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quarterly by each SESA shows the
amount of benefits that should be
charged to each Federal employing
agency. The Employment and Training
Administration uses this information to
aggregate the SESA quarterly charges
and submit one official bill to each
Federal agency being charged. Federal
agencies then reimburse the Federal
Employees Compensation (FEC)
Account, maintained by the U.S.
Treasury.

I1. Current Actions

This collection continues to be
needed to assure that the provision of
the law are met regarding the
requirement that each federal agency
meets its obligations for paying its
unemployment compensation costs and
to assure that SESAs are reimbursed
properly for their expenditures of UCFE
and UCX benefits on behalf of the
Federal agencies.

Type of Review: Reinstatement
(without change).

Agency: Employment and Training
Administration.

Title: ETA 191, Statement of
Expenditures and Adjustments of
Federal Funds for Unemployment
Compensation for Federal Employees
and Ex-Servicemembers (UCFE/UCX).

OMB Number: 1205-0162.

Agency Number: ETA 191.

Affected Public: State Government.

Total Respondents: 53.

Frequency: Quarterly.

Total Responses: 212.

Average Time per Response: 6 hrs.

Estimated Total Burden Hours. 1,272.

Total Burden Costs (operating/
maintaining): $25,100.

Comments submitted in response to
this comment request will be
summarized and/or included in the
request for Office of Management and
Budget approval of the information
collection request; they will also
become a matter of public record.

Dated: July 22, 1996.
Mary Ann Wyrsch,

Director, Unemployment Insurance Service,
Employment and Training Administration.

[FR Doc. 96-19053 Filed 7—25-96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

Job Corps Enrollee Allotment
Determination; Comment Request;
Notice

SUMMARY: The Department of Labor, as
part of its continuing effort to reduce
paperwork and respondent burden
conducts a preclearance consultation
program to provide the general public
and Federal agencies with an
opportunity to comment on proposed

and/or continuing collections of
information in accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(PRA95) [44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(A)]. This
program helps to ensure that requested
data can be provided in the desired
format, reporting burden (time and
financial resources) is minimized,
collection instruments are clearly
understood, and the impact of collection
requirements on respondents can be
properly assessed. Currently, the
Employment and Training
Administration is soliciting comments
concerning the proposed reinstatement
collection of the Job Corps enrollee
Allotment Determination.

A copy of the proposed information
collection request (ICR) can be obtained
by contacting the office listed below in
the addressee section of this notice.
DATES: Written comments must be
submitted to the office listed in the
addressee section below on or before
September 24, 1996.

The Department of Labor is
particularly interested in comments
which:

* Evaluate whether the proposed
collection of information is necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility;

* Evaluate the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden of the
proposed collection of information,
including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used;

* Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and

* Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, including through the
use of appropriate automated,
electronic, mechanical, or other
technological collection techniques or
other forms of information technology,
e.g., permitting electronic submissions
of responses.

ADDRESSEE: Dana Davidson Johnson,
Office of Job Corps, Division of Program
Management and Review, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
NW, Room N4656, Washington, D.C.
20210. Telephone: (202) 219-6568 (this
is not a toll-free number), Fax (202)
501-5469.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
l. Background

The purpose of this form is to obtain
information from the enrollee as to the
allottee designation and to obtain
documentary evidence to support the
enrollee’s claim for qualification for
allotment.

I1. Current Actions

The Department of Labor handles all
student payments. If this information
was not collected, ETA could not
comply with the regulations and the
student could not receive an allotment.
This is a basic source document
initiating the allotment eligibility and
payment process. The information
obtained and displayed on this
document is not readily obtainable
elsewhere.

Type of Review: Reinstatement.

Agency: Employment and Training
Administration.

Title: Job Corps Enrollee Allotment
Determination.

OMB Number: 1205-0030.

Agency Number: ETA 658.

Affected Public: Individuals or
households; Federal agencies or
employees.

Total Respondents: 7,200.

Frequency: On occasion.

Total Responses: 7,200.

Average Time per Response: 12
minutes.

Estimated Total Burden Hours: 1,440.

Total Burden Cost (operating/
maintaining): $10,000.

Comments submitted in response to
this comment request will be
summarized and/or included in the
request for Office of Management and
Budget approval of the information
collection request; they will also
become a matter of public record.

Dated: July 23, 1996.

Mary H. Silva,

National Director, Job Corps.

[FR Doc. 96—-19057 Filed 7-25-96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

Federal-State Unemployment
Compensation Program:
Unemployment Insurance Program
Letters Interpreting Federal
Unemployment Insurance Law

The Employment and Training
Administration interprets Federal law
requirements pertaining to
unemployment compensation as part of
its role in the administration of the
Federal-State unemployment
compensation program. These
interpretations are issued in
Unemployment Insurance Program
Letters (UIPLs) to the State Employment
Security Agencies (SESAs). The UIPL
described below is published in the
Federal Register in order to inform the
public.

UIPL 29-83, Change 3

When one employer is acquired by
another employer, a transfer of the first
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employer’s experience with
unemployment may take place for
purposes of determining Ul tax rates.
Although States are not required to
make any provision for transfers of
experience, 52 States do so.

Departmental guidance concerning
transfers of experience has not been
updated recently. What guidance is
available is incomplete, and due to
changes in Federal law, out of date. This
UIPL supersedes previous guidance
concerning transfers of experience. Even
though there are some minor changes in
the Department’s position, we are not
aware of any State which will be
required to change its law as a result of
this interpretation of Federal
requirements.

Dated: July 22, 1996.
Timothy M. Barnicle,
Assistant Secretary of Labor.

DIRECTIVE: Unemployment Insurance
Program Letter No. 29-83 Change 3

TO: All State Employment Security Agencies

FROM: Mary Ann Wyrsch, Director,
Unemployment Insurance Service

SUBIJECT: Transfers of Experience

1. Purpose. To advise the States of the
Department of Labor’s interpretation of
Federal law requirements relating to transfers
of experience.

2. References. Section 3303(a) of the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA);
UIPL 29-83, dated June 23, 1983; UIPL 29—
83, Change 1, dated September 24, 1991;
UIPL 15-87, dated March 30, 1987; and
Sections 3770 through 3776, Part V, of the
Employment Security Manual (ESM).

3. Background. When one employer (called
the predecessor) is acquired by another
employer (called the successor), a transfer of
the predecessor’s experience may occur.
Following the transfer, rates are assigned
based on the combined experience of the
predecessor and successor. Although States
are not required to make any provision for
transferring experience, 52 States do so.
Some States also provide for interstate
transfers of experience.

The ESM contains the only major
Departmental discussion of transfers of
experience. However, it is both incomplete
and, due to amendments to Federal law
relating to new employer rates and the
standard rate, out of date. As a result, the
Department regularly receives inquiries
concerning its position on transfers of
experience. Also, a disproportionately large
number of conformity issues relate to
transfers of experience. To address these
matters and assist the States in assuring that
Federal requirements are met, this UIPL is
being issued.

This UIPL supersedes the ESM material on
transfers of experience. The Department has
identified only two instances where a
position taken in the ESM, other issuances,
or correspondence is changed by the UIPL.
The first relates to the use of managerial
experience in certain transfers and is
discussed in item 5.C. The second, which is

more in the nature of a clarification, relates
to the use of computation dates and is
discussed in footnote 4 and the
accompanying text. The Department knows
of no State which will be required to amend
its law due to these changes.

4. Basis for Transfers of Experience.
Section 3303(a)(1), FUTA, requires, as a
condition of employers receiving the
additional credit against the Federal
unemployment tax, that—

no reduced rate of contributions to a pooled
fund or to a partially pooled account is
permitted to a person (or group of persons)
having individuals in his (or their) employ
except on the basis of his (or their)
experience with respect to unemployment or
other factors bearing a direct relation to
unemployment risk during not less than the
3 consecutive years immediately preceding
the computation date.

Although the term “‘experience” is often
used (as it is here) as convenient shorthand,
no State actually measures “‘experience.”
Instead what is actually measured are
“factors bearing a direct relation to
unemployment risk.” Typically, the factor
used is benefits paid.

This section prescribes the conditions
under which a reduced rate of contributions
to a pooled fund may be permitted by State
law “‘to a person (or group of persons).”®
UIPL 29-83 states that the authority for group
accounts is the basis for allowing transfers of
experience. There is, however, an additional,
underlying reason for permitting transfers of
experience: when a predecessor is acquired,
the experience follows the work force,
organization, trade and other assets to the
successor.

Transfers of experience are not required by
FUTA. Provided the transfers are consistent
with FUTA’s experience rating requirements,
determining when and if a transfer takes
place is a matter that has been left to the
States. As a result, a State could, for example,
require transfers when the ownership of the
predecessor is substantially the same as that
of the successor, but otherwise require the
successor to petition the State for a transfer.
As another example, a State could mandate
transfers in most cases, while not requiring
transfers when predecessors in bankruptcy
court are acquired.

A single legal entity, which may or may
not have been a subject2 employer prior to
the transfer, may obtain the experience of a
predecessor in two cases:

« In atotal transfer, the successor acquires
the predecessor’s organization, trade, or
business and substantially all of the
predecessor’s assets to such an extent that the
predecessor is unable to continue in
business.

 In a partial transfer, the experience of the
predecessor, in proportion to percentage of
the payroll or employees assignable to the
transferred portion, is transferred to the
successor when it acquires part of the

1Section 7701(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 defines “person’ to “‘mean and include an
individual, a trust, estate, trust or estate,
partnership, association or corporation.”

2 A “subject” employer is one that is required to
pay taxes/file reports under State law.

predecessor’s business. For a partial transfer
of experience to take place, there must be a
clearly segregable and identifiable part of the
predecessor’s enterprise transferred,
otherwise there will be no relation between
the part of the business transferred and the
experience attributable to the part
transferred. What part of the experience of
the predecessor is attributable to the part of
the business transferred is a question of fact
to be determined on a case by case basis.

5. Application of Experience Rating
Requirements to Transfers. If a State chooses
to transfer experience, it must do so in
accordance with all the requirements of
Section 3303(a)(1), FUTA. Following is a
discussion of the requirements which have
been identified as affecting transfers:

a. Use of Experience. Section 3303(a)(1),
FUTA, requires that the assignment of
reduced rates be “‘on the basis of his (or their)
[i.e., the employer’s] experience with respect
to unemployment or other factors bearing a
direct relation to unemployment risk * * *.”
This means that—

* Only actual experience may be used.
This is why partial transfers must be
allocated proportionally and are limited to
instances where there is a segregable and
identifiable part of the predecessor acquired
by the successor. Since States must use
actual experience, they may not make
assumptions about what an employer’s
experience might have been when, for
example, there is a lack of data. (See UIPL
15-87 which transmitted the Secretary of
Labor’s decision in the 1986 State of
Washington Conformity Proceedings on the
use of actual experience.)

« Once experience has been transferred, it
becomes the successor’s experience, and
must be used in determining the successor’s
rates for any rate year following the year in
which the transfer occurs. (An exception
exists when the successor, following the
transfer, still does not have 3 years of
experience. See item 5.c below.) Since the
transferred experience now belongs to the
successor, it may no longer be used for
computing rates for the predecessor for
subsequent rate years.

* Any benefits paid which are based on
wages paid by the predecessor prior to the
transfer must be charged to the successor.
Just as the successor acquires the
organization, trade, business, assets and
experience of a predecessor as of the date of
transfer, so must it also acquire the benefit
charges for current or future claims related to
the predecessor (or segregable part of the
predecessor) prior to the transfer.

b. The Uniform Method Requirement.
Under the “uniform method” requirement,
the experience of all employers in a State
must be measured by the same factor or
combination of factors throughout the same
period of time. (See UIPL 29-83 and 29-83,
Change 1.) Therefore, no exceptions may be
made to the State’s method of measuring
experience simply because the experience
was transferred. Except as provided for
partial transfers (item 4.), the State may not
allow the transfer of only a portion of
experience. For example, a reserve ration
State must transfer the entire experience of
the employer, not merely the three years
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preceding the computation date. As another
example, a State using benefits as the
measure of experience may not, in the case
of a total successorship of the organization,
trade, business and assets of the predecessor,
transfer only a portion of benefit charges.

c. The 3-year Requirement. Section
3303(a)(1), FUTA, requires that, if an
employer has at least three years of
experience, then experience must be
measured “‘during not less than the 3
consecutive years immediately preceding the
computation date.” 3 (Emphasis added.) As a
result, any successor with 3 or more years of
experience must be assigned a rate based on
experience for rate years following the year
the transfer took place. The years of
experience must be consecutive; summing
concurrent experience periods does not
increase the number of consecutive years of
experience.

If, immediately preceding the acquisition
of the predecessor, the successor already has
more years of experience than any
predecessor, then the State will need to use
only the period of time the successor has had
experience to determine if the 3-year
requirement is met. If the successor has less
experience than the predecessor, then the
State will need to determine whether the 3-
year requirement is met by summing: (1) The
years of experience transferred from the
predecessor with the longest experience
period and (2) the years of experience earned
by the successor since the date of the
transfer.

For example, as of the date of transfer,
Predecessor A has 2 years of experience,
Predecessor B has 1.5 years and the successor
has 1 year. Since Predecessor A has the
longest experience period, then Predecessor
A’s years of experience determine whether
the 3-year requirement is met. As of the
computation date, which occurs six months
later, the successor now has 2.5 years of
experience: 2 years of transferred experience
plus one-half year of experience following
the date of the transfer. The successor may
continue to receive a new employer rate for
the following rate year. However, as of the
computation date one year later, the
successor will have 3.5 years of experience
and any reduced rate must be assigned based
on the combined experience.

The 3-year requirement also applies to
partial transfers of experience. In
determining whether a successor will be
assigned a reduced rate, only so much of the
experience of the predecessor as is
attributable to the transferred business and
the experience of the successor (if any) may
be used in determining if the 3-year
requirement is met.

The above discussion assumes that a State
requires 3 years of experience before
assigning a reduced rate based on experience.
Under the last paragraph of Section 3303(a),
FUTA, a State may use as little as one year
of experience in assigning reduced rates to
newly subject employers. Accordingly, States
assigning rates using less than 3 years of
experience should use their own minimum

3The computation date is the end of the
experience period being measured. See UIPL 29-83
and Section 3303(c)(7), FUTA.

experience periods in determining whether a
rate based on experience is to be assigned.

The Department has reevaluated a
provision found in Section 3776, Part V ESM.
That section in part provided that, for certain
partial transfers, the State may provide that
the successor will be immediately eligible for
a reduced rate when part of the over-all
managerial experience of the predecessor is
attributed to the successor. The Department
finds no relationship between the
predecessor’s transferred experience and
over-all managerial experience. As discussed
in item 5.a, the “‘experience” for the 3-year
period would not be based on actual
experience.

6. Rate Assignments During the Year in
which the Transfer Occurs. Because FUTA
mandates a rate computation based on
experience only once a year, it is not
necessary for a State to recalculate either the
predecessor’s or successor’s rate for the
remainder of the rate year during which the
transfer occurs. If the State chooses to assign
a different rate to the successor for the
remainder of the rate year, then the
reassignment must be done in accordance
with Section 3303(a)(1), FUTA. The
following methods have been determined as
acceptable for determining the rate for the
period beginning the first day of the quarter
in which the transfer occurs and ending with
the next effective date for computation of
rates of contribution:

a. If the successor was not a subject
employer prior to the transfer, it may be
assigned the predecessor’s rate. If more than
one predecessor is acquired, only the highest
rate assigned to any of the predecessors may
be assigned to the successor. Assigning a
lower rate would reduce the employer’s rate
without recognizing the experience of the
higher-rated predecessor(s). (However,
averaging rates is permissible when the size
of each predecessor is taken into account.)
Since assigning the highest rate results in an
increased rate (even though it may be less
than the standard rate), there is no conflict
with FUTA.

b. If the successor was not a subject
employer prior to the transfer, a new
employer rate of not less than 1 percent may
be assigned under the authority provided by
the last paragraph of Section 3303(a), FUTA.

c. A newly computed rate may be assigned
to the successor based on the combined
experience of the predecessor(s) and the
successor using the computation date in
effect for all other employers in the current
rate year.4 (In the case of a partial transfer,
it is not necessary to recompute the
predecessor’s rate for the remainder of the
rate year).

d. The standard rate under the State’s law
may be assigned.>

4The Department previously appeared to allow
the use of a computation date “occurring within 27
weeks prior to the effective date of the newly
computed rate.” (ESM, Part V, Sections 3770.B and
3772.A.5.) This suggests that a successor employer
could have its rate computed using a computation
date which is different from that used by all other
employers. However, as this is inconsistent with the
“uniform method” requirement, discussed in item
5.5. above, this is not an acceptable option.

5 Section 3303(a)(1), FUTA, applies only to
reduced rates. “‘Reduced rate” is defined as a rate

When the predecessor and successor
become a single legal entity, a State may not
assign one rate for transferred experience and
another for all other experience. This is
because Section 3303(a)(1), FUTA, provides
that “‘no reduced rates or contributions * * *
is permitted to a person * * *” (Emphasis
added.) Since, after the transfer, there is only
a single person, that person must be assigned
a single rate based on all of its experience.

7. Interstate Transfers. Since nothing in
Federal law prohibits interstate transfers of
experience, States began providing for these
transfers in the late of 1940’s. Interstate
transfers differ from intrastate transfers in
that a successor does not acquire a
predecessor. Instead, the same employer
transfers operations from one State (the prior
State) to another (the new State).6 As in the
case of intrastate transfers, all requirements
of Section 3303(a) must be met for the
transfer of experience to take place. Those of
special importance to interstate transfers are:

a. Use of Experience. Only experience
attributable to the transferred operation may
be transferred. Like an intrastate transfer of
experience, the experience follows the work
force, organization, trade and assets of the
predecessor. Further, when benefits are paid
and charged (or noncharged as the case may
be) in the prior State based on wages paid
prior to the transfer, these charges (or
noncharges) must also be transferred to the
new State. Otherwise, the employer would
escape experience. (In addition, the uniform
method requirement would not be met since
charged to some employers, but not to others.
Also, the 3-year requirement would not be
met since not all experience in the 3 years
preceding the computation date would be
used.)

b. The Uniform Method Requirement. The
transferred experience must be converted
into the factor used to measure experience in
the new State, otherwise different factors will
be used over the same period of time. For
example, to assure uniformity of charging
benefits, an amount noncharged in the prior
State may be noncharged in the new State
only if the new State allows for noncharging
in the identical circumstances. As another
example, a reserve ratio State (which uses the
entire history of an employer) must
reconstruct the entire history of an employer
transferring experience from a benefit ratio
State (which typically uses only 3 years of
experience.)

The complexity and variety of experience
rating provisions makes it exceedingly
difficult for the new State to convert the
employer’s experience in the prior State. A
simpler alternative is for the new State to

“lower than the standard rate.”” (Section 3303(c)(8),
FUTA.) Some State laws use ‘“‘standard rate” to
mean the rate for new employers. This is not the
standard rate for purposes of Section 3303(a)(1),
FUTA. For identifying the standard rate in State law
for experience rating purposes, refer to UIPL 15-84.
Currently, every State has a standard rate of 5.4%
or higher.

6 This discussion of interstate transfers is limited
to the transfer of operations since, when an out-of-
State employer acquires an already subject
employer in a State, then the same situation exists
as when a non-subject successor acquires a
predecessor.
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assign a special new employer rate (of not
less than 1 percent) in accordance with the
last paragraph of Section 3303(a), FUTA, to
employers transferring operations.”

8. Action. States are to review existing
State law and rules involving transfers of
experience to ensure that the Federal law
requirements as set forth in this program
letter are met.

9. Inquiries. Please direct inquiries to the
appropriate Regional Office.

[FR Doc. 96-19052 Filed 7-25-96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M

Federal-State Unemployment
Compensation Program; Availability of
Benefit Accuracy Measurement
(Formerly Benefits Quality Control)
Annual Report Results

AGENCY: Employment and Training
Administration, Labor.

ACTION: Notice of availability of the
Unemployment Insurance Benefit
Accuracy Measurement (Formerly
Benefits Quality Control) Annual Report
for Calendar Year 1995.

SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is
to announce the availability of the
Unemployment Insurance (Ul) Benefit
Accuracy Measurement (BAM)
(formerly Benefits Quality Control
(BQC) 1995 Annual Report which
contains the results of each State’s
Benefit Accuracy Measurement Program
and how it may be obtained.

DATES: The Federal digest will be
available after July 31, 1996.
ADDRESSES: Copies may be obtained by
writing to Mary Ann Wyrsch, Director,
Unemployment Insurance Service, U.S.
Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Administration, 200
Constitution Avenue, N.W., Room S—
4231, Washington, D.C. 20210. The
digest and this notice contain a list of
names and addresses of persons in each
State who will provide additional
information regarding the individual
State report and clarifications upon
request.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Burman Skrable, Division of
Performance Review, Data Analysis and
Data Validation Team, 202—-219-5922.
(This is not a toll free number.)

7From a solvency perspective this is also more
prudent. For example, an employer transferring a
large reserve balance for experience rating purposes
is not transferring the contributions which created
the balance. If the transferring employer eventually
laid off large numbers of workers, the new State’s
fund as a whole will subsidize the transferring
employer. At the same time, the transferring
employer may not see any significant change in its
rate of contribution to make up for this
subsidization. Since a new employer rate is
temporary, the risk to the fund would not be as
great.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Each
week, staff in each State’s Employment
Security Agency investigate random
samples of Ul benefit payments and
record information based on interviews
with claimants, employers, and third
parties to determine whether State law,
policy, and procedure were followed
correctly in processing the sampled
payment.

The Department of Labor is
publishing results from the
investigations in a digest which
includes information of the 52
jurisdictions participating in the Ul
BAM program. Five items are reported
for each State: Total Ul benefit dollars
paid to the population of claimants, size
of the BAM samples, and the
percentages of proper payments,
overpayments, and underpayments in
the population estimated from the BAM
investigations. Ninety-five percent
confidence intervals have been
computed for each of the three
percentages presented (proper
payments, overpayments, and
underpayments). States have been
encouraged to provide narratives to
further clarify the meaning of the data
based on their specific situations.

Since States’ laws, policies, and
procedures vary considerably, the data
cannot be used to draw comparisons
among States.

Effective with calendar year 1995,
States are no longer required to publish
their report data; however, persons
wanting clarification or additional
information concerning a specific
State’s report are encouraged to contact
the individual identified in the
following mailing list.

Signed at Washington, D.C., on July 19,
1996.

Timothy Barnicle,
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employment
and Training.

Ul BAM Annual Report CY 1995—State
Contacts

Alabama
Bill Mauldin, QC Supervisor, Department
of Industrial Relations, 649 Monroe
Street, Room 321, Montgomery, AL
36131, (205) 242-8130
Alaska
Karen Van Dusseldorp, Q.C. Data Analyst,
Alaska Department of Labor, P.O. Box
21149, Juneau, AK 99802-1149, (907)
465-3000
Arizona
Dave Berggren, Employment Security
Administration, Technical Support
Section, Department of Economic
Security, P.O. Box 6123, Suite 701B-4,
Phoenix, AZ 85005, (602) 542-3771
Arkansas
Norma Madden, QC Supervisor, AR
Employment Security Dept., P.O. Box

2981, Little Rock, AR 72203, (501) 682—
3087
California
Suzanne Schroeder, Office of Constituent
Affairs, Employment Development Dept.,
P.O. Box 826880, Sacramento, CA
94280-0001, (916) 654-9029
Colorado
Kay Gilbert, BQC Supervisor, CO Div.
Employment & Training, Ul Division,
251 E 12th Ave., Denver, CO 80203,
(303) 894-2272
Connecticut
Judy Barton, Director of Communications,
Employment Security Division, 200
Folly Brook Boulevard, Wethersfield, CT
06109, (860) 566—-4374
Delaware
W. Thomas MacPherson, Director, Div. of
Unemployment Insurance, DE
Department of Labor, P.O. Box 9950,
Newark, DE 19714, (302) 761-8350
District of Columbia
Roberta Bauer, Assistant Director,
Compliance & Independant Monitoring,
DC Dept. of Employment Services, 500 C
Street, Room 511, NW, Washington, DC
20001, (202) 724-7492
Florida
Kenneth E. Holmes, UC Director, FL Dept.
of Unemployment Comp., Caldwell
Building, Room 201, Tallahassee, FL
32399-0209, (904) 921-3889
Georgia
David Poythress, Commissioner, Georgia
Department of Labor, 148 International
Blvd., NE, Suite 600, Atlanta, GA 30303,
(404) 656-3011
Hawaii
Douglas Odo, Ul Administrator, Dept. of
Labor & Industrial Relations, 830
Punchbowl Street, Honolulu, HI 96813,
(808) 586-9069
Idaho
Jane Perez, QC Supervisor, Idaho
Department of Employment, 317 Main
Street, Boise, |D 83735, (208) 334-6285
Ilinois
Joseph Wojcik, Quality Control Supervisor,
IL Dept. of Employment Security, 401
South State Street, Chicago, IL 60605,
(312) 793-6231
Indiana
Sandy Jessee, QCI Supervisor, IN Dept. of
Workforce Development, 10 North
Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, IN 46204,
(317) 233-6676
lowa
Larry Venenga, QC Supervisor, lowa Dept.
of Employment Services, 1000 East
Grand Avenue, Des Moines, IA 50319,
(515) 281-8398
Kansas
Joseph Ybarra, QC Supervisor, Kansas
Dept. of Human Resources, 401 SW
Topeka Blvd., Topeka, KS 66603, (913)
296-4077
Kentucky
Ron Holland, Director, Div. of
Unemployment Insurance, 275 East Main
Street, 2nd floor East, Frankfort, KY
40621, (502) 564-2900
Louisiana
Marianne Sullivan, Ul Claims Coordinator,
Louisiana Dept. of Labor, P.O. Box
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