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Bridging the Gap Evaluation 
 
 

METHODOLOGY 
The impact evaluation of the Bridging the Gap program examines program utilization, program 
effectiveness and program outcomes for employees, their families and their employers.   The data are 
drawn from three sources: 

• EBO Nexus EasyBenefits Online system1

• Affiliate human resources information system (HRIS) tracking and periodic program reporting 
  

• Mail, email and phone surveys of employee BTG program participants 
 
An overview of the data sources, timetable, and measures in the Evaluation Plan is presented in Table 1. 

 
 

Table 1. Evaluation Plan 

                                                           
1 In 2005, Seedco, a nonprofit community development intermediary, received funding to launch EarnBenefits®, a 
non-profit program designed to help people connect to public benefits for which they are eligible. The program 
was built around EarnBenefits Online®, a software platform designed by Zoteca, Inc. and used to screen for a 
multiple benefits and track outcomes. Since 2005, the tool has been used in nine states. In 2012, in a move to 
expand growth of the platform and ensure long-term sustainability, Zoteca transferred its ownership of the 
software to EBO Nexus, a mission-based technology start-up firm. The EBO Nexus mission is to create technology 
that helps low-income people easily connect to the supplemental benefits they deserve. EBO Nexus was 
incorporated in February 2013 and renamed the tool “EasyBenefits Online” (EBO) while retaining the EBO 
acronym. 

Source Type of Information Reporting Timetable Measure 
EBO Nexus EasyBenefits 
Online system  

Program utilization  Monthly 
 Annually 

# of employees screened, eligible, referred, 
enrolled  

   Specific work supports used  
   Demographics  
Affiliate HRIS tracking  Outcomes Baseline August 2011  Employee demographics 
  2011 Year End January 2012  Turnover  
  2012 Year End January 2013 Absenteeism  
   Related Costs  
   Tardiness  
 Process Semi-annual Administrative 

Reports 
Project specifics - date of startup, staffing, 

description of screening process 
   Success factors, challenges 
   Mini case stories  
Mixed Mode Surveys - 
Mail, phone and email 
surveys of employee 
program participants  

Program Evaluation  
Program Efficacy 
Outcomes  

October 2012 through May 
2013  

Demographics  
Awareness of work supports 
Ease of enrollment process, satisfaction  

   Barriers to enrollment, work supports 
access  

   Employee and business outcomes – 
Absenteeism, Turnover, Productivity  
Attitudes  
Engagement, Satisfaction  
Stress  
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EasyBenefitsOnline (EBO) System 
Monthly, quarterly and annual reports on Program Utilization were developed from the EBO EasyBenefits 
Online system and produced by EBO Nexus staff.  In addition, data from the EasyBenefits Online tool were 
used to populate the Quarterly Dashboard Report designed by the Ford Foundation program office. 
 
 
Affiliate HRIS tracking and periodic reporting 
Affiliates’ annual reports included data on employee outcomes such as absenteeism and turnover and the 
related costs.  In addition, three agencies conducted reviews of the 2012 employment history of 100 program 
users and a matched sample of non-users to provide employee level data for analysis of turnover and 
absenteeism.  Semi-annual reports also provide detail on program implementation, success factors, 
challenges, and case examples. 
 
 
Mixed Mode Surveys  - Mail, phone and email surveys 
All 669 eligible employees screened between October 2011 and December 2012 had the opportunity to 
participate in a confidential survey either by mail or phone.  See Appendix for a sample mail survey.   A $10 
gift card was offered as a participation incentive.  Contact information on program users for survey 
distribution was extracted periodically from the EasyBenefits Online system.  Printed surveys and postage 
paid envelopes were distributed at the workplace by the BTG specialists between October 2012 and February 
2013.  The survey instrument was available in English and Spanish.  Phone surveys were conducted between 
November 2012 and May 2013 with employees who had not participated in the mail survey.  In April 2013 an 
email version of the survey was also developed and deployed to the small group of employees who had 
provided email addresses but had not yet participated by print or phone medium.  See Table 2 for more 
information about the survey response rates. 
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Table 2. Survey Participation 
 

 Bridging the Gap Participants 

 
Total 

CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimor

e 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

Survey Participant Pool 669 146 105 119 78 118 103 
        
Total Responses 240 43 47 34 34 50 32 

Print Responses 151 25 29 14 18 38 27 

Phone Responses 73 16 14 20 8 10 5 

Email Responses 16 2 4 -- 8 2 -- 
        
Response Rate 36% 29% 45% 29% 44% 42% 31% 
        

 Comparison Sample 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

    Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

 

Survey Participant Pool 600 200    200 200  
         
Print Responses 238 68    90 80  
         
Response Rate 40% 34%    45% 40%  

 
In total, 240 mail, phone and email surveys were completed between October 2012 and May 2013 which 
yielded a 36% overall response rate.  Over 50% of respondents answered one or both open-ended questions 
at the end of the survey instrument concerning what impact BTG had had on the employee and on how BTG 
could be improved.  This high number of write-in comments2

 

 indicates participants’ strong level of interest 
and involvement in the BTG program which was confirmed by the content of the comments themselves, 
many expressing satisfaction and engagement around BTG and favorable attitudes towards their employers. 

In order to assess the impact of Bridging the Gap a comparison sample of 200 was drawn at each of three 
affiliates.  As much as was possible, employees in similar jobs and with similar demographics who had not 
been exposed to the BTG services – outreach, promotions, screening – were included in the comparison 
group.  However due to population and logistical constraints, the comparison groups did include some newer 
hires and employees working in distinctly different parts of the metropolitan area.  Print surveys and postage 
paid envelopes were distributed by the BTG specialists between October and December 2012.  A $10 gift 
card was offered as a participation incentive.  There were 238 completed surveys which yielded a 40% overall 
response rate from the comparison samples.   
 
Survey data were merged with program and demographic information using the unique case identifier.  The 
survey data were then weighted so that all organizations would be equally represented in the results.    

                                                           
2 In our experience about one-third of respondents will provide answers on open-ended questions positioned at 
the end of mail or internet surveys. 
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WORK SUPPORTS ACCESS AND WORK SUPPORTS PARTICIPATION 
 

Employees more often learned about the BTG program from the BTG specialists rather than other 
outreach or promotion efforts – 41% of employees learned about the BTG program from a 
presentation by and/or meeting with an BTG specialist.  At certain sites co-workers, managers and 
email announcements were very important sources of information about the program:  for St. Nicks 
Alliance employees, co-workers were the most frequent source of information (38%); at Goodwill 
Industries of Greater New York and Northern New Jersey, Inc. and Catholic Charities of Baltimore 
email communications were effective outreach vehicles; and at CC Baltimore, managers were an 
important source of information about the program.    
 
Using a multiple response technique, we determined that most employees experienced more than 
one outreach vehicle.  But employees who learned about the program from coworkers were the least 
likely to have come in contact with other outreach or promotion efforts.  

 
 

Table 3. How Employees Learned about the Bridging the Gap Program 
 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

Presentation by benefits 
specialist 26% 37% 29% 21% 24% 29% 14% 
Meeting with benefits 
specialists 23% 24% 11% 27% 24% 35% 17% 

Email announcement 14% 10% 22% 9% 9% 24% 7% 

Coworker 14% 10% 9% 6% 15% 10% 38% 

Manager 12% 12% 20% 9% 15% 14% 3% 

Department meeting 10% 15% 11% 12% 6% 12% 3% 

Other staff event  7% 7% 2% 6% 15% 2% 10% 
Benefits Open enrollment 
information 7% 5% 13% 0% 9% 8% 3% 

Newsletter 6% 15% 9% 9% 0% 2% 3% 

Flyer 6% 5% 13% 3% 3% 4% 10% 

Poster at work 5% 2% 11% 6% 0% 6% 7% 
New hire benefits 
enrollment 2% 0% 0% 6% 3% 2% 3% 
Paycheck envelope had 
information 2% 5% 0% 6% 0% 2% 0% 
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Only a quarter of employees (27%) knew they might be eligible for work supports before the program 
began.  Knowledge of eligibility for work supports varied widely across sites and may reflect the 
different employee demographic profiles of the workforces.  Only 6% of Educational Alliance’s eligible 
employees (51% of respondents were under 30 years old) knew that they might be eligible for work 
supports before the BTG program compared to 40% of St. Nicks’ eligible employees (95% were age 40 
or older).  Nearly half of Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of Chicago respondents were married 
which may have contributed to their lower 24% level of awareness that they might be eligible for work 
supports (overall only one quarter of respondents were married). 
 
Even among employees already receiving work supports such as Food Stamps or EITC, only 35% knew 
they might be eligible for other work supports. 

 
 
 

Figure 1.  Employees’ Knowledge That They Might Be Eligible for Public Work Supports before 
the Bridging the Gap Program 
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Nearly three quarters of employees (73%) were familiar with 3 or more of the various work supports 
in the Bridging the Gap portfolio; half of employees (49%) were already familiar with at least 6 of the 
work supports.  Educational Alliance had the lowest familiarity with the work supports potentially 
available. 
 

 
Table 4. # of Public Work Supports Respondents Were Familiar with before Bridging the Gap 

 
 Total CC 

Chicago 
CC 

Baltimore 
Goodwill 

Ches 
Educat. 

All 
Goodwill 

NYNJ 
St. Nicks 

All 
None 12% 9% 7% 18% 18% 5% 15% 
1 6% 9% 0% 0% 21% 7% 0% 
2 9% 7% 7% 15% 5% 12% 10% 
3 9% 16% 2% 3% 16% 5% 10% 
4 7% 2% 11% 3% 16% 5% 2% 
5 8% 7% 9% 3% 5% 12% 10% 
6 or more 49% 50% 64% 58% 19% 54% 53% 

 
 

Almost half (47%) were already receiving one or more work supports before Bridging the Gap.  The 
most frequent work supports already being received were food stamps (23%), child tax credit (15%), 
EITC (14%), Medicaid for adults and children (12%) and WIC (10%).  Several state specific work 
supports were already being accessed by employees with more frequency:  free and reduced priced 
school meals (19%), water assistance (12%), homeowners tax credit (11%), temporary cash assistance 
(12%), temporary disability assistance (11%) and home energy assistance program (10%).  
 

 
Table 5. # of Public Work Supports Respondents Already Were Receiving before Bridging the 

Gap (Household Level) 
 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

None 53% 49% 51% 47% 71% 52% 47% 
1 17% 14% 17% 18% 12% 20% 19% 
2 7% 16% 2% 6% 3% 4% 13% 
3 7% 14% 9% 3% 3% 6% 6% 
4 5% 0% 4% 3% 6% 6% 9% 
5 or more 12% 7% 17% 24% 6% 12% 6% 

 
 
 

As a result of using the Bridging the Gap program, 46% of employees eligible? applied for new work 
supports.   St. Nicks had the highest rate of application at 72% - over half of participating employees 
applied for food stamps, 34% for free tax preparation and 28% for EITC.   Overall 32% of participants 
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applied for food stamps and at least 10% applied for EITC, free tax preparation, Medicaid for adults 
and children, Family Health Plus, child tax credits, home energy assistance, free and reduced price 
school meals or disability rent increase exemption.  Not all work supports were available in the BTG 
program for each state. 
 
 

Table 6. Top Work Supports Applied for as Result of Bridging the Gap Program* 
(Household Level) 

 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

Applied for at least 1 
work support 46% 40% 47% 38% 44% 38% 72% 

Food Stamps 32% 30% 30% 24% 29% 26% 53% 
EITC (NY State Earned 
Income Credit) 15% NA NA NA 9% 8% 28% 

Free Tax Preparation 13% NA 4% 6% 12% 6% 34% 
EITC (NYC Earned 
Income Credit 13% NA NA NA 9% 8% 22% 
Medicaid for Adults and 
Children 12% 5% 13% 12% 15% 14% 13% 
Family Health Plus 11% 9% NA NA 12% 10% 9% 
Tax Credits Child Credit 
(Federal) 10% 7% 2% 9% 12% 12% 16% 
Home Energy Assistance 
Program (HEAP) 10% NA 15% 6% 12% 8% 9% 
Free and Reduced Price 
School Meals 10% 16% 9% 6% NA NA NA 
Housing - DRIE 
(Disability Rent Increase 
Exemption) 

10% NA NA NA 12% 4% 13% 

Income Supports ACS 
Vouchers 9% NA 11% 6% 15% 10% 3% 
Child Support Payment 
Incentive 9% NA 2% 15% NA NA NA 
EITC (Federal Earned 
Income Credit) 8% 5% 4% 3% 9% 8% 22% 
Together Rx 
(Prescription Drugs) 8% 12% 6% 6% 9% 8% 9% 

Lifeline/Link-Up 8% 5% 9% 0% 21% 6% 9% 
Health Insurance Child 
Health Plus 8% 5% 9% 3% 9% 14% 9% 
Housing - SCRIE (Senior 
Citizen Rent Increase 
Exemption 

8% NA NA NA 12% 4% 6% 

Housing - FEPS (Family 
Eviction Prevention 
Supplement) 

8% NA NA NA 15% 4% 3% 

WIC (Women and Infant 
Children Nutrition) 5% 2% 9% 3% 12% 4% 3% 

*NA = work support is not offered through the Bridging the Gap Program in that state 
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Table 7. # of New Public Work Supports Applied for as Result of Bridging the Gap Program 

(Household Level) 
 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

None 54% 60% 53% 62% 56% 62% 28% 
Applied for at least 1 
work support 46% 40% 47% 38% 44% 38% 72% 

   1 18% 21% 15% 18% 12% 14% 28% 
   2 8% 7% 13% 6% 6% 6% 13% 
   3 4% 2% 4% 0% 9% 4% 6% 
   4 6% 5% 6% 6% 3% 6% 9% 
   5 or more 10% 5% 9% 9% 15% 8% 16% 

 
 

 
Of the 46% who were screened and eligible and applied for at least one new work support, over half 
(54%) were eventually approved for at least one new work support; nearly all others were denied, i.e., 
very few applications were pending.  In terms of the entire pool of screened and eligible employees, 
25% were approved to receive new work supports as a result of the Bridging the Gap program.   
Goodwill New York had the lowest rate of new work supports received (10% of participants) while St. 
Nicks had the highest rate of new work supports received (56% of participants).  
 

 
 

Table 8. # of New Public Work Supports Approved/Received as Result of Bridging the Gap 
Program 

(Household Level) 
 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

None 75% 79% 81% 68% 88% 90% 44% 
Approved for at least 1 
work support 25% 21% 19% 32% 12% 10% 56% 

   1 16% 14% 15% 21% 12% 4% 28% 
   2 or more 10% 7% 4% 12% 0% 6% 28% 
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Programs with the highest rate of being approved were free tax preparation (58%), EITC (49% Fed, 
51% NY), Together Rx (49%), child tax credits (42%) – all others had an over 50% rejection rate 
including food stamps which was the program with the most new applications. (34% approved, 58% 
rejected).  

 
 

Table 9. Status of Top Work Supports as a Result of Bridging the Gap Program  
Sorted by Percentage Approved 

 
 Available Applied Approved Rejected Pending 

Free Tax Preparation  MD, NY 13% 58% 42% 11% 

EITC (NY State Earned Income Credit)  NY 15% 51% 42% 7% 

EITC (Federal Earned Income Credit)  8% 49% 40% 11% 

Together Rx (Prescription Drugs)  8% 49% 47% 5% 

Tax Credits Child Credit (Federal)  10% 42% 47% 11% 

EITC (NYC Earned Income Credit)  NY 13% 41% 53% 6% 
WIC (Women and Infant Children 
Nutrition)  5% 37% 63% 0% 

Child Health Plus  8% 36% 56% 9% 

Food Stamps  32% 34% 58% 8% 

Free and Reduced Price School Meals  IL, MD 10% 32% 54% 15% 

Child Support Payment Incentive  MD 9% 29% 71% 0% 

Family Health Plus  IL, NY 11% 24% 76% 0% 

Medicaid for Adults and Children  12% 18% 79% 3% 

Lifeline/Link-Up  8% 17% 62% 21% 
Housing - SCRIE (Senior Citizen Rent 
Increase Exemption)  NY 8% 11% 78% 11% 

Home Energy Assistance Program 
(HEAP)  MD, NY 10% 10% 86% 4% 

Income Supports ACS Vouchers  MD, NY 9% 10% 65% 25% 
Housing - DRIE (Disability Rent Increase 
Exemption)  NY 10% 8% 84% 8% 

Housing - FEPS (Family Eviction 
Prevention Supplement)  NY 8% 0% 89% 11% 
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EXPERIENCE WITH THE BTG SPECIALIST AND THE BTG SERVICES 
 
Three quarters or more of respondents rated their experiences with the BTG specialist favorably:  BTG 
specialists were knowledgeable, available, helpful in filling out forms and providing information. 66% 
of respondents agreed that the BTG specialist followed up with them by phone to check in that they 
had the information needed to apply for the work supports.3

 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Ratings of BTG Specialist and BTG Services 
 

 

 
 
 

  

                                                           
3 Throughout the text of the report we use the general terms “BTG specialist” to refer to the HR Benefits Specialist 
or other staff  trained to provided the service, “work supports” to describe the earned benefits and income 
supports for which employees applied and “Bridging the Gap” to describe the overall service of benefits outreach, 
screening, referrals and follow-up.  This represents the evolution of the program terminology.  For accuracy 
purposes, in charts and tables when space permits, we present the exact wording of survey items as they appeared 
on the survey instruments.  For example, the term “benefits” is meant to be equivalent to “work supports”.  In 
addition, the survey wording was customized by site and state to reflect site branding of the BTG program name 
(“Employee Outreach Service” or “Benefits Access Program”) and state-specific titles of work supports (e.g., SNAP, 
vs. Food Supplement Program).  The term “Employee Outreach Service” used in charts and tables is synonymous 
with Bridging the Gap. 
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80% 

81% 

83% 

17% 

18% 
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8% 

6% 
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Specialist provided address and phone information 
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Specialist was knowledgeable 

Agree Neither Disagree 
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39% of participants experienced some difficulty in applying for work supports – the main 
difficulty being not meeting the eligibility criteria; other problems such as transportation, 
lack of time-off, lack of information needed or stigma were infrequent.  More employees 
from Goodwill New York reported difficulty in applying for work supports. 

 
 

Table 10. Difficulties in Applying for Work Supports 
 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

Experienced Some 
Difficulty in Applying for 
Benefits 

39% 32% 29% 39% 48% 64% 28% 

        
Did not meet the 
eligibility criteria   71% 74% 71% 56% 83% 71% 69% 

Couldn't get time off 
from work to go to 
offices 

14% 15% 15% 17% 0% 16% 25% 

Did not have all the 
information needed to 
apply 

11% 15% 9% 11% 4% 16% 13% 

Previously had bad 
experience 9% 0% 3% 17% 4% 13% 19% 

 Did not want to provide 
personal information 8% 5% 4% 3% 9% 8% 22% 

Did not want coworkers 
to know 8% 4% 3% 6% 8% 13% 13% 

Application process was 
confusing 8% 0% 6% 17% 4% 21% 0% 

Missed a deadline for 
applying    7% 4% 9% 0% 4% 13% 13% 

Application process was 
not convenient    6% 4% 3% 0% 13% 11% 6% 

Embarrassed to apply for 
benefits 6% 7% 3% 6% 4% 16% 0% 

Had transportation 
problems getting to 
offices 

4% 4% 9% 6% 0% 3% 0% 

Did not want to provide 
personal information 2% 4% 3% 0% 0% 5% 0% 
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VALUE OF BRIDGING THE GAP TO EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS 
Financial Impact 
 

Two estimates are presented for the financial impact of work supports approved.  The first, Median 
Self-Reported, is based on survey participants’ self-report of the annual value of each work support for 
which they were approved.  The advantage of this estimate is that it represents the amount specific to 
that particular household; however, few respondents provided an actual estimate either because they 
did not yet know the total annual value or they chose not to provide one(see Table 11 for number of 
participants who provided self-reported estimate of value compared to total number who received 
benefits used in imputed value) .  The second estimate, Imputed from Benefits Approved Using EBO 
Nexus HH (household) Value, is based on EBO Nexus’s average annual value for households for 
selected work supports by state. This is a more reliable estimate based on expert knowledge and can 
be calculated for every participant who has been approved for at least one work support.  However 
the values are estimated based on an average household size and so may overestimate or 
underestimate the value of work supports such as food stamps with large ranges depending on 
household size and composition.  Furthermore, EBO Nexus estimated values are only available for a 
subset of the BTG work supports offered (see Table 12).    
 
Using the two estimation techniques, the estimated annual value of all new work supports received 
was between $1187 and $2257.  The financial value depends very much on the specific work 
support(s) received and the employee’s household size and composition. 

 
Table 11. Estimate of Total Annual Value of All Work Supports Received 

as Result of Bridging the Gap Program 
 

 
Total 

CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

Median Self-Reported 
Value on survey $1187 $2554 $2930 $192 $696 $1421 $2400 
Number of participants 
with self-reported 
monetary value (n) 

23 2 3 6 2 4 6 

Imputed using survey 
self report of benefits 
approved and Nexus 
EBO HH Value of 
Selected Benefits 

$2257 $1599 $1544 $2023 $1475 $2917 $2962 

Number of participants 
used in the imputed 
calculation (n) 

59 9 8 11 5 4 22 
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Table 12. Estimate of Annual Value of Specific Work Supports Received 
as Result of Bridging the Gap Program 

 

 

Median Self-
Reported 

Annual Value 
on Survey 

(n)  

Imputed using 
survey self 

report of work 
supports 

approved and 
Nexus EBO HH 

Value of 
Selected 
Benefits 

(n) 

EITC Earned Income Credit (Federal) $2640 2 $2003 10 

Child Support Payment Incentive (MD) $1704 2   

WIC (Women and Infant Children Nutrition) $1461 2 $605 5 

Food Stamps $1091 22 $3292 26 

EITC (NY State) $577 2 $593 10 

Free Tax Preparation (MD, NY) $1000 1   

Family Health Plus (IL, NY) $1000 1   

Medicaid for Adults and Children $1000 1   

Home Energy Assistance Program (MD, NY) $300 1 $601 2 

Child Health Plus $1363 2   

Child Tax Credit (Federal) $450 1 $1134 10 

Together Rx (Prescription Drugs) $74 2   

EITC (NY City)  $199 2 $99 7 
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Impact on Employee Attitudes and Perceptions 
Employees agreed overwhelmingly with the necessity for work supports (94%) to  help people 
meet their most basic needs (92%) and 89% would encourage co-workers to use the Bridging 
the Gap program – this is evidence that employees who had experience with the program were 
not stigmatized or ashamed and they felt the program was beneficial.  One fifth or fewer 
respondents felt that people should not rely on government or employer supports (17%) and 
that only the unemployed should be eligible to access public work supports (20%).  Employee 
opinions were divided about whether public work supports encourage dependency and loss of 
motivation to work. 

 
 

Table 13. Attitudes about Public Work Supports 
 

 
Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree 

There should be more benefit and income support options 
available to help people with their most basic needs (food, 
shelter, and medical care). 

94% 4% 2% 

People need to have their most basic needs met (food, 
shelter, and medical care) in order to perform well at work. 92% 4% 4% 

I would encourage a co-worker to use the Bridging the 
Gap Program if he/she were eligible. 89% 9% 2% 

People become dependent on benefits and income 
support options, and lose motivation to work. 34% 23% 43% 

Only people who are unemployed should qualify for 
benefits and income support options. 20% 12% 68% 

People should take care of their own needs; it is not the 
responsibility of employers or the government to provide 
income supports for them. 

17% 17% 66% 
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Three quarters of respondents rated their employers and supervisors as supportive of their personal 
and family responsibilities.  These results compare favorably with research on work-life 
supportiveness among hourly workers in large for profit organizations (see Richman, et. al.  (2009) 
Innovative Workplace Flexibility Options for Hourly Workers and Richman, et. al. (2011) Business 
Impacts of Flexibility:  An Imperative for Expansion).  Ratings of employer support were not related to 
whether or not participants had applied or received work supports as a result of the Bridging the Gap 
program.  
  
Three quarters of employees felt that employers who offer programs like Bridging the Gap were 
better than other employers.  Ratings did not differ by having applied or received new work supports. 

 
 

Figure 3. Ratings of Employer Support4

 

 

 
 

 
  

                                                           
4 The term “Employee Outreach Service” used in charts and tables is the site specific term for the Bridging the Gap 
program. 
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To measure employee engagement and satisfaction, we utilized WFD Consulting’s validated 7-item 
Engagement Index which has been used to measure engagement in employee research for over twenty 
years. 5  The Engagement Index measures three components:  employee effort to help the organization 
succeed, employee alignment with the organization’s goals and mission, and employee affective 
attachment to and satisfaction with the organization.  Items are summed with higher values indicating 
higher level of engagement and employee satisfaction.  The Index range is 0 to 14.  The Index has a 
Cronbach's alpha of .87 and mean of 8.57 from WFD's cross-industry database of Fortune 500 
companies and other leading large U.S. employers6

 

 of professional and hourly workers, ; the mean for 
non-exempt/hourly workers is 8.13 and the mean for professional workers is 8.63.  The results show 
that employee participants in BTG are engaged, the Engagement Index of 8.6 is comparable to WFD’s 
benchmark for hourly workers of leading large U.S. employers. In particular, 8 in 10 employees are 
satisfied with their jobs, would recommend their employers as good places to work and would choose to 
work there again.  (See Figure 4).   

Table 14. Employee Engagement by Site 

 
 

  

                                                           
5 Richman, Amy L., Civian, Janet T., Shannon, Laurie L., Jeffrey Hill, E. and Brennan, Robert T. (2008) 'The 
relationship of perceived flexibility, supportive work-life policies, and use of formal flexible arrangements and 
occasional flexibility to employee engagement and expected retention', Community, Work & Family, 11:2, 183 — 
197 
6 Employers in WFD's cross-industry database are Fortune 500 companies and other leading large U.S. employers; 
many of which are recognized as Great Places to Work and as among the 100 Best Companies for Working 
Mothers.  Most utilize high performance human resources practices to attract, retain, engage and manage talent. 

 Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

WFD Engagement Index 
(Benchmark for  
Hourly workers 8.1) 

8.6 8.3 9.4 7.8 8.5 8.5 9.3 
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Figure 4. Employee Engagement and Satisfaction Scores 
 

 
 
Employees intend to stay with their organizations for the long term – 73% of current employees 
intend to work for their employers at least 3 more years.  By the time of the survey, 12% of 
respondents were no longer employed by the participating organization.  In addition, only 10% 
of current employees intend to leave within the year.  Both the actual turnover and expected 
turnover are considerably lower than what is typical in this industry sector. 
  

 
Table 15. Predicted Tenure 

 

 
 

78% 

84% 

85% 

86% 

87% 

89% 

90% 

13% 

13% 

10% 

11% 

8% 

8% 

5% 

8% 

3% 

5% 

4% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

I am satisfied with my job at this organization. 

I personally agree with the organization´s goals. 

I would choose to work here again, if I were looking 
for work. 

I go the extra mile to help meet organizational needs. 

I recommend this organization to others as a good 
place to work. 

I feel very loyal to this organization. 

I work extra hours when needed to help the 
organization succeed. 

Agree Neither Disagree 

All  
Respondents 

Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

No longer employed 
at participating 
organization 

12% 30% 12% 5% 7% 5% 10% 

        

Current Employees Total CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

Less than 1 year 10% 0% 10% 3% 4% 2% 7% 
1 to 2 years 17% 24% 17% 8% 7% 10% 15% 
3 years or longer 73% 76% 73% 90% 89% 88% 78% 
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However, the Bridging the Gap pilot was implemented while the economy was slowly recovering 
from the recent economic crisis.  One in four respondents (25%) reported that they or a family 
member had experienced  job loss or other employment changes actions in recent months.   
Some of the pilot sites were forced to downsize due to lack of funds. 
 
 

Figure 5. Employment and Household Changes in Recent Months 
 

 
  

13% 

19% 

30% 

50% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 

Was forced to take unpaid time off 

Had a pay cut 

Had paid work hours cut back 

Lost a job 
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Impact on Employee Behavior and Employers 
Employees report many positive impacts of Bridging the Gap on themselves, their families and employers.  
As a result of using Bridging the Gap program, users report the following organizational impacts:  (See 
Table 16) 

• 51% have increased their productivity   
• 51% can concentrate better 
• 46% have improved their work performance 
• 42% have lower absenteeism  
• 40%  lose less work time because of personal needs or family responsibilities 
• 44% have a stronger relationship with their employer 
• More than 50% report BtG helps their employers attract and retain valuable talent 

 

Impacts on employees and families are equally strong: 
• 45% feel less stressed about their family situation 
• 47% are less worried at work about their personal or family situation 
• 46% are better able to take better care of their personal or family’s health 
• 43% are better able to take better care of their family’s needs 
• 36% report Bridging the Gap helped them have enough money to pay living expenses 
• Bridging the Gap saved employees time – 38% of participants saved 1 to 5 hours and 43% saved 

6 or more hours by using the program compared to the time it would have taken without access 
to the program.   
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Table 16. Impacts of Bridging the Gap Program 
 

 
Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor  
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Offering the Employee Outreach Service  
helps my employer keep valuable employees 57% 34% 9% 

Offering the Employee Outreach Service  
helps my employer attract valuable employees 52% 41% 8% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  am more productive 51% 42% 7% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  can concentrate better at work 51% 41% 8% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  am less worried at work about my personal or family situation 47% 40% 13% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  have improved my work performance 46% 42% 13% 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
helped me take better care of my personal or family’s health 46% 39% 16% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  feel less stressed about my personal or family situation 45% 43% 12% 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
strengthened my relationship with my employer 44% 40% 16% 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
helped me take better care of my family’s needs 43% 42% 15% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  have been absent less because of personal needs or family responsibilities 42% 41% 17% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  lose less work time because of personal needs or family responsibilities 40% 46% 14% 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
helped me have enough money to pay my living expenses 36% 45% 19% 

 
 

 
Comparison of employees who applied for work supports or received work supports to those who did not 
 
Statistical tests were performed which compared employees who applied for at least one new 
work support or received one new work support  to eligible employees who did not apply or did 
not receive at least one new work support.  While there were no significant differences on 
ratings of employer supportiveness or employee satisfaction or engagement, there were 
significant differences on every measure of impacts on employees, their families and their 
employers for employees who received at least one new work support and for half the 
measures of impacts for employees who had applied for at least one work support.  
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These results suggest that participating in Bridging the Gap makes a substantial difference not 
only for those employees who receive financial value from the program, but also for employees 
who go through the application process as well. 

 
 

Table 17. Impacts of Bridging the Gap Program for Employees Who Received or Applied 
for at Least One New Work Support 

 

 

Did not 
receive 

new 
work 

support 

Received 
at least 

one new 
work 

support 

Did not 
apply 

for new 
work 

support 

Applied 
for at 
least 

one new 
work 

support 
Offering the Employee Outreach Service  
helps my employer keep valuable employees 55% 64%** 58% 57% 

Offering the Employee Outreach Service  
helps my employer attract valuable employees 50% 57%** 54% 50% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  am more productive 48% 63%** 45% 56%* 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  can concentrate better at work 47% 62%* 46% 58%* 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  am less worried at work about my personal or family 
situation 

43% 58%** 41% 53%* 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  have improved my work performance 44% 54%** 41% 51%* 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
helped me take better care of my personal or family’s health 38% 67%** 37% 56%** 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  feel less stressed about my personal or family situation 41% 56%* 39% 52% 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
strengthened my relationship with my employer 41% 52%** 42% 46% 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
helped me take better care of my family’s needs 36% 60%** 36% 51%* 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  have been absent less because of personal needs or family 
responsibilities 

36% 57%* 35% 49% 

As a result of using the Employee Outreach Service,  
I  lose less work time because of personal needs or family 
responsibilities 

33% 57%** 34% 47%* 

The Employee Outreach Service program  
helped me have enough money to pay my living expenses 33% 46%** 33% 39% 
     

Predicted Tenure 3 years or more  81% 90% 77% 90%* 
*significant difference at p<.05 
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Business Case Analysis 
 
Business Case Calculations 
Turnover 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on impact of having applied for a new work support on 
expected retention of more than 2 years, the expected turnover drops 57% for employees who 
apply for at least one work support (from 23% to 10%). 
 
Assumptions 
10% of lower paid employees are screened and eligible 
5% of employees apply for at least one new work support 
 
Conservative estimate of the impact of Bridging the Gap on turnover 
An organization with 1000 lower paid employees (LPEs) could expect: 
⇒ Approximately 2.2% reduction in projected turnover 
⇒$$5,063 annual cost savings on unwanted turnover and related costs 
⇒$51 annual cost savings per employee screened and eligible 

 
 

Table 18. Estimates of Annual Savings in Turnover and Related Costs 
 

  

Per 1000 ees 

# lower paid employees  1000 

Average annual voluntary turnover 2012 17% 

Cost of turnover per employee (median)  $1,045 

Annual total cost of turnover $177,650 

Conservative estimate of potential savings if 10% of 
employees are screened and eligible and 5% of employees 
apply for work supports 

$5,063 

Conservative estimate of potential savings per employee 
screened and eligible  $51 

 
NOTE:  Business case calculations at the site level appear in the Appendix. 
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Absenteeism 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on likelihood of lowered absenteeism, the likelihood of 
lower absenteeism is 58% for employees who received a new work support (57% report lowered 
absenteeism compared to 35%) and the likelihood of lower absenteeism is 40% for employees 
who applied for a new work support (49% report lowered absenteeism compared to 35%). 
 
Assumptions 
10% of lower paid employees are screened and eligible 
5% of employees apply for at least one new work support 
Employees who report reduced absenteeism due to applying for BTG work supports will be 
absent 2 days less than other employees 
 
Conservative estimate of the impact of Bridging the Gap on absenteeism and related costs 
An organization with 1000 lower paid employees (LPEs) could expect: 
⇒$4,840 annual cost savings on absenteeism and related costs 
⇒$48 annual cost savings per employee screened and eligible 
 
 

Table 19. Estimates of Annual Savings in Absenteeism Related Costs 
 

  Per 1000 ees 

# lower paid employees as of 1/1/12 1000 

Annual days of absenteeism per employee 2012 11.8 

Average cost of absenteeism per day per employee $121 

Annual total cost of absenteeism $1,431,833 

Conservative estimate of potential savings on absenteeism if 
5% of employees apply for work supports $4,840 

Conservative estimate of potential savings per employee 
screened and eligible $48 
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Productivity and Time Saved 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on the impact on productivity of having received a new 
work support, the percentage that would experience increased productivity is 31%= (63%-
48%)/48%) and the likelihood of increased productivity of having applied for a new work 
support is 24%=(56%-45%/45%). 
 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on time saved by participating in Bridging the Gap, 
employees saved on average 7.7 hours. 
 
 
Assumptions 
10% of lower paid employees are screened and eligible 
2.4% of employees apply for at least one new work support but not receive a new work support 
and 2.6% of employees will receive at least one new work support 
Employees who increased productivity due to applying for BTG work supports will be 2.5% more 
productive than other employees 
Approximately 50% of the time saved, or 3.9 hours is work time 
 
 
Conservative estimate of the impact of Bridging the Gap on potential value in increased 
productivity and time saved by using the program 
An organization with 1000 lower paid employees (LPEs) could expect: 
⇒$7,847 increased value from additional productivity 
⇒$157 increased value in productivity per employee screened and eligible 
⇒$4,814 increased value from work time saved 
⇒$48 increased value in work time saved per employee  
 

 
Table 20. Estimates of Value in Increased Productivity and Time Saved 

 

  Per 1000 ees 

# lower paid employees as of 1/1/12 1000 

Average Total Monthly income per employee $1,865 

Total Annual Income per employee $22,380 
Value of increased productivity per employee who applies for or receives at 
least one work support $157 

Total value of increased productivity $7,847 

Value of increased productivity per employee screened and eligible $78 

Time saved per employee 7.7 

50% of time saved is work time 3.9 

Average Hours Worked per Week 35 

Average Hourly Wage $13 

Total Value of Work Time Saved $4,814 
Value of Time Saved per Employee Screened and Eligible $48 
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Table 21. Summary Estimates of Business Impacts of Bridging the Gap 

 

 

Per  
1000 

Employees 

Per  
Employee 

Screened and 
Eligible 

 

Annual Turnover Savings $5,063 $51 

Absenteeism Savings $4,840 $48 

Value of Increased Productivity $7,847 $78 

Value of Work Time Saved $4,814 $48 

Conservative Estimate of Business Impact $22,564 $225 
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Supplementary Business Case Metrics 
We compared affiliates’ 2011 and 2012 annual data on employee outcomes of absenteeism and turnover 
and the related costs.  
 
Turnover – Of the 6 affiliates, 2 reported an increase (+2 pts or more) in voluntary turnover among the target 
employee segment of lower paid employees, 2 reported a decrease in turnover (-2 pts or more) and 2 
reported no change ( +/- 1 pt).  In addition, three sites reported having done some layoffs in 2012. 
 

Table 22. Comparison of Voluntary Turnover Rates 2011 and 2012 

 
 
Absenteeism – Only 3 affiliates track turnover for their lower paid employees.  Of these 3 affiliates,1 reported 
an increase in absenteeism among the target employee segment of lower paid employees, 1 reported a 
decrease in absenteeism and 1 reported no change.   

 
 

Table 23. Comparison of Absenteeism Rates 2011 and 2012 
 

  
Average CC 

Chicago 
CC 

Baltimore 
St. Nicks 

All 

# lower paid 
employees as of 1/1/12 1071 1841 1261 1339 

Annual absenteeism 
per employee 2011 
(baseline) 

12.2 8.0 3.5 25.0 

Annual absenteeism 
per employee 2012 11.8 5.0 5.5 25.0 

Change ↔ ↓ ↑ ↔ 

  

 Average CC 
Chicago 

CC 
Baltimore 

Goodwill 
Ches 

Educat. 
All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

# lower paid employees 
as of 1/1/12  1841 1261 422 443 1119 1339 

Annual voluntary 
turnover 2011 (baseline) 17% 15% 17% 15% 19% 17% 18% 

Annual voluntary 
turnover 2012 17% 15% 18% 19% 16% 19% 14% 

Change ↔ ↔ ↔ ↑ ↓ ↑ ↓ 
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Employee HRIS Records Review 
Three agencies conducted reviews of the 2012 employment history of approximately 100 program users and 
a matched sample of non-users to provide employee level data for analysis of turnover; one site provided 
data on absenteeism for program users and a matched sample in two job categories where absenteeism is 
tracked.  Statistical tests show no significant differences between Bridging the Gap participants and 
employees in the comparison groups on turnover or absenteeism.  Given the small number of participants, 
there was not sufficient data to conduct statistical tests on the subset of participants who applied for work 
supports and/or received work supports.        
 

Table 24. Records Review of Turnover for Eligible Employees and Comparison Groups 
 

 Total CC Chicago Goodwill NYNJ St. Nicks 
 Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible 

 (280) (277) (99) (100) (100) (99) (81) (78) 
Percent Turnover 
during 2012 all 
employees 

11.4 13.4 0 7.0 23.0 22.2 11.1 10.3 

Percent Turnover 
during 2012 for 
employees hired 
prior to 1/1/12 

11.4 11.3 0 7.2 23.0 20.2 11.1 6.7 

 
 
 

Table 25.  Records Review of Absenteeism for Eligible Employees and Comparison Group 
 

 CC Chicago 

 Comp Elig 

 (mean, n) (mean, n) 
Annual Absenteeism for Food 
and Nutrition Centers (WIC) 
employees during 2012 (Days) 

1.38 (47) 1.58 (48) 

Annual Absenteeism for Child 
Development Centers 
employees during 2012 (Hours) 

11.33 (12) 9.75 (12) 
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Comparison of program users to sample of employees who were not screened for Bridging the Gap 
 
Analyses compared program users from three affiliates to a sample of employees in similar jobs and with 
similar demographics who had not been exposed to the BTG services – outreach, promotions, screening, etc. 
Statistical tests comparing employees who were screened to the comparison sample of 
employees who were not exposed to the BTG services indicate no significant differences in 
terms of ratings of employer supportiveness, employee satisfaction or engagement or attitudes 
toward public work supports.   
 
Possible explanations for the lack of differences are the similar rates of knowledge of work 
supports and receipt of work supports prior to the program in these particular organizations 
which might mitigate program effects.  High ratings of employer supportiveness may reflect that 
these employers were already utilizing progressive human resources practices that engaged 
their lower paid employees such as provision of health insurance for hourly employees, 
provision of work supports at 20 or 30 hours, paid sick time and vacation time, flexible work 
schedules, and support for child care.  In addition, the smaller than expected proportion of 
employees who actually applied for and received new work supports combined with the number 
of employees who were already receiving at least one work support may have dampened the 
potential impact of the program.  Had fewer employees already received work supports, more 
employees followed through on applying and fewer employees been rejected, differences 
between program and comparison groups might have been larger.  The number of eligible 
employees per site and number of completed surveys made finding significant differences more 
difficult than with larger samples.  Lastly, although efforts were made to create a comparison 
sample of employees similar to the program users, due to population and logistical constraints, 
the comparison groups may have been different in ways that affected the outcome measures 
(for example, tenure, location of work or residence, income of other household members, etc.). 
 

 
Table 26. Comparison Group and Screened Employees’ Engagement and Satisfaction Scores 
 

 

*significant difference at p<.05 
 

 Total CC Chicago Goodwill NYNJ St. Nicks 
  Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible 

WFD Engagement Index  8.6 9.0 8.4 9.2 9.5 9.5 9.3 
I am satisfied with my job at this 
organization. 78% 81% 85% 88% 74% 82% 89% 

I personally agree with the 
organization´s goals. 84% 86% 82% 88% 95% 84% 72% 

I would choose to work here 
again, if I were looking for work. 85% 89% 87% 93% 79% 91% 89% 

I go the extra mile to help meet 
organizational needs. 86% 89% 80% 92% 84% 89% 79% 

I recommend this organization to 
others as a good place to work. 87% 88% 88% 91% 81% 88% 93% 

I feel very loyal to this 
organization. 89% 92% 90% 93% 86% 91% 93% 

I work extra hours when needed 
to help the organization succeed. 90% 80% 85% 77% 98%* 87% 93% 
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Table 27.  Comparison Group and Screened Employees’ Ratings of Employer Support 
 

 Total CC Chicago Goodwill NYNJ St. Nicks All 
  Compare Eligible Compare Eligible Compare Eligible 
My employer is supportive of 
employees' personal and family 
responsibilities. 

75% 76% 71% 78% 77% 65% 74% 

My supervisor/manager is 
supportive of employees' personal 
and family responsibilities. 

75% 64% 63% 82% 86% 73% 75% 

I currently have the flexibility I need 
in my work schedule to allow me to 
manage my work, family and 
personal responsibilities. 

74% 79% 63% 85% 74% 82% 76% 

 
 

 

Table 28.  Comparison Group and Screened Employees’ Awareness of and Attitudes 
about Public Benefits and Work Supports 

 

 Total CC Chicago Goodwill NYNJ St. Nicks 

  Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible Comparison Eligible 
# of Public Benefits Respondents 
Were Familiar with before BTG  6.4 5.5 8.9 7.2 8.0 5.5 

# of Public Benefits Respondents 
Already Were Receiving before 
Bridging the Gap (Household 
Level) 

 1.1 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.4 

        
There should be more benefit and 
income support options available 
to help people with their most 
basic needs (food, shelter, and 
medical care). 

94% 96% 100% 86% 95% 95% 97% 

People need to have their most 
basic needs met (food, shelter, and 
medical care) in order to perform 
well at work. 

92% 89% 96% 92% 100% 98%* 85% 

People become dependent on 
benefits and income support 
options, and lose motivation to 
work. (disagree) 

43% 37% 49% 42% 33% 33% 45% 

People should take care of their 
own needs; it is not the 
responsibility of employers or the 
government to provide income 
supports for them. (disagree)  

66% 66% 73% 68% 57% 62% 70% 

Only people who are unemployed 
should qualify for benefits and 
income support options. (disagree) 

68% 73% 70% 69% 69% 62% 76% 

*significant difference at p<.05 
  



         Copyright © 2013 WFD Consulting 31  
 

LIMITATIONS 
 
The results of this study must be interpreted in the context of its limitations.  First, due to the 
logistical constraints of implementing the BTG program in the workplace, it was not possible to 
randomly assign employees to participate or to a comparison group; thus we cannot eliminate 
the possibility that employees who were screened were somehow systematically different from 
other employees in ways that might either enhance or dampen the program effects.  For 
example, employees who chose to be screened and who followed through on applying for work 
supports could have been more in need of services than employees who were not screened, or 
they might have been better organized or resourceful in pursuing the applications and in doing 
the follow through and ultimately receiving work supports.  And although efforts were made to 
create a comparison sample of employees similar to the program users, due to population and 
logistical constraints, the comparison groups may have been different on demographic factors 
(e.g., tenure or location of work or residence), and that might have affected the outcome 
measures.  Also, similar rates of knowledge of work supports and high proportion of receipt of 
work supports among program and comparison group respondents prior to the program in 
these particular organizations might have mitigated program effects for participants and 
dampened program differences between pilots and comparisons.   
 
Second, we were able to obtain supplemental business metric data and comparison group 
surveys from only a subset of the sites because of sites’ limited capacity to conduct further data 
collection.  Small samples based on only a subset of the sites may have weakened the potential 
to demonstrate program effects.   
 
Next, the magnitude of the impacts was modest due in large part to the lower than anticipated 
number of employees who were screened over the course of the study period and the 
disposition of those who were screened.  Practically speaking, this limited the number of survey 
respondents and affected the power of the statistical tests, i.e., the number of eligible 
employees per site and number of completed surveys made demonstrating significant 
differences more difficult than would have been the case with larger numbers of participants.  
But more importantly, had more employees been screened, the financial impact and ROI of the 
program on the organizations would have been substantially greater.  More employees 
participating might also have had a facilitating effect on promotion by word of mouth and 
further increased participation and impact.  Furthermore, half of screened employees were 
already receiving some work supports, only half chose to apply for new work supports and 
about one quarter received new work supports.  If more program participants had followed 
through on applying and fewer employees been rejected, differences between program 
participants who applied for work supports and other employees might have been larger.   
 
While the generalizability of our findings is not known because the participating organizations 
were not randomly selected, this limitation is minimized by the variety of workers from multiple 
organizations and geographies that were included in the project.  We also must consider the 
potential for participant bias given the 36% overall response rate.  In addition, Superstorm 
Sandy and pre-election robocalls presented unexpected challenges to conducting phone 
interviews.  Workplaces of many pilot employees were closed, homes damaged, and lives 
disrupted by the aftereffects of the storm such that it was not appropriate to contact employees  
for several weeks.  Nonstop robocalls from political campaigns and polling organizations during 
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October and early November hampered success in conducting telephone surveys because few 
employees would answer calls to their personal phone numbers during that time.  Although we 
cannot eliminate the possibility that respondents had more favorable experience with Bridging 
the Gap than non-respondents, the concordance between data from the EBO tool and survey 
results concerning the percentage of participants who applied and received new benefits and 
the use of mixed mode surveying strengthen confidence that the results are sound.     
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ABOUT WFD CONSULTING 

WFD Consulting is a global consulting and research firm based in Boston, with 30 years of 
experience in design, implementation and measurement of work-life, diversity and dependent 
care services for Fortune 500 companies, government agencies, and colleges and universities.   
WFD is recognized as a leader in the “work-life” field and credited with having developed the 
first nation-wide, employer sponsored child care program by establishing and training a 
nationwide network of human services agencies to provide employer child care services, 
developing software database and reporting systems, and by designing metrics and reporting 
systems to capture the business impacts.  Over the years, the LifeWorks Resource and Referral 
Program expanded to include eldercare, adoption, education counseling and EAP services as 
well as sliding fee subsidy programs for dependent care and backup care programs.  Since then, 
WFD has designed and implemented dependent care, work-life strategy, flexible work 
arrangements, women’s advancement and retention, diversity strategy and work innovation 
projects in more than thirty countries.  WFD is known for national and international research on 
work-life, flexibility, engagement and resilience and the relationships between supportive 
workplaces, employee well-being and organizational outcomes.  Our work to diagnose and 
respond to evolving workforce trends for the global, 24/7 workplace spans many industries and 
workers at every level.  WFD maintains an extensive multi-organization database of workforce 
and workplace measures for research and client benchmarking.   
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doctoral degrees from Harvard University, in the field of Measurement and Evaluation. 
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IMPACTS OF BRIDGING THE GAP 
 

 
BUSINESS CASE CALCULATIONS 
 
Turnover 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on impact of having applied for a new work support on 
expected retention of more than 2 years, the expected turnover drops 57% for employees who 
apply for at least one work support (from 23% to 10%). 
 
Assumption 
10% of lower paid employees are eligible and apply for at least one new work support 
 
Conservative estimate of the impact of Bridging the Gap on turnover 
An organization with 1000 lower paid employees (LPEs) could expect: 
⇒ 4.3% reduction in projected turnover 
⇒$7639 annual cost savings on unwanted turnover and related costs 
 

 
Table 18A. Estimates of Annual Savings in Turnover Related Costs 

 

  Average 
CC 

Chicago 
CC 

Baltimore 
Goodwill 

Ches 
Educat. 

All 
Goodwi
ll NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

# lower paid 
employees as of 
1/1/12 

1036 1841 1261 422 443 912 1339 

Annual voluntary 
turnover 2011 
(baseline) 

17% 15% 17% 15% 19% 17% 18% 

Annual voluntary 
turnover 2011 17% 15% 18% 19% 16% 19% 14% 

Cost of 
turnover(median) $1,045 $1,150 $17,9781 $1,500  $940 $500 $400 

Annual cost of 
turnover $184,105 $317,573  $120,270 $66,627 $86,640 $74,984 

Conservative 
estimate of potential 
savings if 10% of 
employees apply for 
work supports 

$5,247 $9,051  $3,428 $1,899 $2,469 $2,137 

                                                           
1 CC Baltimore used a different methodology for estimating the cost of turnover based on their practices of hiring 
temporary workers to fill in for open positions. Due to location of property, lack of transportation both private and 
public, and lack of candidates who meet the background requirements, a position can be open for as long as 6 
months.  Once the temporary employee has met the temp agency’s required months of employment, he/she can 
be hired by CC Baltimore – the cost of turnover estimate takes into account the total cost of bringing the temp 
worker on board.  Since this cost estimate was so much higher than the other sites, we calculated a median rather 
than mean for the Overall Average; the median is not sensitive to outliers and better reflects the estimates across 
the 6 pilots.  



Bridging the Gap Evaluation Appendix 

          Copyright © 2013 WFD Consulting   2  
 

Absenteeism 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on likelihood of lowered absenteeism, the likelihood of 
lower absenteeism is 58% for employees who received a new work support (57% report lowered 
absenteeism compared to 35%) and the likelihood of lower absenteeism is 40% for employees 
who applied for a new work support (49% report lowered absenteeism compared to 35%). 
 
Assumptions 
10% of lower paid employees are screened and eligible 
5% of employees apply for at least one new work support 
Employees who report reduced absenteeism due to applying for BTG work supports will be 
absent 2 days less than other employees 
 
Conservative estimate of the impact of Bridging the Gap on absenteeism and related costs 
An organization with 1000 lower paid employees (LPEs) could expect: 
⇒$4,840 annual cost savings on absenteeism and related costs 
⇒$48 annual cost savings per employee screened and eligible 
 
 

Table 19A. Estimates of Annual Savings in Absenteeism Related Costs 
 

  
Average CC 

Chicago 
CC 

Baltimore 
Goodwill 

Ches 
Educ
at. All 

Goodwill 
NYNJ 

St. Nicks 
All 

# lower paid 
employees as of 
1/1/12 

1036 1841 1261 422 443 912 1339 

Annual days of 
absenteeism per 
employee 2012 

11.8 5.0 5.5    25.0 

Average cost of 
absenteeism per 
day per employee 

$121 $120 $146 $186 $96 $57  

Annual total cost 
of absenteeism 

$1,483,857 $1,104,600 $1,012,583     

Conservative 
estimate of 
potential savings 
on absenteeism if 
5% of employees 
apply for work 
supports 

$5,016 $8,837 $7,364     
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Productivity and Time Saved 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on the impact on productivity of having received a new 
work support, the percentage that would experience increased productivity is 31%= (63%-
48%)/48%) and the likelihood of increased productivity of having applied for a new work 
support is 24%=(56%-45%/45%). 
 
Based on the analysis of the survey data on time saved by participating in Bridging the Gap, 
employees saved on average 7.7 hours. 
 
Assumptions 
10% of lower paid employees are screened and eligible 
2.4% of employees apply for at least one new work support but not receive a new work support 
and 2.6% of employees will receive at least one new work support 
Employees who increased productivity due to applying for BTG work supports will be 2.5% more 
productive than other employees 
Approximately 50% of the time saved, or 3.9 hours is work time 
 
 
Conservative estimate of the impact of Bridging the Gap on potential value in increased 
productivity and time saved by using the program 
An organization with 1000 lower paid employees (LPEs) could expect: 
⇒$7,847 increased value from additional productivity 
⇒$78 increased value in productivity per employee screened and eligible 
⇒$4,814 increased value from work time saved 
⇒$48 increased value in work time saved per employee  
 

Table 20A. Estimates of Value in Increased Productivity and Time Saved 
 

  Average 
CC 

Chicago 
CC 

Baltimore 
Goodwill 

Ches 
Educat. 

All 
Goodwill 

NYNJ 
St. Nicks 

All 
# lower paid 
employees as of 1/1/12 1036 1841 1261 422 443 912 1339 

Average Total Monthly 
income per employee $1,865 $1,606 $2,182 $1,641 $1,804 $2,772 $1,185 

Total Annual Income 
per employee $22,380 $19,272 $26,184 $19,692 $21,648 $33,264 $14,220 

Value of increased 
productivity per 
employee who applies 
for or receives at least 
one work support 

$157 $135 $184 $138 $152 $233 $100 

Total value of 
increased productivity 

$8,132 $12,441 $11,578 $2,914 $3,363 $10,637 $6,676 

Value of increased 
productivity per 
employee screened 
and eligible 

$81 $124 $116 $29 $34 $106 $67 
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Time saved per 
employee 7.7 3.9 9.2 12.3 5.4 5.0 11.7 
50% of time saved is 
work time 3.9 1.9 4.6 6.1 2.7 2.5 5.9 
Average Hours Worked 
per Week 35 32 38 40 28 39 28 

Average Hourly Wage $13 $12 $13 $9 $15 $16 $10 
Value of Time Saved 
per Employee $48 $23 $61 $58 $40 $41 $56 
Total Value of Work 
Time Saved $4,989 $4,156 $7,635 $2,433 $1,778 $3,717 $7,544 
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EMPLOYEE COMMENTS 
 

Employee comments about the impact of Bridging the Gap and suggestions for improvement 
 
Over 50% of survey participants responded to one or both of the open-ended questions.  There were 
120 responses on what impact BtG had on the employee and 100 responses on how BTG could be 
improved.  This high percentage of write-ins shows a great deal of interest on the part of the 
respondents. 
 
Suggestions for how to improve the Bridging the Gap program 
The most prevalent responses were expressions of satisfaction and gratitude for the BTG service.  The 
two most frequent suggestions concern lack of eligibility and need for more communications and 
promotion to publicize the program and educate employees.   
 
Employees would like to see work supports expanded 
  
Continue to search for more work supports for your employees! 
Educational Alliance  
 
Medical for those who sometimes don't work 80 hours in a 2 month time. Cobra is too expensive.   
St. Nicks Alliance  
 
More access to supplement. Those who work but live paycheck to paycheck. 
 
Make it more open like other opportunity. Housing, assistance with rent, problem child. Rent is too 
high. All our salary is going to put roofs over our heads. We can’t even buy clothes. 
Goodwill New York 
  
Make more benefits available for single people. 
CC Baltimore  
 
 
Many employees expressed satisfaction with the program as provided. 
 
I like how I was treated, the response time and the feel of concern. Thank you. 
CC Baltimore  
 
Continue utilizing the Benefits specialist [mentioned by name]. 
Goodwill New York  
 
[Specialist name] was really nice and non-judgmental and that is important to me. 
CC Baltimore  
 
Did very good job sending HR rep to offices to disseminate public benefits services 
Goodwill New York 
  
Doing a fantastic job- just keep giving me good and helpful information.  
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CC Chicago  
 
I just have to say thank you, everything is good.   
CC Baltimore 
 
Keep doing what you are doing. 
CC Chicago  
 
They’re doing a good job! God Bless Everybody. 
St. Nicks Alliance  
 
Respondent says that [BTG specialist name] was very helpful and informative. 

  CC Baltimore 
 
The most frequent critique concerned failing the eligibility requirements. 
 
Have different or add additional criteria so that more employees qualify. 
Goodwill New York  
 
Have other resources for those who are not initially qualified to get these work supports.  
CC Baltimore 
 
Eligibility should be broadened. 
Goodwill 
 
Get wider coverage of governmental programs for those who need them. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
  
I need to experience success first. But I still need food assistance and it is becoming more urgent!! I still 
need help! And I feel hopeless at times. 
CC Chicago 
 
Cut out red tape between workers and Social Security. 
Goodwill New York  
 
Have less restrictions with the health plan so that we can all qualify. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
The program did not benefit me at all. I was given all the instruments and followed them, but I was not 
given any of the benefits that I applied for.   
CC Baltimore  
 
Look for programs with less strict guidelines. I was denied because of my gross salary which barely met 
my family needs. 
Goodwill New York  
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Some participants commented that better follow up is needed. 
 
Have the representatives follow up, and make sure they fully understand all the programs. 
Educational Alliance  
 
Once ID employees with needs. Give option of better follow up with benefit Access program. 
CC Baltimore  
 
No one followed up with me. 
CC Baltimore 
 
I had trouble reaching the service's office and when I finally reached them by phone, I felt as if I was 
being ignored. 
Educational Alliance 
 
 
More communications and promotion needed to inform and educate all target employees about 
Bridging the Gap.  
 
Distributing flyers to each employee and send more user-friendly emails, to catch employee interest in 
benefit programs.  
CC Baltimore 
 
Be more vocal to employees about their options.   
Educational Alliance  
 
Tell people where to go and to get the word out better. 
St. Nicks Alliance  
 
Could have made the Employee Outreach Service more available to more employees, especially at hire. 
Goodwill New York 
  
Explain benefits to part-time employees more.   
CC Chicago  
 
Increase coverage and outreach.   
Goodwill Chesapeake  
 
It would be nice if it were clearer both what this is and how to apply.   
Goodwill New York  
 
It would have been beneficial to have a representative show up at place of work, I didn’t apply because 
I am terrible with directions and was afraid I would get lost en route to the benefits office.   
CC Chicago  
 
Keep up the in person presentations and bug us more. I think everyone should be screened, regardless 
of whether or not they think they are eligible. 
CC Baltimore  
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Make a more accessible online benefits info session and application process for low income employees. 
Goodwill New York 
  
Publicize these benefits for everyone who qualifies. 
Goodwill New York  
 
Be available more days of the week.   
CC Baltimore  
 
Broaden the communication in a way that provides more information to new employees. 
St. Nicks Alliance  
 
Get more people involved. Get the word out more. 
CC Chicago  
 
It should be told to all employees that this program is available because I didn't know about it until a 
co-worker told me about it. 
Goodwill New York  
 
Keep outreach strong and continue to increase outreach.  
CC Baltimore  
 
Make it more known.  Make it more than twice a year. 
CC Baltimore  
 
Make sure all employees know about benefits, and reduce barriers in the work place that might 
prevent people from applying. 
CC Baltimore  
 
More outreach for staff. I guess it was only once and was very time consuming. 
Goodwill New York  
 
Offer the program written to everyone who needs it. 
St. Nicks Alliance  
 
 
Some participants requested more outreach in Spanish. 
 
It could be that when they give us the talks they would be in Spanish also, and when we talk by 
telephone they could do so in Spanish. 
CC Chicago  
 
It would be good if these and other issues could be addressed with someone who speaks Spanish. 
Goodwill Chesapeake  
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How the Employee Outreach Service has made a difference to employees 
The most frequent impacts were improved financial situation and better access to health care.  Many 
respondents who were either not eligible or did not apply for new benefits commented that BTG 
provided valuable information and  support. 
 
  
Raised awareness of work supports. 
 
Although I did not qualify for any benefits i was very satisfied to know that I had the chance to see if I 
did qualify for something.   
Educational Alliance 
 
Even though I did not qualify for the programs I really needed it was great to have the opportunity to 
apply. 
Goodwill New York 

 
Good to know that these benefits are available. 
Goodwill New York 
 
Has made a difference for me because I have received much help from staff. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
I didn’t think that part time workers were eligible for benefits. 
CC Chicago 
 
Increased engagement and less worry about caring for family. 
 
Gave me a sense of importance as an employee. 
Educational Alliance 
 
Gives me great comfort to know that I have a place to go when I need help and help me.  
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
Greater support and more protection. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
I did not qualify, so it did not make a difference to me, but it means a lot to me (and my co-workers, I 
am sure) that these programs exist and our employer supports us.   
Educational Alliance 
 
I was so worried to take time off to go to do the application in person. The benefits specialist and my 
supervisor have both been so supportive; thank you. 
CC Baltimore 
 
It helped me because it gave me the motivation to stay at Goodwill and tell other people about it so 
they could benefit as well. 
Goodwill Chesapeake 
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It made me see there is someone always willing to help you.   
Educational Alliance 
 
It makes me at ease to know that we have so many resources available within the company. 
Educational Alliance 
 
It’s nice to work for an employer who offers to assist its employees to improve their quality of life. 
Goodwill Chesapeake 
 
Showed that my employer cared outside of the work experience. 
Educational Alliance 
 
The reduced stress from not having to worry about not being able to provide for my family has made 
me more productive and happier in the workplace. 
CC Baltimore 
 
When someone cares, it always makes a difference. 
Goodwill Chesapeake 
 
 
Improved financial situation 
 
Able to get SNAP. 
CC Chicago 
 
It helped me take care of my family and pay my rent.  
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
For me to put food on my table.  
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
Free tax preparation is really the only benefit I have received through the Employee Outreach Service. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
Give me encouragement to do the budget counseling part. 
CC Baltimore 
 
Great! My family no longer got to be hungry and take care of when get sick. 
CC Baltimore 
 
Help to meet some financial obligations. 
CC Baltimore 
 

Helped me find Childcare centers that work according to my income.  
Goodwill New York 
 
I receive $200.00 in coupons and it helps me to buy more food. Provided more money for utilities. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
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I recently got guardianship of my nephew. I was not able to support my household and my nephew. I 
turned to the employee outreach for help. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
I get my taxes done for free and I get extra refunded money to pay future bills.  
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
It has made a difference in my life because I don't have to spend money on food anymore. 
CC Baltimore 
 
It helped me provide better for my family. 
Goodwill Chesapeake 
 
It helps to come in handy with the way the economy is today. 
CC Baltimore 
 
The benefits helped me find a place to live, food to eat, and it taught me to manage my money better. 
CC Chicago 
 
The difference is that before I couldn't get the free services, and now I depend on it. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
They are nice and kind and friendly and it is free for tax preparation and it is a good help at no cost. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
Improved family’s access to health services 
 
Helped me when I was denied Medicaid for my daughter. Helped me get medical insurance for my child. 
Goodwill New York 
 
It has helped me by providing better healthcare for me and my child. 
Goodwill New York 
 
It has helped me pay for my children's medical bills; it otherwise would have been very stressful. I am 
very thankful. 
CC Chicago 
 
The medical assistance for my daughter helped me out because I can save money by not putting her on 
my health insurance.  
CC Baltimore 
 
WIC for my daughter and medical service. 
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
Wouldn’t have applied for WIC if I had not known about the benefits. Baby formula is very expensive, 
so having financial support was very helpful. 
CC Baltimore 
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Provided valuable information 
 
Helped me with valuable information. 
Goodwill New York 
 
I got information that I might need in the future if I were in a worse financial situation. 
CC Chicago 
 
It helped me to understand the outreach service better and learned that there are other options for staff.  
Goodwill New York 
 
It is good to know that there is help out there. 
CC Baltimore 
 
It made it easier to see what services were available although I do not qualify for any additional services. 
Goodwill New York 
 
It really gave me more knowledge about how help could come from the Government Access Program. 
CC Baltimore 
 
It showed me that working class people were eligible for public benefits as well. 
CC Chicago 
 
For me it made a big difference, because when you do not know something and you encounter offers 
and learn about programs that are pertinent to you. It is very important.  
St. Nicks Alliance 
 
Made me aware that these agencies actually exist.  
Goodwill New York 
 
The Employee Outreach has made a difference. It opened my eyes to the benefits that were out there 
and that I was eligible for. 
Goodwill New York 
 
 
Have not benefited due to ineligibility, already receiving all possible work supports, barriers or lack 
of follow through. 
 
I am a person who is on the border line. I have to work 2 jobs to make ends meet. When I lost one job, 
it was not able to help.  
CC Baltimore 
 
It has not because I am not eligible for anything.  
Educational Alliance 
 
It has not made a difference as yet because I already had most of the services.  
Goodwill New York 
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Not much since I wasn't qualified for the programs and some of which I already have. But it is a very 
good resource.  
Goodwill New York 
 
It had trouble getting access to the proper forms. 
CC Baltimore 
 
I was too lazy to apply. 
CC Baltimore 
 
I did not qualify for most of the benefits. The Together Rx program most pharmacies will not take. 
CC Baltimore 
 
I was not able to keep appointment and did not have a chance to reschedule.  
CC Baltimore 
 
For a lot of things they try to get you into, but a lot of the times it looks like you're an able person, and 
so you can't get them. 
Goodwill Chesapeake 
 
I applied but did not provide information required so I did not receive benefits from the program. 
CC Chicago 
 
 
Application is pending or have not heard back since applied. 
 
At this time my case is still pending; I have to set up an appointment for second interview, provide 
information that was asked by outreach service program.  
CC Chicago 
 
Have not heard anything about my application BGE or Food Stamps.  
CC Baltimore 
 
I only qualified for a prescription plan that I haven't been able to use yet. 
Goodwill New York 
 
I’m still pending.  
Goodwill New York 
 
I am still waiting for an answer on my application. 
St. Nicks Alliance 

  



Bridging the Gap Evaluation Appendix 

         Copyright © 2013 WFD Consulting   14  
 

ABOUT WFD CONSULTING 

WFD Consulting is a global consulting and research firm based in Boston, with 30 years of 
experience in design, implementation and measurement of work-life, diversity and dependent 
care services for Fortune 500 companies, government agencies, and colleges and universities.   
WFD is recognized as a leader in the “work-life” field and credited with having developed the 
first nation-wide, employer sponsored child care program by establishing and training a 
nationwide network of human services agencies to provide employer child care services, 
developing software database and reporting systems, and by designing metrics and reporting 
systems to capture the business impacts.  Over the years, the LifeWorks Resource and Referral 
Program expanded to include eldercare, adoption, education counseling and EAP services as 
well as sliding fee subsidy programs for dependent care and backup care programs.  Since then, 
WFD has designed and implemented dependent care, work-life strategy, flexible work 
arrangements, women’s advancement and retention, diversity strategy and work innovation 
projects in more than thirty countries.  WFD is known for national and international research on 
work-life, flexibility, engagement and resilience and the relationships between supportive 
workplaces, employee well-being and organizational outcomes.  Our work to diagnose and 
respond to evolving workforce trends for the global, 24/7 workplace spans many industries and 
workers at every level.  WFD maintains an extensive multi-organization database of workforce 
and workplace measures for research and client benchmarking.   
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toolkits for managers and employees.  Business Impacts of Flexibility: An Imperative for 
Expansion assembles for the first time quantitative data from twenty-eight large U.S. businesses 
to demonstrate the impact of flexibility on business outcomes; the report provides strong 
evidence of the business impacts of flexibility for lower-wage employees, in particular.  Amy 
recently completed a national study Changing Needs of American Working Families.  Amy 
received her A.B. degree from Brandeis in mathematics and psychology, and her master’s and 
doctoral degrees from Harvard University, in the field of Measurement and Evaluation. 

 


