIP. Each of the six communities formed a community board within the time allowed
them.”

7Whitney Pier was granted an extension to the time limit. The deadline for board formation was December 14, 2000,
18 months after the date of the first public meeting in Whitney Pier. As the deadline approached, a steering committee
had been appointed and efforts were underway to recruit and structure acommunity board. Those involved in putting
the board together requested that the deadline be extended by six weeks to January 31, 2001. The Project
Implementation Committee approved the request (but with no extension to the deadline by which the community
board had to make its first project approval). The community submitted its proposed board to the Project
Implementation Committee on January 15, 2001; however, the committee was unable to meet to review and accept the
submission until February 22, 2001.



Acceptance of the Community Board

CEIP required communities to submit their proposed community board to the Project
Implementation Committee for review and approval. The purpose of this requirement was
to provide some assurance that the board had support from the community it was meant
to represent. In reviewing the proposed board, the committee examined the composition
of the board to see how representative it was (in at least one instance, the committee
accepted a proposed board but stipulated that it had to take steps to produce more gender
balance by the time of its annual general meeting). The Project Implementation
Committee also looked for evidence of community support, as demonstrated, for
example, by public meetings at which candidates were introduced to the community and
elected by them.

In making their submissions to the Project Implementation Committee, community
boards were also required to demonstrate that they had formally established themselvesin
amanner that would allow them to function effectively and democratically. For example,
the boards had to appoint members to executive positions, and adopt by-laws and
procedures to govern their activities.

Developing a Strategic Plan

Once accepted by the Project Implementation Committee, the community board was
required to develop a strategic plan for how CEIP-supported projects would be used to
benefit the community. Having an approved plan in place was a prerequisite to a board
being permitted to approve projects. The reason for requiring a strategic plan wasto try to
give more focus to how CEIP participants would be used in the community and to
encourage broad-based consultation and communication as away of building stronger
networks within the community.

It was left to the communities to decide on the processes they would use to develop
their plans. The only specific requirement was that each plan had to include a set of
identified priorities that the community board would use in reviewing and selecting
projects for approval. Some boards chose to solicit ideas from the wider community as a
first step; others boards decided to draft a plan and then hold public meetingsto give
community members an opportunity to review and comment. In some cases, boards took
existing economic development plans or community revitalization strategy documents,
which had been originally developed for other purposes, and used them as the building
blocks for their CEIP strategy.

Acceptance of the Strategic Plan

Community boards submitted their strategic plans to the Project Implementation
Committee for approval. Again, asin the review of proposed community board
composition, the committee was looking for evidence that community consultation had
taken place and that the plan had community support.

In general the Project Implementation Committee adopted the approach of not
second-guessing the community boards. However, in one instance the committee judged
that a strategic plan was insufficiently detailed; the plan was revised and resubmitted and
subsequently approved. In another case, the committee recommended that a strategic plan
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be amended to eliminate a“miscellaneous’ priority category, since this would make it
difficult to ensure that sponsors’ proposals were focused on identified needs. The board
in question accepted this recommendation.

Soliciting and Approving CEIP Projects

Onceits strategic plan had been accepted by the Project Implementation Committee,
a community board was authorized to begin approving proposals submitted by
organizations that wished to sponsor projects. There was a deadline for each community
to demonstrate that it could effectively take part in CEIP and generate work opportunities
for participants. From the date of the first public information session at which a
community was offered the chance to be part of CEIP, the community was given two
yearsto approve itsfirst project. One CEIP community — Dominion — did not meet this
deadline. The community initially decided to participate and went on to form a
community board. However, the board eventually became inactive and went out of
operation without having approved any projects.®

Community boards have adopted a variety of methods to solicit project proposals,
including general media advertising, flyers, and posters distributed throughout the
community and targeted approaches to particular organizations that have previously been
involved in organizing projects for community benefit.

The process of approving community-based projectsis still going on in the five
active CEIP communities. Being “approved” means that a sponsored community
project is eligible to have CEIP participants assigned to work on it. Any organization or
individual can submit a proposal to take advantage of this offer of free labour.
However, the proponent has to demonstrate to the satisfaction of a community board
that the project’ s activities are consistent with the strategic plan and priorities set by the
board and that the sponsor has the capacity to manage the project, including providing
any other resources that may be needed (for example, facilities, tools and equipment,
workers with specialized skills), and to supervise the workers assigned by CEIP.

Community boards meet regularly to review proposals submitted to them and
typically use some form of project review checklist to help in assessing proposals.
Authority to approve, reject, or request modifications to the proposals rests solely with
the community boards. There are, however, five broad guidelines that were established
at the outset by CEIP' s funders. These are listed in the accompanying text box.

Community boards were told that they were responsible for ensuring that the projects
they approve respect these guidelines. The Project Implementation Committee is
responsible for ensuring that community boards fulfill this obligation. While the
committee cannot overturn a community board’ s decision to approve a project, it can
direct the CEIP office not to assign CEIP participants to any project that, in the view of
the committee, is not in compliance with any of the guidelines.

#Dominion’s eligibility lapsed on June 2, 2001, two years from the date of the first public information session in that
community. Dominion’s experience with CEIP will be explored, together with the experiences of the other CEIP
communities, in the next implementation report.
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Community Employment Innovations Project:
Community Guidelines for Approving Projects

e Volunteer community boards must demonstrate, to the best of their ability, that the
projects they approve are consistent with the broader wishes of the members of their
community.

e Any profits earned by the projects must be used for the benefit of the community as a
whole and not for the private benefit of any smaller group of individuals.

e The projects must avoid displacing existing private or public employment. For
example, to the extent possible, project activities are not to compete with private-
sector firms in the same line of business or replace public sector workers who would
otherwise have been hired.

e No projects that are unlawful or unethical are to be approved by the volunteer
community boards.

e Projects must be able and willing to maintain sufficient records to meet acceptable
standards of accountability.

The result of this community engagement process was that six communities agreed to
take part in CEIP and five of the six communities went on to approve projects. Thefirst
projects were approved in October 2000 (in Sydney Mines and New Waterford), and by
August 2001 all five active communities were approving projects. Up to the end of
March 2003 atotal of 257 sponsored projects had been approved in the five communities
providing atotal of 883 placement opportunities.®

As can be seen in the following charts, the projects are distributed fairly evenly across
the five communities, are engaged in a diversity of activities (although predominately
involved in the provision of services), and the placements they provide call for avariety
of occupational skills.

The process of engaging communities was running in paralel with the development
and implementation of arrangementsto enrol individual participants. The goa wasto
have the build-up of available community jobs match, insofar as possible, the build-up of
participants assigned to CEIP’ s program group.’® The next chapter reviews the process
that was used to identify, recruit, and enrol individuals in CEIP’ s research sample.

9Proj ectsvary in duration and not all projects were still operating at the end of March 2003 (193 of these projects were
still active).

195 discussed, however, CEIP made “transitional jobs’ available for participants while they were awaiting the
availahility of a project placement. During the early months of enrolment, there were more participants than project
placements. Consequently, transitional jobs were used to a greater extent than was anticipated (or desirable).
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Figure 4.3: CEIP Projects, October 2000 to March 2003, by Type of Community Need
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Figure 4.4: CEIP Projects, October 2000 to March 2003, by Type
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Figure 4.5: CEIP Placements, October 2000 to March 2003, by Occupation Code
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Chapter 5:
Enrolling Participants

Establishing dligibility requirements and devel oping procedures by which potential
Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) participants could join the study was a
critical task in laying the foundation for CEIP. Several steps had to be taken to safeguard
the process and to ensure it was fair. This chapter describes the requirements and processes
that were put in place to enrol participantsin CEIP. The chapter begins by defining the
eligible population for CEIP: first the eligible Employment Insurance (El) beneficiaries,
then the eligible income assistance (1A) recipients. It then discusses the process by which
potential study sample members were selected from the El and IA caseloads. The final
section looks at how potential sample members who were interested in volunteering for
CEIP were enrolled in the study and how many eventually signed up for CEIP during the
enrolment period.

DEFINING THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION

Thefirst step in identifying potential CEIP volunteers involved determining the eligibility
criteriafor participation in CEIP. Separate criteria and selection processes were formulated
for El beneficiaries and 1A recipients. Besides differences in demographic characteristics and
employment history, recipients of El and IA are governed by different administrative
agencies and policies. The criteriafor participation in CEIP, for these two groups, are thus
guided by the regulations that are relevant to each type of transfer payment.

El Beneficiaries

Individuals residing in the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) who were at
least 18 years of age and who had received at least $1 of regular El benefits during the month
of sample selection and were not participating in any El-sponsored training programs were
potentially eligible candidates for CEIP participation. In addition to these requirements,
sample members had to meet the following criteriain order to be selected for CEIP:

e They must have received between 10 and 13 weeks of benefits on their current El
clam.

e They must have at least 12 weeks of entitlement remaining on their El claim at the
time of selection.

e Individuals could be included in the selection pool only once.

These established criteria required selected participants to make areal choice between
forsaking future EI payments and volunteering for CEIP. If CEIP had selected individuals
broadly from the casel oad, the study would have included a number of new applicants as well
as persons with little or no El benefit remaining on their claim. Instead, each month CEIP
selected a“flow sample” of a group of individuals who had reached their 10th week on claim
(since the selection was made monthly, the individuals could actually have received benefits

-51-



for 10 to 13 weeks). By excluding individuals who had collected less than 10 weeks of El
benefits, CEIP' s offer was not made to those who would have been able to become re-
employed quickly. This approach is aso similar to how areal-world program would likely
operate — offering this form of intervention to people as they reached some duration
milestone on their claims. By also stipulating that selected El beneficiaries must have at |east
12 weeks of benefit entitlement remaining, CEIP avoided recruiting individuals who would
use CEIP simply as an extension of transfer entitlements at or close to the end of their El
benefit entitlements. With at least 12 weeks of benefits left on the EI claim, eligible
individuals had to weigh the effect CEIP would have on their future El benefitsin order to
make the decision to join the study.

IA Recipients

Recipients of income assistance residing in the CBRM who were deemed “employable”
by front-line staff at the Nova Scotia Department of Community Services (NS-DCS) were
determined to be the population eligible to participate in CEIP. “Employable” was defined by
the NS-DCS and determined through an employability assessment — the Nova Scotia
Employability Assessment — administered by an NS-DCS worker. This assessment was
aready an integral part of the intake process for 1A applicants prior to CEIP.

Based on the results of the employability assessment that examined the applicant’ s work
or volunteer experience, job-seeking skills, academic background, skills set, life situations,
physical and mental health, and motivation to work, |A applicants are classified by
Employability Participation (EP) codes. The following EP codes arein use by NS-DCS:

e Code 1: persons who are waiting for assessment
e Code 2: persons who are required to participate in employment support services

e Code 3: individuals who are temporarily excused from participating in employment
support services

e Code4: individuals who are not required to take part in employment support services
e Code5: personswho did not turn up for their assessment appointment
e Code 6: persons who were Family Benefit cases prior to August 1, 2001*

NS-DCS decided that clients and their spouses who were required to participate in
employment support services (Code 2) were potentially eligible for CEIP participation.?

Yprior to August 2001, NS-DCS administered two very distinct socia assistance programs. Social Assistance and Family
Benefits. Family Benefits provided assistance only to single parents and persons with disabilities for basic necessities such
asfood, clothing, and shelter where the cause of need was likely to be of a prolonged nature. EP Code 6 is used on a
temporary basis for those clients. Eventually, the use of EP Code 6 will be phased out.

*TheNS-DCS implemented new entitlement rules and procedures for 1A benefits on August 1, 2001. This included changes
in their pre-August 2001 employability assessment process. However, because all individuals who were deemed
employable prior to August 1, 2001 were automatically deemed employable and assigned to the new EP Code 2, the effect
of these changes on CEIP recruitment was minimal. Moreover, only asmall proportion of CEIP sample members were
selected under the pre-August 2001 rules and regulations.
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The remaining requirements for eligibility were related to the individual’ s age, place of
residence, and |A benefit status. Asin the case of El, individuals selected from the 1A
caseload to receive CEIP offer had to be at least 18 years of age and residing in the CBRM.
The criteria a so stipulated that they had to have received at least $1 in benefits during the
month of sample selection. In 1A cases with more than one adult present, either was
potentially eligible if he or she met established criteria. Only one person could be selected
from each case, however. Individuals previously selected from the El population were not
allowed a second chance if they also appeared in the |A population.

In contrast to the El “flow” sample, the A sample was a* stock” sample since people
could be at any stage of their IA claim when they were selected to participate in CEIP. While
it would have been preferable to make the CEIP offer to individuals who had been receiving
IA for aspecified period of time, there were too few clients to make eligibility requirements
based on a specified duration workable.

SELECTING POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

The sample selection process for both EI and 1A sample members was the responsibility
of Statistics Canada. The process for each sample is described below.

El Beneficiaries

Beginning in July 2000, Human Resources Devel opment Canada (HRDC) provided a
datafile of El beneficiaries from the CBRM to the Special Surveys Division of Statistics
Canada. Thefile was created every four weeks thereafter until June 2002. The datafile was
aderivative of the HRDC Benefits and Overpayments File (BNOP), which is used for
administering El claims and paying benefits. The information provided on the file was
limited to that which was necessary to apply the selection criteriafor CEIP and to allow
Statistics Canada to make contact with eligible participants.

Each month during intake, staff at the Special Surveys Division applied the established
criteriaand created an electronic list of the eligible population. Once the eligible population
was determined, Statistics Canada selected individuals at random to be offered the
opportunity to join the study and sent them an invitation letter. The number of individuals
selected each month to receive the CEIP offer was dictated by the project’ s predetermined
two-year sample loading plan. In order to meet the goal of enrolling 1,000 EI beneficiaries
from the CBRM over atwo-year enrolment period, the amount of persons selected monthly
was adjusted at various times to accommodate for changes in take-up rate, the capacity of the
CEIP office, and the availability of community-based projects.

Theinitial mailing to selected El beneficiaries contained two letters. One of the letters
came from HRDC and the other from Statistics Canada. The generic letter from HRDC
advised the individual that they had been selected to take part in CEIP. It also gave avery
brief introduction to the project and acknowledged the role of Statistics Canada and the
consortium of Cape Breton agencies that provided day-to-day service at the CEIP office.®

*The consortium of agencies that came together to create the CEIP officeis discussed in Chapter 8.
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In addition to inviting the individual to attend an information session to learn more about
CEIP, the letter from Statistics Canada explained how the individual was selected and the
role of Statistics Canada in the study. The letter also provided the dates and times of the
prescheduled CEIP information sessions and also made it clear that individuals could
reschedul e their session, if necessary.

IA Recipients

The selection of individuals from the |A caseload required a two-step process. This
was necessary to address the individual concerns of both NS-DCS and SRDC. NS-DCS
required that its clients provide consent to the release of information before being
considered for selection for CEIP. At the same time, SRDC had an obligation to protect
the identity of those who refused to participate or subsequently withdrew from the study
so that they would suffer no penalty from NS-DCS as aresult of that choice. Therefore,
NS-DCS was required to make the first contact with eligible participants, seeking their
consent to be included in the éigible list, but NS-DCS could not be directly responsible
for selecting the individuals to receive the CEIP offer. The drawback to this was a lengthy
enrolment process for 1A recipients.

In the first step, on a pre-established monthly schedule, NS-DCS provided Statistics
Canada with afile of current |A recipientsin the CBRM. The file was void of personal
identifiers but contained the necessary information required to apply the eligibility criteria
and aunigue identifier created by NS-DCS. Upon receipt of the NS-DCS monthly file,
Statistics Canada applied the eligibility criteria and created afile of those who qualified for
CEIP. Thefile of digible participants (alist of unique identifiers) was then returned to NS-
DCSto permit the initial contact with their eigible clients. Statistics Canada also used the
monthly NS-DCS files to create a cumulative file of NS-DCS recipients. This cumulativefile
was necessary to track those who were sent the initial contact letter from NS-DCS in order to
ensure that only one offer was made to selected individuals and to determine the probability
of selection for future analytical work.

Theinitia letter from NS-DCSto dligible | A recipients was accompanied by areturn
card and postage-paid return envelope. The NS-DCS letter briefly introduced CEIP and
explained the voluntary nature of participation. It also explained the role of NS-DCS and
Statistics Canadain CEIP and indicated that in order to be considered for eligibility a signed
and dated card must be returned to Statistics Canada. Individuals had three weeks to return
the card to Statistics Canada in order to be included in the eligible population.* During the
sample selection period, atotal of 3,232 letters were mailed by NS-DCS to potentia eligible
|A participants. Return cards were received from 1,014 individuals.

The second step commenced with the return of cards during the three-week eligibility
period. The signed card authorized Statistics Canada to receive from NS-DCS relevant
personal information to continue with the selection process. For example, Statistics Canada
was required to verify that an eligible 1A recipient had completed and returned the card and
that the individual did not receive an earlier invitation through the El selection process. After

4AIthough the NS-DCS letter to eligible individuals stated they had to return the cards within three weeksin order to be
eligible for selection, cards that reached Statistics Canada within four weeks were accepted and included in the pool for
selection. The extraweek was to ensure that individuals were not penalized for delaysin the postal system that were beyond
their control.
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confirming eligibility, invitations to attend an information session at the CEIP office were
sent, by Statistics Canada, to arandom sample of those who returned a signed and dated card
within the three-week digibility period.®

In the first week of June 2001, NS-DCS extracted and transmitted the first of
10 monthly files of 1A recipients to Statistics Canada.®° The sample for each month
consisted of eigible recipients from the prior month. For example, thefirst filein
June 2001 was of eligible CEIP individuals from among IA recipients for May 2001. The
overall targeted sample size was 500 |A recipients to be selected and randomly assigned
over aperiod of 12 months.

Once potential sample members were identified and selected by Statistics Canada, the
remaining steps in the intake process were identical for both groups of enrollees. These steps
are discussed in the next section.

SAMPLE ENROLMENT

Asdepicted in Figure 5.2, invitation letters were mailed to potential sample members by
Statistics Canada. Individuals were invited to attend scheduled information sessions and had
to attend within eight weeks of theinitial letter in order to maintain eigibility. The sessions
were usualy held every month throughout the two-year enrolment period, but with separate
group sessions for El beneficiaries and A recipients. Interested persons could also request
an individual “one-on-one” session or reschedul e their attendance at a session within their
eight-week eligibility period. A reminder invitation letter was sent after four weeksto
individuals who had neither attended a session nor called to reschedule.

At the information session participants were shown a slide presentation about CEIP and
the benefits they could gain if they decided to join the study. The main goal was to provide
potential enrollees with sufficient information to help them determine whether to join CEIP.
Staff at the CEIP office informed potential enrollees that CEIP was aresearch project and
that those who signed up had a 50-50 chance of being eligible for paid community-based
work for up to three years. Staff also reiterated that CEIP was a voluntary project and that
participants could withdraw from the project at any time. Attendees were informed that
relevant regulations for EI and IA would apply if they were selected to participate in
community-based work and they subsequently quit or were terminated without just cause. It
was also reiterated that a decision not to join the study at the information session would not
affect an individual’ s eligibility for El or 1A.

5By selecting only a proportion of return cards, SRDC was able to spread the intake over a 10-month period and it also made
it difficult for NS-DCS to determine whether non-participants were those not selected by Statistics Canada or those who
did not sign up. This allowed the identity of non-volunteers to be protected and thus assured that | A recipients who decided
not to take part in CEIP would suffer no penalty.

® ndividual's were not selected duri ng the third month of A sample recruitment because of overwhelming response in the
first two months and the need to spread intake over severa months as well as balance intake with the availability of
community-sponsored projects and the capacity of the CEIP office to process enrollees.
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Figure 5.2: Overview of CEIP Intake and the Random Assignment Process

Sample Selection
Statistics Canada selected a random sample
of eligible El and IA sample members based
on the selection criteria for each group.

v

Invitation Letters Mailed
Statistics Canada mailed letters to notify
individuals of their selection and invite them to
a CEIP information session at the CEIP office.

v

Reminder Letter Mailed
One reminder letter was sent after four
weeks, which invited the individual to
another information session.

Information Session
The CEIP office delivered the information
session, which provided an opportunity
for individuals to enrol in the study by
completing the enrolment form.

Did eight weeks
elapse since the
first letter was
mailed?

Individual
attended the
scheduled
session?

Eligibility Expired

eligibility for CEIP expired.

If an enrolment form was not submitted
within eight weeks of the initial letter or
within one week of attending a session,

Individual
submitted an
enrolment form
within one week
of session?

Enrolment Forms Sent to
Statistics Canada
Enrolment forms were batched and shipped to Statistics
Canada for data capture and random assignment.

!

Random Assignment
Statistics Canada processed the completed enrolment forms
and conducted random assignment. Random assignment
results were sent electronically to the CEIP office.
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Attendees interested in joining the study were required to complete an enrolment form
consisting of a short survey and an informed consent form. The survey section captured
baseline measures such as individual characteristics, work experience, education, and social
networks. Informed consent to participate in the study and to release data for evaluation
purposes was provided by signing the consent form. Individuals could choose to complete
the enrolment form at the CEIP office or take it home and return the completed form within
one week following the session.” As shown in Table 5.1, during the enrolment period
5,980 invitation letters were mailed to eligible El beneficiaries and 804 to | A recipients.
Twenty-seven per cent of eligible El beneficiaries attended an information session and
Sixty-two per cent of attendees volunteered to participate in CEIP by signing a project
enrolment form. The show-up rate among eligible IA recipients was 69 per cent. Ninety-
three per cent of A recipients who showed up to an information session joined the study.
However, the calculation of the show-up rate is for those who received an invitation to
attend an information session from Statistics Canada. It should be noted that alarge
proportion of 1A recipients opted out in the first stage of the sample selection process, since
only 31 per cent of eligible IA recipients returned a card to Statistics Canada. The 69 per
cent show-up rate is among those who had already expressed an interest in CEIP by
returning a card.

Table 5.1: Information Session Attendance and Enrolment in CEIP

Measure El Sample IA Sample
Sent an information session invitation letter 5,980 804
Attended the information session after receiving the initial letter 1,278 469
Attended the information session after receiving the reminder letter 342 88
Signed a consent form and was randomly assigned 1,006 516

Once enrolment forms were completed, they were batched and mailed to Statistics
Canadafor data capture and random assignment. Statistics Canada was required to verify the
eigibility of enrollees using the invitation mail-out list and data from the EI or 1A
administrative data files. Mismatches were investigated to ensure that the person who
completed the form was indeed an El beneficiary or |A recipient who was sent an invitation
letter. Random assignment occurred after eligibility was confirmed and the data was captured
electronically for enrollees. Random assignment was performed by Statistics Canada using
the random assignment facilities of SRDC.?

Figures 5.3 and 5.4 illustrate the sample build-up during the recruitment phase. Figure 5.3
shows the number of enrollees who were randomly assigned each month and Figure 5.4
shows the cumulative sample for each month of the CEIP recruitment phase. As mentioned
earlier, the number of individuals selected, and subsequently randomly assigned, in any given

"Individuals selected from the I A caseload whose |A administrative records indicated that the case file included aspouse
were required to obtain the signature of the spouse on a separate spousal consent form. The spousal consent provided
authorization from the spouse of the potential CEIP participant to access and use, for research purposes, his or her
information that was included in the potential CEIP participant’s |A casefile.

8statistics Canadai mplemented the random assignment process on SRDC' s dedicated random assignment software
application. The process itself was relatively simple. Statistics Canada prepared atext file with anonymous CEIP identifiers
for individuals who had provided completed and signed CEIP enrolment forms. Once the file was ready, Statistics Canada
logged on to the SRDC random assignment computer and initiated the process. The software application assigned the
individuals and generated afile of program and control group assignments.
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month was determined by several factors. First, SRDC had decided that during the first half
of Year 1 recruitment would proceed slowly to give the communities time to develop
projects. Second, the show-up rate at information sessions and the sign-up rate of eligible
participants affected the proportion of the eligible pool who received the CEIP offer. Finally,
the capacity of the CEIP office to administer information sessions and compl ete the
enrolment process also influenced the decision on how many invitation letters were mailed in
any given month.

Asshown in Figure 5.3, several adjustments took place over the recruitment period.
Significant adjustments occurred in the third month of enrolment for both El beneficiaries
and |A recipients (September 2000 and August 2001 respectively). In those months no new
sample members were selected from the administrative files. Enrolment and random
assignment of earlier selected sample members continued, however. The adjustment on the
recruitment of ElI sample members was driven by the uncertainty over whether Canada
Customs and Revenue Agency would rule that paid participation in CEIP was insurable and
covered by the Canada Pension Plan (CPP). The strategy was to slow down the recruitment
of participantsin order to minimize the number of people affected by any possible changes,
while still having some participants available to work on community projects. In the case of
IA enrolment, the initial rate of response from IA recipients was much higher than expected
and, as aresult, a pause in selecting new sample members was necessary during the third
month of enrolment.

As planned, the study was able to recruit sufficient numbers of sample members over
the two-year enrolment period. From July 2000 through May 2002, 1,006 eligible El
beneficiaries joined the research sample and from September 2001 through May 2002,
516 IA recipients enrolled in the project.® Half of the enrollees from both the El and 1A
samples were randomly assigned to the program group and the other half to the control
group. Research sample members were notified by mail of their statusin the study. Control
group members were reminded of their importance to the evaluation of CEIP. They were
also reminded that their involvement in the project did not affect their eligibility for any
service that was normally available to them from HRDC, NS-DCS, or any other
government agency. Program group members were invited to attend an orientation session
at the CEIP office within five weeks to remain eligible for CEIP. Details regarding the
orientation session and procedures for the completion of enrolment in CEIP are discussed
in Chapter 8.

*The first group of eligible |A participants was identified by NS-DCS in June 2001 using the pool of recipients for
May 2001, but because of the lengthy two-stage selection process for persons selected from the | A caseload, the first
group of IA recipients attended an information session in August 2001 and was randomly assigned in September 2001.
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Chapter 6:
Characteristics of the Research Sample

This chapter presents highlights of the characteristics of the research sample for the
Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP). The information presented was
obtained from the CEIP enrolment form and from Employment Insurance (EI) and income
assistance (1A) administrative data. The research sample is made up of 998 persons selected
from the El caseload and 516 individuals from the A caseload.! The survey component of
the enrolment form was designed to capture information on demographic, socio-economic,
and network characteristics of CEIP participants.

Astheresultsin this chapter will demonstrate, the two samples are both from
disadvantaged populations but are different in many respects.

In general, the following holds true for the El sample:
e They were more likely to be men and between 35 and 54 years of age.
e Most had a high school diploma but few had attained any higher levels of qualifications.

e Most were likely to live in households composed of two or more persons and with
two adult contributors to household income. The household income for most was
under $30,000 during the 12 months prior to enrolment.

e They had extensive work experience but were unemployed due to seasonal and non-
seasonal layoff, end of contract, or because their employer moved or closed down.

e Thevast mgority had lived in Cape Breton al their life and had strong social bonds
to the community.

e Most had small, dense, and homogeneous social networks.

e Thevast mgority reported being in good health.

The responses to the enrolment form survey showed that volunteers from the A caseload
had the following characteristics:

e They were likely to be women between the ages of 25 and 44 and living without a
Spouse or partner.

e They werelikely to beliving in households composed of two or more persons and
likely to have only one contributor to household income. The household income of

!A total of 1,006 persons selected from the El caseload completed an enrolment form. However, eight persons were dropped
from the research analysis. Seven of these were volunteers who resided on the Eskasoni reserve. This reserve is surrounded
by the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) but is not officially part of the CBRM. The individuas met the
digibility requirements for selection from the El caseload and were permitted to enrol in CEIP. However, the decision was
made to remove them from the research sample because the nature of the transfer payments and supports for which they
otherwise qualify are significantly different from those available to other sample members. The other individual was
dropped because data integrity checks by Statistics Canada confirmed that the individual had not been selected to join
CEIP. Thisindividual had the same name and lived at the same address as the person invited to join CEIP and as such was
able to bypassinitial integrity checks. Once the error was discovered, more stringent data integrity checks were
immediately implemented to prevent similar situations.
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most 1A enrollees was less than $20,000 with over half of the sample reporting
income of less than $10,000.

e They wereless likely to have long history of work experience or along-term
relationship with the industry in which they last worked.

e They werelikely to have lived in Cape Breton for al their life.

e They were most likely to have small, dense, and homogeneous social networks like
their El counterparts.

e They were dlightly lesslikely to report being in good health than El sample members.

Detailed results for some measures are presented in the following sections, separately for
El and IA study members. A complete tabulation of all measures that were collected on the
enrolment form appearsin Appendix H.

THE ENROLLED SAMPLE OF ElI BENEFICIARIES

Demographic Characteristics

This section begins by looking at El volunteers according to their gender, age, education
credential's, household composition, and household income.

Gender and Age

Most El sample members were men (58.4 per cent) and were between the ages of 25 and
54. Figure 6.1 shows the proportion of sample membersin each age group. One third of the
El study sample was between 45 and 54 years of age. Only 9.3 per cent of the El study
sample were young workers (under 25 years of age) and 7.5 per cent were 55 or older. On
average El sample members were 40.3 years of age (not shown).

Figure 6.1: Age of CEIP Volunteers From the El Caseload
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.
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Education

CEIP volunteers from the El caseload were generally high school graduates with only
about one fifth having attained a college or university degree. For example, 69.0 per cent
reported they had a high school diploma, 17.3 per cent a college diploma, and 5.0 per cent a
university degree. A large proportion of the El study sample, 43.7 per cent, had atrade or
vocational diplomaand 12.4 per cent had an apprenticeship diploma. The education
credentials of El volunteers are comparable to that of the general population of Cape Breton
County. For example, according to Statistics Canada, 32.2 per cent of the Cape Breton
County population aged 25 to 64 did not have a high school graduation certificate (Statistics
Canada, 2003d). Similarly, 31 per cent of the ElI sample said they did not have a high school
diploma.

Figure 6.2: Education Credentials of El Study Sample
80 -

70

60 -

50 -

40 |

Percentage of Sample

30 +

20 +

10 +

0 ]

High School College Trade or Apprenticeship University Other
Vocational

Education Credential

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Household Composition and Household Income

As shown in Figure 6.3, the vast majority of El sample members lived in households
composed of two or more persons. Only seven per cent of the sample reported living alone.
More than half (55.3 per cent) of sample members lived in an adult-only household (not shown).

As shown in Figure 6.4, 30 per cent of the El sample lived in households with one
contributor to household income, and 58.2 per cent had two adult contributors to household
income. Figure 6.5, which summarizes the distribution of household income for EI sample
members, shows that this group was not financially well off. Sixty-five per cent of El sample
members were represented in households with an income level that was |less than $30,000.
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Figure 6.3: Number of People in the Household, El Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Figure 6.4: Contributors to Household Income, El Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Figure 6.5: Household Income of El Sample Members
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Employment Characteristics

There are clear indications that the vast majority of EI sample members have many years of
labour force attachment. As shown in Table 6.1, 74.0 per cent reported that they had worked for
10 years or more since turning 16 years of age. The table aso shows that a sizeable proportion
of El sample members had along-standing relationship with a single employer and industry —
37.8 per cent reported that they worked for one company in the five years prior to enrolment
and 43.0 per cent reported that they worked in the same industry for 10 years or more.

Table 6.1: Employment History of El Sample Members

Employment Characteristics of El Sample Members Percentage of El Sample
Number of years worked in a paid job since 16 years of age

Less than a year 3.7
1-2 years 3.0
3-5 years 9.4
6-9 years 9.9
10 or more years 74.0
Number of companies worked for in the past 5 years

Did not work in the past 5 years 0.5
1 company 37.8
2-3 companies 43.9
4-5 companies 13.7
6 or more companies 4.0
Number of years worked in industry of last employment

Less than 1 year 14.1
1-2 years 16.0
3-5 years 17.1
6-9 years 9.9
10 or more years 43.0

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

On average, El sample members had earned $11.36 per hour in their prior job. As shown
in Figure 6.6, the most common occupational groups were sales and service (31.1 per cent),
trades and transport (21.9 per cent), and business and administrative (13.3 per cent).

Figure 6.6: Occupation of El Sample Members in Most Recent Job
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Reasons for Job Loss and Recall Expectations

Asshown in Table 6.2, the reasons for loss of the most recent job were varied among
respondents but were concentrated in four categories. The most often reported reason for job
loss was non-seasonal layoff (27.8 per cent). Another 21.0 per cent said that their job had
ended because of the seasonal nature of their work. End of contract or temporary job was
mentioned by 16.1 per cent, and 15.0 per cent said it was because their employer had closed
down or moved.

Table 6.2: Reasons for Job Loss and Recall Expectations of El Sample Members

Percentage of El Sample

Reason most recent job ended

End of contract/temporary job 16.1
Non-seasonal layoff 27.8
Seasonal nature of work 21.0
Own illness 2.2
Maternity/parental leave 0.6
Family responsibilities 29
Employer closed down or moved 15.0
Dissatisfied with job 2.4
Moved to new residence 1.9
Retired 5.4
Dismissal by employer 0.6
Labour dispute 0.6
Quit 1.9
Other 2.9
Recall expectations
Expect to return to last employer 31.2

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Note: Numbers may not sum exactly to 100 per cent due to rounding.

The data suggest that job loss was most likely atemporary situation for alarge proportion
of the sample — 31.2 per cent were expecting to return to their last employer sometime in the
future. Most sample members who had recall expectations did not have arecall date,
however. Given that CEIP alows participants to take unpaid leave for a non-CEIP job during
their three-year eligibility period, and given the uncertainty around recall expectations, it is
not surprising that many with recall expectations took advantage of the CEIP offer.

Willingness to Take Different Action Towards Finding a Job

CEIP volunteers were asked a series of questions that probed their willingness to try new
strategiesto get ajob. Asshown in Table 6.3, almost every El sample member expressed his
or her willingness to get additional training (97.6 per cent) or work in a different occupation
or industry (91.1 per cent). Only asmall proportion expressed an interest in moving
permanently outside Cape Breton (17.5) or moving for part of the year (28.6 per cent) in
order to get ajob.
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Table 6.3: Willingness to Take Different Action Towards Finding a Job, El Sample Members

Percentage of El Sample

Will take additional training to improve job prospects 97.6
Will work in a different occupation or industry in order to get a job 91.1
Will move permanently outside Cape Breton in order to get a job 175
Will move part of each year in order to get a job 28.6
Will work for a lower wage in order to get a job 51.0

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

The majority of El sample members (51.0 per cent) said they were willing to work for a
wage that was lower than the wage of their most recent job in order to get ajob. Thisis
consistent with areported average reservation wage of $9.55 (not shown), which islower than
the average wage at the most recent job.? The fact that they voluntarily signed up for CEIP is
also an indication that they were willing to take, abeit for a short term, alower-paying job.

Attachment to Community and Links to Others

The survey used various questions to query study members on their attachment to
community and their links in the community. These included questions on length of
residency in Cape Breton and at their current address, whether relatives resided in Cape
Breton, and the number of contacts available to help in various situations.

Attachment to Community

Asdepicted in figures 6.7 and 6.8, there are clear and striking indications of El sample
members  strong social bonds to Cape Breton. Slightly over three quarters of respondents had
lived in Cape Breton their entire life, and an additional 19.6 per cent had lived there for 10 or
more years. In total, over half had either lived at their residence for 10 years or more or all
their life. Strong social bonds to Cape Breton are further demonstrated by the vast proportion
of sample members who reported they had relatives besides those in their household living in
Cape Breton (97 per cent, not shown).

Figure 6.7: Number of Years Lived in Cape Breton, El Sample Members
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Years

10 or More Years

B All My Life

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

“The reservation wage is the minimum salary an individual will accept when deciding whether to accept ajob. At enrolment,
the baseline survey asked individuals for the minimum salary they were willing to accept on their next job.
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Figure 6.8: Number of Years at Current Address, El Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Social Network

El sample members reported that, on average, they had 10 contacts on whom they could
call for various types of help. On average, they claimed there were six contacts on whom
they could call for help with household tasks, three contacts for specialized advice, five
contacts for emotional support, and four contacts who could provide help finding ajob (see
Table 6.4).

Table 6.4: Social Network of El Sample Members

Network Characteristics Percentage of El Sample
Number of contacts for help with household activities

None 4.0
1-2 contacts 24.6
3-5 contacts 39.6
6—10 contacts 215
11 or more contacts 10.3
Average 5.6
Median 4.0
Number of contacts for specialized help (such as legal, medical, financial)

None 12.4
1-2 contacts 43.7
3-5 contacts 335
6—10 contacts 8.8
11 or more contacts 1.6
Average 29
Median 2.0
Number of contacts for emotional help

None 4.2
1-2 contacts 26.1
3-5 contacts 39.5
6—10 contacts 20.6
11 or more contacts 9.6
Average 5.5
Median 4.0

(continued)
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Table 6.4: Social Network of El Sample Members (Cont’d)

Network Characteristics

Percentage of El Sample

Number of contacts for help finding a job

None 10.1
1-2 contacts 30.8
3-5 contacts 37.1
6—10 contacts 17.2
11 or more contacts 4.8
Average 4.2
Median 3.0
Total number of contacts

None 2.2
1-2 contacts 9.5
3-5 contacts 294
6—10 contacts 30.9
11 or more contacts 27.9
Average 9.7
Median 6.0
How many of these contacts would you say know each other?

All of them 36.7
Most of them 37.4
Some of them 21.0
Very few of them 1.6
None of them 15
Can't say 1.8
How many of these contacts would you say have the same political views as you?

All of them 5.9
Most of them 14.8
Some of them 29.2
Very few of them 3.3
None of them 1.7
Can't say 45.1
How many of these contacts would you say have the same religious beliefs as you?

All of them 15.8
Most of them 29.8
Some of them 26.2
Very few of them 3.8
None of them 1.9
Can't say 22.4

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

In general, the contacts of El sample members knew each other — 36.7 per cent said all of
them knew each other; 37.4 per cent reported most of them knew each other; 21.0 per cent said
some of them knew each other. For CEIP, the interconnectivity of each respondent’s contact is
used as a measurement of density of hisor her network connections (Johnson, 2003, p. 24).
The above results thus indicate that sample members have relatively dense networks.

The homogeneity of each respondent’ s network was measured by questions that |ooked at
how similar the CEIP volunteer was to his or her contacts. Two such questions asked about
political views and religious beliefs. The responses demonstrate that most CEIP volunteers
and their contacts share some similar characteristics. As Johnson (2003) posits, the
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expectation is that with time CEIP would increase the size and diversity of each participant’s
network.

Volunteering and Community Participation

Responses to questions on volunteer activities and participation in community groups
show that EI sample members are engaged in the social economy in the CBRM. Fifty-two
per cent (not shown) of the sample reported that they volunteered through a group or
organization during the 12 months prior to enrolment in CEIP. Eighty-seven per cent (not
shown) also provided help to others outside of their household, but not as part of an
organization or group. A notable proportion, 47 per cent, also reported that they participated
In acommunity group or organization during the 12 months prior to enrolment in CEIP (not
shown).

Health Status

The final section of the survey captured measures on the general health of the sample and
whether they experienced any difficulty in performing various activities due to a health
problem. As shown in Table 6.5, 81.6 per cent of the sample stated that, in general, their
health was very good or excellent.

Table 6.5: Health Status of El Sample Members

Health Characteristics Percentage of El Sample
In general, my health is

Excellent 32.0

Very good 49.6

Good 16.5

Fair/poor 1.9

I have difficulty hearing, seeing, communicating, walking, climbing stairs,

bending, learning, or doing any other similar activities
Sometimes/often 21.7
Not at all 78.3

| have a physical condition or mental condition or health problem that

reduces the amount or kind of activity | can do at home
Sometimes/often 12.7
Not at all 87.3

| have a physical condition or mental condition or health problem that

reduces the amount or kind of activity | can do at work or at school
Sometimes/often 13.5
Not at all 86.5

| have a physical condition or mental condition or health problem that

reduces the amount or kind of activity | can do related to other activities

such as leisure and transportation
Sometimes/often 12.5
Not at all 87.5

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Only 1.9 per cent reported their health asfair or poor. Some sample members reported
being sometimes or often burdened with physical or emotional problems. Over 20 per cent
said that they had difficulty hearing, seeing, or communicating. About 13 per cent reported
physical or emotional problems that limited the activity they could do at home, at work or
school, or at leisure or related to transportation.
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THE ENROLLED SAMPLE OF IA RECIPIENTS

Demographic Characteristics

Gender, Marital Status, and Age

Theindividual characteristics of enrolled |A sample members are typical of what is
known about IA caseloads in general. For example, the bulk of 1A sample members enrolled
in CEIP were women (61.8 per cent) living without a spouse or partner (81.4 per cent). The
sample characteristics aso showed that enrolled |A sample members were not primarily
young adults. On average, |A sample members were 35.7 years of age and slightly over one
third (33.9 per cent) were between 35 and 44 years of age (see Figure 6.9).

Figure 6.9: Age of CEIP Volunteers From the IA Caseload
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Education

The education credentials of this group suggest that, in general, their future employment
prospects are promising. Most |A sample members reported that they had a high school
diploma (60.7 per cent), over one third (36.9 per cent) had atrade or vocationa diploma, and
one eighth (12.6 per cent) said that they had a college diploma (see Figure 6.10).

Household Composition and Household Income

Because | A recipients tend to be individuals with dependants, it is not surprising that, as
shown in Figure 6.11, a substantial proportion of the sample lived in households composed of two
or more persons (88.3 per cent). On the other hand, an employment program like CEIP that does
not provide a child-care allowance may be more attractive to single, able-bodied persons without
dependants. However, only asmall proportion of 1A sample members (11.7 per cent) said they
lived alone, which suggests that CEIP was attractive to avaried group of |A recipients.
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Figure 6.10: Education Credentials of IA Study Sample
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Figure 6.11: Number of People in the Household, IA Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Thirty-eight per cent reported that there were no children in the household. Sixty-two per
cent said they lived in households with at least one child less than 18 years of age. And
among households with children, for the vast majority the youngest child in the household
was less than 13 years of age.

Asshown in Figure 6.12, 68 per cent of A sample members said there was a single contributor
to their household income. Twenty-three per cent were living in two-income households.
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Figure 6.12: Contributors to Household Income, IA Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

The distribution of household income unequivocally demonstrates that |A sample members
are avery disadvantaged group. As shown in Figure 6.13, 95 per cent of 1A sample members
reported that their gross household income, including IA benefits, for the 12 months prior to
enrolment was less than $20,000. More than half (58.6 per cent) had a household income of
less than $10,000 in the 12 months prior to enrolment.

Figure 6.13: Household Income of IA Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Employment Characteristics

As demonstrated in Table 6.6 below, a significant proportion of 1A sample members
(90.1 per cent) had some form of past attachment to the labour force. One fifth had worked
for less than one year since turning 16 years of age and one third had worked for 10 years or
more. The remaining sample is somewhat equally distributed between one and two years
(10.5 per cent), three and five years (14.3 per cent), and six and nine years (12.3 per cent).

Respondents who had some attachment to the labour force since turning 16 years of age
were asked to provide further information on the characteristics of their last job. For many
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(32.0 per cent), their labour force attachment occurred more than five years prior to
enrolment in CEIP. While 31.1 per cent said they worked for a single employer during the
five years preceding enrolment, 25.5 per cent said they worked for two to three companies
during that time.

Table 6.6: Employment History of IA Sample Members

Employment Characteristics of IA Sample Members Percentage of IA Sample
Number of years worked in a paid job since 16 years of age

Never worked 9.9
Less than a year 20.1
1-2 years 10.5
3-5 years 14.3
6-9 years 12.3
10 or more years 33.0
Number of companies worked for in the past 5 years

Did not work in the past 5 years 32.0
1 company 31.1
2-3 companies 255
4-5 companies 8.0
6 or more companies 3.5
Number of years worked in industry of last employment

Less than 1 year 35.6
1-2 years 21.2
3-5 years 17.3
6-9 years 7.6
10 or more years 18.3

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Among IA sample members who had some work experience, a noteworthy proportion
had a short association with the industry in which they were last employed. Thirty-six per
cent had worked in the industry of their last job for less than one year and 21 per cent did so
for between one and two years.

As shown in Figure 6.14, the most common occupations among |A sample members with
work experience were sales and services (54.5 per cent), trades and transport (20.7 per cent),
and business and administrative (9.0 per cent).

Reasons for Job Loss and Recall Expectations

On average, |A sample members with work experience were paid $8.06 per hour in their
most recent job. As shown in Table 6.7, when asked why their most recent job ended, the
most often mentioned reasons by |A sample members were non-seasonal layoff (19.7 per
cent), end of contract or temporary job (19.1 per cent), and family responsibilities (10.0 per
cent). Few who had worked in the past were expecting to be recalled by their last employer
(7.1 per cent).
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Figure 6.14: Occupation of IA Sample Members in Most Recent Job
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Table 6.7: Reasons for Job Loss and Recall Expectations, IA Sample Members

Percentage of IA Sample

Reason most recent job ended

End of contract/temporary job 19.1
Non-seasonal layoff 19.7
Seasonal nature of work 5.4
Own illness 7.1
Maternity/parental leave 8.0
Family responsibilities 10.0
Employer closed down or moved 6.9
Return to school 3.5
Dissatisfied with job 6.5
Moved to new residence 4.8
Dismissal by employer 3.5
Labour dispute +++
Quit 2.6
Other 2.4
Recall expectations
Expect to return to last employer 7.1

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Note: Numbers may not sum exactly to 100 per cent due to rounding.

+++ indicates that the statistic was based on a sample size of less than five. To protect the confidentiality of individualsin the
study, statistics based on sample sizes of less than five are not published by SRDC.
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Willingness to Take Different Action Towards Finding a Job

Asshown in Table 6.8, |A sample members overwhelmingly expressed an interest in
additional training (97.1 per cent) and the willingness to work in a different occupation or
industry (82.4 per cent) to improve their job prospects. There was, however, not as much
interest in moving outside Cape Breton in order to find ajob. While 19.9 per cent said they
were willing to move permanently outside Cape Breton, 24.7 per cent said they would move
for part of the year in order to get ajob. The option of working for alower wage than at their
last job was rejected as a viable choice by most 1A sample members (61.9 per cent).
Nonetheless, on average, the minimum acceptable wage at which they were willing to take a
job ($7.71) is dlightly less than the average last wage reported by those with work
experience.

Table 6.8: Willingness to Take Different Action Towards Finding a Job, IA Sample Members

Percentage of IA Sample

Will take additional training to improve job prospects 97.1
Will work in a different occupation or industry in order to get a job 82.4
Will move permanently outside Cape Breton in order to get a job 19.9
Will move part of each year in order to get a job 24.7
Will work for a lower wage in order to get a job 38.1

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Attachment to Community

Figure 6.15 shows that |A sample members also exhibited strong attachments to their
community. Seventy-two per cent indicted that they had lived in Cape Breton their entire life
and 24 per cent had lived there for 10 or more years. The length of time at their current
address, shown in Figure 6.16, was more wide-ranging. For example, 24.4 per cent lived at
their current home for less than 1 year, 34.9 per cent for between 1 and 4 years, 14.2 per cent
for between 5 and 9 years, and 15.9 per cent for 10 or more years, while 10.7 per cent said
“al my life.” Almost all |A sample members (97.3 per cent) acknowledged that relatives,
excluding those in their household, resided in Cape Breton.

Figure 6.15: Number of Years Lived in Cape Breton, IA Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.
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Figure 6.16: Number of Years at Current Address, IA Sample Members
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Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

Networks

Astheresultsin Table 6.9 show, in general 1A sample members had relatively small,
dense, and homogeneous networks of contacts. On average, |A sample members claimed
there were eight contacts on whom they could call for various types of help. They reported an
average of four contacts for household help, three contacts who could provide specialized
advice, five contacts for emotional support, and three contacts for help with finding ajob.

Table 6.9: Social Network of IA Sample Members

Network Characteristics Percentage of IA Sample
Number of contacts for help with household activities

None 5.8
1-2 contacts 34.0
3-5 contacts 41.2
6—10 contacts 16.3
11 or more contacts 2.7
Average 3.8
Median 3.0
Number of contacts for specialized help (such as legal, medical, financial)

None 14.2
1-2 contacts 46.6
3-5 contacts 30.3
6—10 contacts 7.0
11 or more contacts 1.9
Average 2.6
Median 2.0
Number of contacts for emotional help

None 4.5
1-2 contacts 254
3-5 contacts 38.5
6—10 contacts 25.4
11 or more contacts 6.2
Average 4.9
Median 4.0

(continued)
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Table 6.9: Social Network of IA Sample Members (Cont’d)

Network Characteristics

Percentage of IA Sample

Number of contacts for help finding a job

None 13.8
1-2 contacts 37.9
3-5 contacts 35.2
6-10 contacts 10.9
11 or more contacts 2.1
Average 31
Median 2.0
Total number of contacts

None 2.1
1-2 contacts 11.1
3-5 contacts 29.2
6—10 contacts 33.3
11 or more contacts 24.3
Average 8.2
Median 6.0
How many of these contacts would you say know each other?
All of them 49.1
Most of them 29.5
Some of them 15.3
Very few of them 1.2
None of them 1.2
Can't say 3.7
How many of these contacts would you say have the same political views as

you?
All of them 13.3
Most of them 16.6
Some of them 23.1
Very few of them 25
None of them 2.2
Can't say 42.4
How many of these contacts would you say have the same religious beliefs

as you?
All of them 215
Most of them 31.1
Some of them 21.7
Very few of them 2.7
None of them 1.0
Can't say 21.9

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

The vast majority of the contacts of |A sample members knew each other — 49.1 per
cent said al of them knew each other; 29.5 per cent said most of them knew each other;
15.3 per cent said some of them knew each other. Many of their contacts also shared their

political views and religious beliefs.

Volunteering and Community Participation

Like their El counterparts, a high proportion of 1A sample members were also engaged in
the social economy. The rates of volunteering during the 12 months prior to enrolment in
CEIP were 48.8 per cent (not shown) through a group or organization, and 85.2 per cent (not
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shown) provided help to others outside of their household, but not as part of an organization
or group. Forty per cent of the sample stated that they participated in a community group or
organization, during the 12 months prior to enrolment in CEIP (not shown).

Health Status

A number of 1A sample members reported that their activities were at times affected by
physical or mental conditions. While 26.1 per cent reported experiencing difficulty with
hearing, seeing, or communicating, slightly less than 20 per cent of the sample reported
experiencing activity-limiting physical and mental problems at home, at work or school, or at
leisure or with transportation.

Table 6.10: Health Status of IA Sample Members

Health Characteristics Percentage of IA Sample
In general, my health is

Excellent 26.9

Very good 45.7

Good 23.8
Fair/poor 35

I have difficulty hearing, seeing, communicating, walking, climbing stairs,

bending, learning, or doing any other similar activities
Sometimes/often 26.1
Not at all 73.9

| have a physical condition or mental condition or health problem that

reduces the amount or kind of activity | can do at home
Sometimes/often 19.5
Not at all 80.5

| have a physical condition or mental condition or health problem that

reduces the amount or kind of activity | can do at work or at school
Sometimes/often 18.5
Not at all 81.5

| have a physical condition or mental condition or health problem that

reduces the amount or kind of activity | can do related to other activities

such as leisure and transportation

Sometimes/often 18.3
Not at all 81.7

Source:  SRDC calculations using information from the CEIP enrolment form.

HOW REPRESENTATIVE IS THE SAMPLE OF ENROLLEES?

In summary, the results presented in the previous two sections show that both the EI and
IA samples are made up of diverse groups of individuals. Both El and IA sample members
are disadvantaged groups with relatively low levels of household income, but 1A sample
members are undoubtedly much more impoverished than the El sample and exhibited weaker
ties to the labour force. Both study groups displayed strong ties to their Cape Breton
community and, for the most part, expressed an unwillingness to move in order to improve
their employment prospects. The assessment of their networks prior to joining CEIP shows
that both El and IA sample members have, on average, relatively small networks that are
dense and homogeneous.
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It is also important to know how the characteristics of the research sample compare with
those of the broader population that was eligible to take part in CEIP. As shown in
Table 6.11 the enrolled EI sampleis similar in some respects to the population of eigible El
beneficiaries who received an invitation to take part in CEIP. For example, both samples
have a higher proportion of men and, on average, most sample members were in their early
forties. However, women were more likely to volunteer for CEIP than their male
counterparts. CEIP volunteers were also more likely to have reported previous employment
in asales position.

Table 6.11: Selected Characteristics of El Sample Members at the Time of Sample Selection

Characteristics Eligible El Population El Research Sample
Gender (%)

Male 67.4 58.5
Female 32.6 41.5
Age groups (%)

Under 20 years 0.0 0.6
20-24 years 6.4 8.9
25-34 years 23.0 21.8
35-44 years 29.5 28.5
45-54 years 26.8 32.8
55 years and older 14.3 7.3
Average age (years) 42.2 40.8
Occupation (%)

Skilled administrative and business 2.8 3.0
Clerical 6.3 8.8
Natural and applied science 2.3 1.7
Education, government, and religion 2.8 2.2
Sales and services 21.2 30.0
Trades and transportation 40.0 26.8
Primary industry 5.2 5.2
Manufacturing, processing, and utilities 9.0 11.4
Other 10.6 10.7
Average basic benefit rate ($) 286.54 226.95
Average rate for last payment received ($) 277.66 227.65

Source:  Statistics Canada calculations using information from the El sample selection file and the CEIP enrolment form.

On average, the basic benefit rate and the last payment received was lower among CEIP
volunteers, thus suggesting that those with benefit rates lower than the CEIP weekly payment
were more likely to take up the CEIP offer.

Looking at Table 6.12, estimates on selected characteristics demonstrate that, with few
exceptions, the sample who received cards from the Nova Scotia Department of Community
Services informing them of their eligibility for CEIP was similar to the sample of 1A
recipients who enrolled in CEIP. On average, both samples were approximately the same age
and included mostly single women.

The data also show that male | A recipients were slightly more likely to volunteer and that
volunteers for CEIP were more likely to be in the 35 to 44 age group. On average, both
groups received similar amounts of basic benefits in the 12 months prior to being selected for
CEIP. However, on average CEIP volunteers received substantially more per month in other
types of assistance.
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Table 6.12: Selected Characteristics of IA Sample Members at the Time of Sample Selection

Characteristics IA Mail-Out Sample IA Enrollees
Gender (%)

Male 33.2 38.2
Female 66.8 61.8
Marital status (%)

Married or common law 18.1 18.6
Single, never married 55.6 52.2
Separated, divorced, or widowed 26.3 29.4
Age groups (%)

Less than 20 years 3.3 1.7
20-24 years 16.1 14.3
25-34 years 30.6 29.3
35-44 years 29.6 33.9
45-54 years 15.5 17.6
55 years and older 4.9 3.1
Average age (years) 35.6 35.7

Average monthly payments received in the

12 months prior to selection for CEIP ($)
Basic 501.11 507.53
Other 46.58 65.98

Source:  Estimates for enrollees are based on SRDC cal culations using information provided on CEIP enrolment forms and data from |A
administrative files. Estimates for the mail-out sample are based on SRDC cal culations using aggregate statistics provided by the
Nova Scotia Department of Community Services.

DID RANDOM ASSIGNMENT WORK?

Assuming random assignment was successfully implemented, the measures for the
program and control groups should be similar at baseline. However, statistically significant
differences may occur by chance. A chi-squaretest for level of significance was applied to
tabulations on baseline characteristics for the El and |1A group separately. The detailed results
are presented in Appendix H. Differences were observed for afew characteristics in both the
El and IA group.

Among EI sample members, differences were observed on four characteristics at the
10 per cent level of significance (age of youngest child, university degree, recent job loss due
to family responsibility, and health condition limiting activity at home); and three at the 5 per
cent level of significance (occupation, job loss due to dissatisfaction with job, and relatives
residing in Cape Breton).

For A sample members, the characteristics defining occupation type and rate of
participation in informal volunteer activities were statistically significant at the 10 per cent
level of significance; and variables representing measures for family membersliving in Cape
Breton, job loss due to dissatisfaction with job, and participation in formal volunteer
activities were significant at the 5 per cent level of significance. However, there were no
indications of systematic differences between the program and control groups for the EI and
|A study samples. These results thus indicate that random assignment was successfully
implemented for CEIP.
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Chapter 7:
CEIP Take-Up

This chapter explores how eligible Employment Insurance (EI) and income assistance
(IA) recipients responded to the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) offer. It
focuses on two main guestions: Did those who volunteered to take part in CEIP understand
the offer? and Why did others not take advantage of the offer? The first question — did
volunteers understand the CEIP offer — is addressed with data from the Information Session
Follow-Up Survey (ISFUS) that was administered to a sample of CEIP volunteers.

The chapter begins by discussing the ISFUS methodol ogy and whether findings from the
survey can be used to estimate the level of knowledge of the full study sample. Thefirst
section ends with alook at whether volunteers understood the CEIP offer.

The focus of the second section is on non-volunteers. In particular, it looks at whether
they understood the contents of the CEIP invitation letter, their reasons for not attending the
information session or taking up the offer, and their characteristics. This section uses data
from a non-volunteer survey that was administered to a sample of CEIP sample members
who chose not to take up the CEIP offer.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
In general, the following holds true for those who volunteered to take part in CEIP:

e Most were wdll informed about the main features of CEIP and made an informed
choice to volunteer for CEIP.

e Most were aware that they had to relinquish their El or IA benefitsin order to be an
active CEIP program group member.

e They, however, seemed less well informed on the process for community project
approval and the supervisory role of project sponsors. Compared with those who did
not take up the offer, El volunteers were more likely to be separated, divorced, or
widowed; to be between the ages of 45 to 54; and to have atrade or vocational
certificate. However, they were less likely to be 55 years of age or older, to have
worked for 20 years or more since turning 16 years of age, and to be employed at the
time of the interview.

e Compared with IA non-volunteers, A volunteers were less likely to be women, to be
married or living with a common-law partner, and to have little or no work
experience. The results aso showed that 1A volunteers were more likely to be
divorced, widowed, or separated and were more likely to have attained atrade or
vocational certificate than IA volunteers.
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Findings for non-volunteers indicate the following:

e Most non-volunteers received their invitation to join CEIP and found the contents of
the letter clear and easy to understand.

e Among El digible individuals, the decision to reject the CEIP offer was mainly
because they thought the CEIP wage was too low or because they had found a job or
were expecting to return to a previous job.

e The most common reasons mentioned by IA non-volunteers for rejecting the CEIP
offer were related to personal, family, or health problems.

THE ISFUS SURVEY

To ascertain whether CEIP volunteers were making an informed choice between taking
up the offer of CEIP or remaining on El or 1A, ashort telephone survey was administered to
asample of CEIP participants after they were enrolled in CEIP. The survey solicited
responses related to participants knowledge of CEIP' s main features, the effect of
participation in CEIP on the receipt of El or 1A benefits, reasons for termination and
withdrawal from CEIP, and responsibility for project approval and supervision.

The target population for the survey was program group members who signed their
consent form between April 2001 and June 2002. As shown in Table 7.1, atotal of
501 individuals — 243 El and 258 1A sample members — were targeted with the expectation
of 380 completed surveys.' Interviews were successfully completed with 217 El and 158 |A
sample members, yielding a response rate of 89.3 per cent for EI sample members and
61.2 per cent of IA sample members.

Table 7.1: ISFUS Sample Size and Response Rate

Caseload Target Sample Completed Surveys Response Rate (%)
El 243 217 89.3
1A 258 158 61.2
Overall 501 375 74.9

Source:  SRDC calculations based on information provided by Statistics Canada.

The lower than preferred response rate among |A sample members was primarily due to
administrative problems experienced by Statistics Canada.? However, despite lower than
expected response rates, Table 7.2 shows that there are very few characteristics for which the
survey sample differs from the full sample by more than five percentage points. Measures for
the number of children in the household and number of adults contributing to household
income are the only characteristics that exhibit differences of more than five percentage
pointsin the IA sample. Marital statusisthe only observed difference of more than five
percentage points for the EI sample. This suggests that there are no systematic differences
between the ISFUS sample and the full sample among either EI or 1A sample members.

The sampling rate was 74 per cent of program group members from the El caseload and 100 per cent of program group
members from the | A caseload during the sampling period.

’For example, among IA sample members, the survey was not fielded in time for 40 individuals to have the opportunity to
respond, and Statistics Canada was late in sending contact information for 32 people to interviewers.
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Table 7.2: Comparison of ISFUS Respondents With the Study Sample

El 1A

Characteristics ISFUS Sample Full Sample ISFUS Sample Full Sample
Gender (%)
Male 63.1 58.4 39.9 38.2
Female 36.9 41.6 60.1 61.8
Marital status (%)
Married or common law 53.5 58.2 20.0 18.6
Single 32.3 26.8 53.6 52.2
Separated/divorced/widowed 14.3 15.0 26.5 29.3
Age (%)
Less than 25 years 115 9.3 15.2 16.1
25-34 years 19.8 215 29.8 29.3
35-44 years 24.4 28.7 34.8 33.9
45-54 years 35.9 33.0 18.4 17.6
55 years or older 8.3 7.5 +++ 3.1
Average age (years) 40.8 40.3 35.8 35.7
Education credential (%)®
High school diploma 67.7 69.0 60.5 60.7
Trade/vocational diploma or certificate 42.1 43.7 40.0 36.9
Apprenticeship diploma 13.7 12.4 7.1 4.9
College diploma 16.4 17.3 13.0 12.6
University degree 3.8 5.0 +++ 1.8
Other education credentials 19.5 17.4 15.1 17.4
Number of people in the household (%)
1 person 6.9 7.3 12.1 11.7
2 persons 27.2 29.0 30.6 30.9
3 persons 29.0 29.2 28.0 29.1
4 persons 24.4 21.7 18.5 17.9
5 or more persons 12.5 12.8 10.8 10.5
Number of children in the household (%)
No children 59.0 55.3 45.2 38.1
1 child 21.7 22.7 22.9 26.8
2 children 15.2 15.7 22.3 225
3 or more children 4.1 6.3 9.6 12.6
Number of adults contributing to

household income (%)
1 adult 30.1 30.0 60.1 67.6
2 adults 54.2 58.2 25.3 22.6
3 adults 10.7 8.4 10.1 7.2
4 or more adults 5.1 35 4.4 25
Household income (%)
Less than $10,000 13.8 10.8 57.0 58.6
$10,000 to $19,999 30.0 314 34.8 35.9
$20,000 to $29,999 25.4 22.9 5.7 35
$30,000 or more 30.9 34.9 +++ 1.9
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Table 7.2: Comparison of ISFUS Respondents With the Study Sample (Cont’d)

El 1A
Characteristics ISFUS Sample Full Sample ISFUS Sample Full Sample
Number of years worked at a paid job
since turning 16 years of age (%)

Never 0.0 0.0 7.9 9.9
Less than 1 year 2.9 3.7 18.4 20.1
1-2 years +++ 3.0 10.5 10.5
3-5 years 13.7 9.4 18.4 14.3
6-9 years 9.8 9.9 12.5 12.3
10 or more years 71.6 74.0 32.2 33.0

Source:  SRDC calculations using data from the CEIP enrolment form.
Notes: Respondents who failed to respond to an item were not included in the calculations.

+++ indicates that the statistic was based on a sample size of less than five. To protect the confidentiality of individualsin the study,
statistics based on sample sizes of |ess than five are not published by SRDC.

#Categories do not add up to 100 per cent because some individuals have more than one education credential.

A multivariate regression analysis was a so performed (results not presented) to test for
statistically significant differences between the study sample and the survey sample,
separately for El and 1A. The characteristics shown in Table 7.2 were specified as
independent variables. The dependent variable was a dummy variable indicating whether the
individual was in the ISFUS sample or only in the study sample. The results showed that
there was a statistically significant difference between the survey sample and the study
sample for only the El sample and at the 10 per cent level of significance. Looking at
Table 7.2, this may be due to observed differences in gender and marital status between the
survey and study sample. The El survey sample has a higher proportion of men (63.1 per cent
versus 58.4 per cent) and alower proportion of women (36.9 per cent versus 41.6 per cent)
than the EI study sample. In addition, the proportion of single El volunteersin the ISFUS
sampleislarger than that in the full study sample (32.3 per cent versus 26.8 per cent).
However, thisis not an indication of a systematic difference and does not compromise the
applicability of the results to the full sample given the small size of the differences.

Results from the ISFUS survey demonstrate that respondents knew about the main
features of CEIP. As presented in Table 7.3, when asked to name the main features of CEIP,
two thirds of El respondents and three quarters of |A respondents mentioned that it provided
employment. Over one third of El and half of 1A respondents also mentioned that it was a
three-year employment program. When respondents who did not mention CEIP' s three-year
eligibility were asked how long participants were eligible for CEIP, 95.6 per cent of the El
group and 94.9 per cent of the A group provided the correct response.

Notwithstanding that respondents were less likely to name other CEIP features on their
own, the vast majority were able to provide the correct response when asked directly about
each feature. For example, 90.1 per cent of El respondents and 79.6 per cent of IA
respondents knew the weekly amount that was paid by CEIP for 35 hours of work. The vast
majority also knew that CEIP provided short-term training, job-search assistance, time off for
sickness and personal reasons, and optional medical coverage.
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Table 7.3: Knowledge About CEIP

Features El Sample IA Sample
Main features of CEIP reported without prompting (%)
Employment 67.3 747
Employment for up to 3 years 37.3 50.0
Weekly payments of $285% 120 28.5
Training opportunities 20.3 14.6
Job-search assistance / portfolio development 14.3 11.4
Paid leave for sickness or personal time 23 ot
Optional health benefits 15.2 8.2
New experience/skills 23.0 12.0
New contacts 12.0 7.6
Other 18.9 4.4
Among those who did not provide features of CEIP without prompting, per cent
who knew when asked that
Participants were eligible for CEIP for 3 years 95.6 94.9
CEIP weekly payment amount was in the range of $280 to $300 90.1 79.6
Participants can receive short-term training while in CEIP 86.7 83.1
Job-search assistance will be available to help find a job after CEIP 65.6 68.6
Participants will not lose pay for sick or personal time off from CEIP 66.0 59.1
Participants have an option for medical coverage while on CEIP 89.7 86.2
Per cent who reported the following main features with or without prompting
Employment for up to 3 years 99.1 99.4
CEIP weekly payments of $285 91.2 85.4
Short-term training 89.4 85.4
Job-search assistance 705 722
Paid leave for sickness or personal time 19.8 228
Optional medical coverage 91.2 87.3
Per cent who reported with or without prompting
The first two features above 90.3 85.4
The first three features above 80.7 73.4
The first four features above 57.6 57.0
The first five features above 12.0 12.7
Al six main features above 111 9.5
Per cent who knew that they can
Accept or decline the offer after being randomly assigned to the program
group 92.6 94.3
Leave the program anytime after signing the Project Participation Agreement 93.6 93.0
Weekly hours required for active participation
Per cent who reported that the hours required per week are
Less than 35 hours per week 2.8 1.9
35 hours per week 82.5 74.1
40 hours per week/full-time 111 17.1
Other/don’t know 3.7 7.0
(continued)
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Table 7.3: Knowledge About CEIP (Cont’d)

Features El Sample IA Sample

The effect of participation on El/IA benefits
Per cent who knew

El/IA benefits would be affected if they joined CEIP 84.8 89.2
That EI would not provide a top-up if EI benefits were higher 71.9 n/a
That they may be able to receive a top-up from IA n/a 36.7

Among those who knew their benefits would be affected, per cent who reported
They must stop receiving regular El or |IA while on CEIP 93.5 92.2

Terminations from CEIP
Per cent reporting the following reasons why active CEIP status can be lost

Resume/begin to collect regular El benefits 28.1 24.7
Resume/begin to collect income assistance 7.4 23.4
Unsafe or illegal behaviour (theft, assault, drug use, harassment) 175 14.6
Poor performance (repeated lateness, absenteeism) 50.2 53.2
Other 25.4 9.5

Per cent reporting that if an individual quits CEIP they are certain to be able to
receive El benefits 24.0 15.2

Among those who said El was not a certainty if an individual quit CEIP, per cent
who reported the following reason this may be so

Might be disqualified for quitting CEIP without just cause 80.6 69.4
No weeks of El remaining on previous claim 4.2 +++
Have not obtained sufficient hours to qualify for a new claim 6.7 134
Other 9.1 3.0

Responsibility for project approval and supervision
Per cent reporting project approval as the responsibility of

Local communities 43.3 27.2
CEIP office 24.9 24.7
Other 16.1 17.7
Per cent reporting participant’s supervision as the responsibility of

The project sponsor 38.3 40.5
Other 184 19.0
Don't know/refused 43.3 40.5

Source:  SRDC calculations using data from the Information Session Follow-Up Survey.

Notes: +++ indicates that the statistic was based on a sample size of less than five. To protect the confidentiality of individualsin the
study, statistics based on sample sizes of less than five are not published by SRDC.

®Responses in the range of $280 to $300 were considered acceptable for this survey. The CEIP weekly payment increases
whenever thereis an increase in the Nova Scatia minimum wage. The CEIP payment started at $280 and is currently at $300 for
35 hours of work per week.

Further evidence of respondents knowledge of CEIP is demonstrated by their responses
to queries on the voluntary nature of CEIP and required weekly hours of participation. Almost
everyone knew that CEIP was a voluntary program and that they could withdraw at any time.

When asked how many hours per week CEIP participants were required to work on
CEIP, 82.5 per cent of El and 74.1 per cent of 1A sample members responded correctly that
35 hours per week were required.

Since CEIP isan alternative to El and IA, it was important that participants understood the
effect participation in CEIP would have on their benefits. The results suggest that, in general,
respondents understood this feature and thus made an informed decision to join CEIP. Table 7.3

-90-



also illustrates that EI respondents were knowledgeabl e about the effects participation in CEIP
would have on the receipt of El benefits: 84.8 per cent knew that their El benefits would be
affected and 71.9 per cent knew that atop-up would not be available if their weekly regular El
benefit amount exceeded the CEIP weekly wage. Of those who knew that their EI benefits would
be affected, 93.5 per cent knew that they had to stop receiving regular El to participate in CEIP.

While 1A respondents knew quite clearly that their benefits would be affected, they were
less sure about the availability of atop-up. Consequently 89.2 per cent reported that
participation in CEIP would affect their |A benefits and of these 92.2 per cent acknowledged
that they must give up 1A in order to do so. However, only 36.7 per cent of 1A respondents
were aware that they might be eligible for an IA top-up if they joined CEIP.

Respondents seemed less well informed on reasons for termination from CEIP and
responsibility for project approva and supervision. When asked why someone might lose
their status as an active program participant, respondents were more likely to mention
reasons associated with poor performance on the job — 50.2 per cent of El and 53.2 per cent
of 1A respondents. Much lower proportions mentioned resuming collection of El or 1A
benefits. However, this does not imply that respondents were not aware of this feature. The
vast majority had mentioned earlier in the survey that they had to give up their El or A
benefits in order to participate in CEIP.

Most respondents were unaware that project approval isthe responsibility of the
community boards (57 per cent of El respondents; 73 per cent of 1A respondents) and that
project sponsors are responsible for the supervision of participants on project sites (62 per
cent of El respondents; 60 per cent of 1A respondents).

The findings presented thus suggest that | SFUS responses provide a valid measure of CEIP
participants knowledge about CEIP. Overall, participants were well informed about the
various features of the project and were making an informed decision to forgo El or 1A benefits
and volunteer for the chance to be work on CEIP projects.

Thus, in general, the following holds true:

e The survey sample and the full sample, for both El and IA, appear to be similar in
most characteristics.

e For both El and 1A, there are no systematic differences that would suggest
Inconsi stencies between the samples.

e Thefindings from the survey can be used to estimate how much the full study sample,
including both El and A sample members, knew initially about CEIP.

THE NON-VOLUNTEER SURVEY

The previous section demonstrates that those who attended an information session and
volunteered by completing a CEIP application form were well informed when they decided to
join CEIP. This section explores the reasons why non-volunteers did not respond to the CEIP
offer. Of the 6,784 individuals (5,980 El beneficiaries, 804 |A recipients) who were invited to
participate in CEIP, 1,522 (1,006 EIl beneficiaries; 516 | A recipients) volunteered to join CEIP.
Why did some eligible individuals not take advantage of CEIP? Was the CEIP wage too low?
Did they find a job before the enrolment period? Did they expect to return to their previous
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employer? To help answer these and other questions about non-volunteers, a non-volunteer
survey was administered to arandom sample of those who did not take up the CEIP offer.

The survey was comprised of five sections. The first four sections asked a series of
guestions to help understand why selected individuals did not volunteer for the study. The
last section collected information on the demographic characteristics of the sample. The
primary objective of the non-volunteer survey was to gain an understanding of why some
eligible participants did not take up the CEIP offer. The information on demographic
characteristics provides a profile of these non-volunteers.®

The Sample

The non-volunteer sample consisted of a random sample of 1,092 eligible El
beneficiaries who received an invitation to join CEIP but did not take up the offer* and
173 eligible 1A recipients who rejected the CEIP offer and for whom Statistics Canada had
telephone contact information.” There were two categories of El and A non-volunteers:
those who attended an information session but did not sign up for CEIP and those who did
not attend an information session. As the results presented later show, the majority of El and
IA non-volunteers did not attend an information session.

Table 7.4 shows the response rate for the non-vol unteer survey. Slightly more than 71 per
cent of the EI non-volunteer sample responded to the survey compared with 65.3 per cent of
IA non-volunteers. Given that the target sample consisted of individuals who had already
indicated by turning down the offer that they had no interest in CEIP, the response rate is
somewhat higher than might have been expected.

Table 7.4: Non-volunteer Sample Size and Response Rate

Caseload Target Sample Responded Response Rate (%)
El 1,092 780 71.4
1A 173 113 65.3
Total 1,265 893 70.6

Source;  Statistics Canada calculations.

Clarity and Understanding of the Offer Letter

Looking at the first panel in Table 7.5, the data reveal that the vast majority of non-
volunteers received the