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Background 
 

These recommendations are made by the Performance Measurement Workgroup of the 

Employment and Training (E&T) Committee of the National Association of State Workforce 

Agencies (NASWA), after review by the Committee.  The Workgroup was formed in May 2014 

during a Committee meeting, at which Members discussed the limitations of the WIA 

performance measurement system in providing locally-relevant information for real-time use for 

program improvement and evaluation.  The passage of the Workforce Innovation and 

Opportunity Act (WIOA) provided an immediate opportunity for the Workgroup to gather 

experts and assist NASWA in informing the development of proposed federal regulations related 

to the performance accountability provisions.   

  

The Workgroup supports common performance measures that promote system integration and 

comparability of measures and key definitions for tracking performance.  How performance is 

measured is as important as what is measured.  As the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity 

Act (WIOA) is implemented, the Workgroup also supports improvements to data quality and to 

performance management practices, including practices related to the establishment of standards, 

negotiations, technical assistance, and performance penalties and incentives.  Ultimately, a 

performance measurement system should promote the goals of the public workforce 

development system, which are to facilitate a more effective and efficient labor exchange, 

promote the reemployment of UI claimants and other jobseekers, and improve jobseeker skills.  

 

General Issues  
 

Background 

 

Several factors point to the importance of building state flexibility, continuous learning, and 

continuous improvement into the new WIOA performance measurement system.  First, with a 

focus on determining low performers and applying penalties, WIOA is limited in addressing the 

important goal of promoting–through incentives, technical assistance and operational support--

performance improvement at every level of the system, even among already high performing 

entities.  Second, as they implement the new WIOA provisions, workforce system partners report 

they will face challenges, some unpredictable, in such areas as workforce IT systems and access 

to data and data quality.  Third, on the opportunity side, modern data processing technology 

applications hold out the future promise of developing more locally-relevant measures and 

measures with real-time use for program improvement and evaluation.  Fourth, WIOA 

significantly raises the stakes associated with a state’s failure to achieve performance goals.  

  



National Association of State Workforce Agencies, February 10, 2015 Page 2 of 13 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

• National workgroup on performance measurement:  The Workgroup urges the 

Secretaries of Labor and of Education to join in establishing a national workgroup of 

federal, state, and local workforce system partners to develop a vision for the performance 

measurement system and to provide ongoing technical assistance and research support for 

continued reforms and improvements related to measures, data, and practices.   The 

workgroup would include, as appropriate, intergovernmental partners, researchers, and 

representatives of the business and jobseeker community.   

 

• Opportunities for innovation and continuous improvement:   The Workgroup urges 

the Secretaries, in crafting regulations and other guidance related to performance 

accountability measures and practices, to ensure that workforce system partners and the 

research community have flexibility (through state options, waivers, pilot demonstrations, 

or other means) that affords opportunities to learn from state and local innovations, in 

order to promote continuous improvement of the performance measurement system.  

Flexibility is needed as the Secretaries and system partners work to identify the best 

measure(s) of effectiveness serving employers, refine other measures and measurement 

practices, and develop new approaches to measures and practices over time.   

 

• Technical assistance:  The Workgroup urges the Secretaries, in crafting regulations and 

other guidance related to performance accountability policies and practices, to emphasize 

operational support, technical assistance, and incentives to the system at the state and 

local level.   

 

• Workforce IT grants and support:  The Workgroup urges the Secretaries to support 

state and local workforce IT systems, by promoting the sharing of expertise, resources 

and solutions through a Workforce IT Support Center modeled after the USDOL-

supported Unemployment Insurance Information Technology Support Center (ITSC).  

Such a support center would provide expertise to state and local partners in such areas as 

vendor selection, project management, contracting, and finance, in addition to supporting 

the development of shared solutions. 

 

• Access to and use of data:  The Workgroup urges the Secretaries to promote state 

workforce agency access to high quality and timely national wage and hire data necessary 

to promote greater “real-time” use of performance measures to drive program and system 

improvements.  Access to new hire data in particular could be very helpful in providing a 

more timely preview of performance on lagging measures. 
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Who Counts? 
 

Background 

 

Under the performance accountability provisions of section 116 of WIOA, states and LWDBs 

are held accountable for the outcomes of “Participants.”  The statute does not define who is a 

Participant.  “For whom should the workforce system be held accountable?” is an important 

question.  Some individuals are curious about new job opportunities but are not really committed 

jobseekers.  Others are committed jobseekers but may not rely on the public systems for the 

majority of the career services or training they access.   

 

Recommendations 

 

 In general:  The workforce system should be responsible for outcomes regarding those 

who are committed to finding or improving employment and are relying on the public 

system for a significant amount of the career services or training they receive.  Thus, 

individuals who receive only informational services should not be counted as Participants 

for the purpose of performance measurement, even though such services are of high value 

relative to cost.  Also, customers who receive career services exclusively through self-

service modes should only be considered Participants if the services are received over an 

extended period that demonstrates they are committed jobseekers. 

 

Because the outcome measures of Section 116 focus on employment, education and skills 

outcomes, the Workgroup recommends that only customers who have substantial interaction 

with the workforce system specifically intended to directly help the person obtain, retain, or 

improve employment/ education/ skills be considered Participants for the purpose of 

performance measurement.  Those customers who register with the system but do not have this 

type of engagement with the system should be included among all “Registrants” and reported in 

system counts but not outcome measures.  The determination whether a person has had 

“substantial interaction with the workforce system specifically intended to directly help the 

person obtain, retain, or improve employment/education/skills” should be based on:  (1) the 

types of services received and (2) the level of engagement with the system. 

 

 WIOA identifies two sets of services for Title I adult and dislocated worker customers:  

“career services” and “training services.”  Wagner-Peyser as amended by WIOA also 

identifies services that can be provided to job seekers.  The Workgroup recommends that 

across these programs and the other core partner programs, career services be divided 

into two categories (Informational services and Employment Connection services) for a 

total of three service categories for considering performance accountability:   

 

1) Informational services provide information to customers or gather information from 

the customer in order to determine what services they might best benefit from as 

well as to identify other programs/resources they might qualify for (i.e., Career 

Services listed under Section 134(c)(2)(A)(i)-(iii), (v)-(xi), or (xiii)). 
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2) Employment Connection services help or support a person in finding new 

employment – to make a new employment connection:  

 

o Labor Exchange services under Section 134(c)(2)(A)(iv) and Wagner-Peyser 

Sections 7(a)(1), 7(a)(3)(C), & 7(a)(3)(F);  

 

o Other services determined to be appropriate in order for the individual to obtain 

or retain employment under Section 134(c)(2)(A)(xii); and 

 

o May include continued payment of Unemployment Insurance compensation to 

individuals during a continued claim series, subject to the state’s work search 

requirements.1 

 

3) Employability Improvement Services are education and training services that help a 

person become/remain employable (e.g., training services under Section 134(c)(3) as 

well as adult education activities under Section 231 and vocational rehabilitation 

training support and work-based learning under Sections 414 and 422.) 

 

• Who should count, by types of services:  The Workgroup recommends that Non-Youth 

customers who receive Informational services only not be considered Participants for 

performance measurement purposes.  Customers receiving Employment Connections 

services (but not training or other Employability Improvement services) would be 

considered Participants only at a certain level of engagement (see below).  Finally, 

customers receiving training and other Employability Improvement services would 

automatically be considered Participants.  The Workgroup further recommends that any 

eligible youth who receive services under Section 129(b) or (c) would be considered 

youth Participants and subject to the primary indicators listed under Section 

116(b)(2)(A)(ii)2.  

 

Under federal guidance (TEGL 17-05), all customers who receive qualifying services are 

considered Participants regardless of whether the services are accessed with staff-assistance or 

via self-service.  This opens a period of participation which lasts until a job seeker goes 90 days 

without receiving qualifying services, at which point he is considered to have exited retroactively 

on the date of last service. 

 

That idea that a job seeker comes to the system with the intent of looking for work for a period of 

time and then will stop cold at some point in the future may have been reasonably accurate in the 

past but is no longer.  Workers more often are “keeping an ear to the ground” and regularly 

eyeing opportunities.  It is not uncommon for job seekers to log in and run a job match once 

                                                 
1 Unemployment compensation is intended to provide temporary financial assistance to unemployed workers 
during their search for new employment, much the way TAA benefits do; therefore, for performance 
measurement purposes, UI benefits should have the same effect on participation and exit as do trade benefits.  
Those states able to track both workforce services and unemployment benefits will be able to consider both in 
determining whether a person is a Participant and when exit occurs.   
2 WIOA provisions related to Youth funding are much more prescriptive than those related to Adult/Dislocated 
Worker funding and Wagner Peyser. 



National Association of State Workforce Agencies, February 10, 2015 Page 5 of 13 

 

every couple of months or more frequently via self-service even if they are not seriously looking 

for work.  In fact, states/LWDBs report that it is not uncommon for this behavior to continue for 

years after a jobseeker assumes a new position.     

 

As ease of access increases, so too does this phenomenon of the “curious” job seeker – checking 

one’s job options is not unlike keeping up with one’s social network online.  Other curious job 

seekers are those who may have a bad week at work and decide to start looking for a job over the 

weekend only to cool off by Monday.  Overall, curious jobseekers are not having substantial 

interaction with the system to help obtain/retain/improve employment, education, or skills. 

 

• Who should count, by level of engagement:   As stated above, a person who receives 

training and other Employability Improvement services should automatically be 

considered a Participant.  But what about a person who receives Employment Connection 

services but not Employability Improvement services?   The Workgroup recommends 

changes to when a person3 receiving Employment Connection but not Employability 

Improvement services becomes a Participant, in order to help separate the committed 

(who should be considered Participants) from the curious (who should not), as follows:    

 

1. Persons who receive Employment Connection services from staff should 

automatically be considered a Participant.  

 

2. Persons who receive Employment Connection services exclusively via self-service 

should be considered a Participant only if they received services over an extended 

period.4 

 

• Exiters:  In addition, the Workgroup recommends a clear and consistent definition of 

“Exiter”  and that a Participant be considered an “Exiter” after going a calendar month 

without receipt of Employment Connection or Employability Improvement services (staff-

assisted or self-service), except in cases of a planned gap in service that involves a 

specified date to return for specific services.5  Further, states/LWDBs should be 

empowered to designate which services are “follow-up” services (provided after a 

Participant has obtained new, full-time, unsubsidized employment) that do not extend the 

period of Participation. 

 

Statistical Model and Agreements/Negotiations 
 

Background 

 

WIOA relies a great deal on the successful development of statistical adjustment models to help 

evaluate performance, and focuses on targeting low performing states.  This raises two main 

concerns.  First, In addition to targeting low performers, a performance measurement system 

should provide operational support and incentives for all states -- even high performers-- to 

                                                 
3 Not served through Youth Services under Section 129(b) or (c) 
4 For example, by accessing such services in 2 out of 3 or 3 out of 4 consecutive weeks.  
5 For example, a planned gap because a training course doesn’t begin for 2 months.  In this case the plan is to 
return for specific service (training) on a specific day (when the course starts).  
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improve, aided by analyses of states’ performance and workforce investment strategies compared 

to the performance and strategies of other states. 

 

Second, with current resources, the Departments of Labor and Education will not be able to 

develop robust models that fully meet the goals that the statute sets forth, especially in the 

implementation timeframe. While DOL has access to a considerable amount of WIA customer 

data, it has access to a much more limited amount of Wagner-Peyser data6 and the Wagner-

Peyser data that is submitted by states contains far fewer demographic data elements.  It is not 

clear whether the Department of Education has access to customer-level data.7 

 

Also, the models that DOL has used for the past several years are extremely limited in two key 

areas:  (1) they have but one economic variable (the unemployment rate) and (2) they do not 

account for the two primary models of service delivery in WIA:  universal coenrollment (where 

all or nearly all Wagner-Peyser customers are coenrolled in WIA and a small percentage of 

enrollees are in training) and specialized service (where only a subset of Wagner-Peyser 

customers are coenrolled in WIA but a relatively high percentage of those customers receive 

training – though that percentage can still vary greatly from state to state). 

 

Recommendations 

 

Given these issues, the Workgroup makes the following recommendations: 

 

• Models serve as a resource for negotiations:  The Departments of Labor and Education 

should make it clear in regulations that in coming to agreement on state levels of 

performance (targets), the Secretaries will consider other demographic and economic 

information provided by states beyond that contained in the statistical models.  This is 

critical because it is simply not possible to develop a single statistical model with one set 

of demographic and economic variables that works accurately for all states and all 

LWDBs.  Variables have different impacts in different parts of the country, and their 

weights change over time in particular states.  Taking into account other factors provides 

more information to the system to make operational adjustments and provide technical 

assistance for program improvements, the ultimate goal of a performance measurement 

system.  And states are in a better position to quickly identify and account for these 

variables and their changing weights than are national models. For example: 

 

1. “English as a second language” is much less a factor in communities with a 

significant bilingual presence, like El Paso, than it is in those that don’t, like Salt 

Lake City. 

 

2. Each state and LWDB has its own industry drivers.  For example, the impact of a 

change in the movie industry is huge for California and small for Montana. 

 

                                                 
6 DOL has only required states to submit quarterly Wagner-Peyser data for 2 years. 
7 When asked about this informally, US Department of Education staff indicated that they would expect to just 
partner with some states to get data for model development – an approach which the Workgroup believes would 
not allow development of models that will work for all states. 
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3. The impact of variables changes over time.  Oil/gas was largely a non-factor in the 

Dakotas not very long ago but is now a massive economic driver.  

 

• Service-based statistical models:  The Secretaries should develop one set of models for 

use with customers in training or receiving other Employability Improvement services and 

one set for those who do not access training or such services (i.e., those who do not 

receive services beyond Employment Connections services)8.  The employment outcomes 

of a person who receives training are likely to be significantly different than if the same 

person had not received training, particularly for lower-skilled workers or workers in an 

occupation/industry undergoing significant change.   

 

1. Having separate models ensures that states/LWDBs have the maximum flexibility 

in terms of service delivery – those in training will be measured against others in 

training and those in career services only will be measured against others in career 

services only. 

 

2. In an integrated system, focusing performance on the levels of service provided 

promotes integration of services in the workforce system and is better for our 

customers. 

 

• State option for service-focused measures:  States should be permitted to choose 

whether they want to negotiate integrated targets based on service level and not by 

program/funding source.  For example, states could negotiate a single set of targets for 

those Wagner-Peyser Act and WIOA Adult and Dislocated Worker Participants who get 

Employment Connection services but not Employability Improvement services and then a 

second set of targets for those who get Employability Improvement services.  States 

making this choice would be responsible for three measures for Employment Connection 

Participants and five measures for Employability Improvement Participants.  This will 

promote integration and coordination of services and staff in the workforce system.  It 

should not provide a disincentive to serving high priority customers who may have 

barriers to successful employment/education/skills outcomes because the statistical 

models will adjust the performance expectations based on the types of customers being 

served--setting lower targets when states/LWDBs have a higher percentage of 

Participants expected to have more difficulty achieving strong outcomes and setting 

higher targets where the Participants served tend to be those who should achieve higher 

outcomes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
8 Alternately, DOL should include information on the percentage of Participants who received training services.  It 
is the only way to ensure comparability in performance across all the differences in service delivery in terms of 
coenrollment between Wagner-Peyser, Adult and DW funding sources. 
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Standards for Performance  
 

Background   

 

The Workgroup supports a performance system that encourages excellence and improvements 

among even high performing local areas and states.  At the customer level, the performance 

system should encourage quality service to all customers and should eliminate disincentives for 

serving more difficult-to-serve customers.  However, under WIOA, consequences for 

performance failure are far greater than under previous legislation9, and performance incentives 

have been de-emphasized.  In this context, several implementation approaches could result in a 

system focus on “meeting targets” rather than achieving excellent system and customer 

outcomes.   These include approaches that result in an over-emphasis on negative consequences 

for failure, over-reliance on statistical adjustment models for determining targets, and the setting 

of “percent of target” thresholds for failure within the error range of the statistical models.  

Should those concerns be borne out, the consequences could be that some states and LWDBs 

manage risks by setting goals very low and/or selectively enrolling customers to avoid failure.  

The performance accountability system needs to encourage the system to innovate for 

excellence.  

 

Recommendations 

 

Under WIA, DOL set the “acceptable threshold” at 80% of target.  Under WIOA, policymakers 

will not be able to set a meaningful threshold until the statistical models are developed, tested, 

and implemented.  The threshold needs to be set consistent with the timeframe for model 

development and the accuracy and error margins of the models.   

 

• Test “acceptable thresholds”:  The Workgroup recommends that the Departments of 

Labor and Education not develop final thresholds until the statistical models have been 

developed and validated, and there is enough experience from which to draw valid 

statistical conclusions.  This means that early on thresholds should be laid out in policy 

guidance rather than regulations.  This would have the added benefit of making it easier 

to adjust the thresholds based on improvements in the models over time, as well as 

information gained from experience. 

 

An additional concern is that due to the significant lag in the WIOA measures, much of the early 

performance reported for WIOA will actually involve Participants who were served prior to 

WIOA going into effect.   

 

• Phase-in “acceptable thresholds”:  As such, the Workgroup also recommends that the 

acceptable standards of success (thresholds) be set lower for at least two years in order to 

allow states and LWDBs to successfully implement the service delivery changes required 

under WIOA.  This ramp-up of expectations will demonstrate that the Secretaries want 

states and LWDBs to focus on the needs of their customers and how they can best 

                                                 
9 Under WIOA, failure for a second consecutive year results in a reduction in the Governor’s reserve of 5 
percentage points (from 15 percent down to 10 percent). 
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transform the workforce system to meet those needs with the flexibility provided under 

WIOA.  It also recognizes thresholds and models will not be tested and validated in the 

first years. 

 

Penalties 

 
Background 

 

Section 116 of WIOA covers the indicators of performance for the core programs and establishes 

accountability and sanctions for failure to achieve performance.  Sub-section (f) indicates that the 

state is responsible for performance accountability of the core programs and that the Secretary of 

Labor and the Secretary of Education are responsible for any technical assistance or sanctions 

imposed.  This sub-section also indicates that the state’s 15% WIOA Title I statewide funds will 

be reduced if a state misses performance for the second consecutive year. 

 

Recommendations 

 

•  Allow Governor to determine in-state responsibility:  The Workgroup recommends 

that regulations specify that the governor of the state shall determine the agency or 

agencies that bear responsibility for performance accountability for each of the core 

programs. 

  

• Cluster measures to calculate performance failure:  The Workgroup recommends that 

sanctions be considered only when a state’s performance on clusters of measures 

indicates poor performance, rather than when a state fails to meet expectations with 

respect to just one measure.  In addition, the regulations should specify that the “second 

consecutive year” of failure which triggers the reduction refers to failure with respect to 

the same cluster of performance measures for a second consecutive year.  If a state fails 

with respect to one cluster of measures the first year, but corrects the underlying problem 

and fails with respect to a different cluster of measures the second year, the Workgroup 

recommendation is that this not be considered failure for a second consecutive year.  

 

Background 

 

It is clear from the two-stage sanction process provided for in WIOA that the intent is that states 

be given the opportunity to correct performance issues with technical assistance before being 

subject to the reduction in the Governor’s statewide allotment.  However, due to the significant 

lag in reporting performance on many of the outcome measures, by the time states report even a 

single quarter of performance that does not meet the standard, another five to seven quarters of 

Participants will already have exited: 

 

• Data for “Employed 2nd Qtr after Exit” for July 2016-September 2016 Exiters will be 

available in November 2017.  By November 2017, 4 additional quarters of Participants 

will have exited (Oct. 2016 to Sept. 2017) and half of a 5th quarter (Oct. 2017 to Dec. 

2017) will have exited as well. 
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• Data for “Employed 4th Qtr after Exit for July 2016-September 2016 Exiters will be 

available in May 2018.  By May 2018, 6 additional quarters of Participants will have 

exited (Oct. 2016 to March 2018) and half of a 7th quarter (April 2018 to June 2018) will 

have exited as well. 

 

If the first quarter of failure represented an actual systemic performance problem, then by the 

time it is reported the state will have actually failed the entire year and would likely have failed 

the second year (given that many/most of the Participants in the second year of performance 

would have already exited – depending on the measure). This means that states do not have time 

to develop a Performance Improvement Plan and see whether it is effective before the second 

year of failure occurs, which is clearly not consistent with statutory intent.   

 

Recommendation 

 

• Timing of penalty:  The Workgroup recommends that regulations clarify the reduction in 

the Governor’s statewide allotment does not occur until the second consecutive year of 

failure after implementation of the Performance Improvement Plan. 

 

Background 

 

The statute does not specify what happens to the funds when sanctions for performance failure 

are applied to the WIOA 15% statewide funds.    

 

Recommendation 

 

• Use of penalty funds:   In order to ensure that areas of deficiency are addressed, the 

Workgroup recommends that future allotments of the 15% statewide funds remain intact 

and that the funds remain in the state to be redirected toward technical assistance for the 

program experiencing the deficiency.   If the funding were reduced and captured 

federally, it would not be available to help the state improve program outcomes, which is 

not in the interest of our customers and the reason to have a performance accountability 

system in the first place. 

  
Background 

 

Sub-section (g) specifies that local areas are responsible for performance accountability only for the WIOA 

Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs  Corrective actions are taken if performance failure occurs 

for a third consecutive year. 

 

Recommendations   

 

• Clarification on time to penalty:  The regulations should provide clarification on how state 

sanctions and local corrective action will be aligned given sanctions will be enforced on states 

after two consecutive years of missed performance, while corrective actions are imposed on the 

local areas after three consecutive years.    
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Indicator(s) for Employer Services 
 

Background:  

 
Sec 116(b)(2)(A)(iv) requires the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of Education, after consultation 

with system partners, to jointly develop and establish one or more primary indicators of performance that 

indicate the effectiveness of the core programs in serving employers.   Performance measures for 

employer engagement are new to the workforce system at the federal level, but states have been 

measuring employer engagement and performance for many years.  

 

Recommendations: 

 

Early consultation with states will be important to identify the potential measures that will help 

states and DOL evaluate the effectiveness of their employer activities.  States and local partners 

will need to test various approaches over the next few years so the system has a chance to collect 

information and evaluate an indicator or indicator(s) before full implementation.    

 

• National workgroup to consider employer services indicator(s): Numerous states and 

local workforce regions have been evaluating employer engagement as a critical part of 

their statewide and local performance measurement scorecards.  As this is a new area for 

measurement of system performance at the federal level, the Workgroup recommends that 

DOL convene the National Workgroup outlined in recommendations on page one, and 

include states and local representatives who have developed and are implementing 

employer measures currently.  The Workgroup should be tasked with scanning the 

environment and developing recommendations for the system to consider. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Two Examples 
 

One such measure exists in the work that the State of Texas has been conducting on employer measures. 

Texas’s concept is based on the idea of the “employment connection.”   This measure looks at recent workforce 

system Participants who have been hired by an employer who received hiring assistance services.  The 

denominator is the number of employers who received hiring assistance in the quarter.  The numerator is the 

number of those employers who hired a recent workforce system participant.  This measure focuses on the degree 

to which employers are able to use the workforce system resources to help them meet their talent needs.  Texas is 

currently working on other measures based on their employment connection concept, including a related measure 

that monitors the employment connection over a moderate time period to see if it is maintained.  That is, it looks 

at the percentage of employment connections that are maintained which makes it a measure of the quality of the 

connection made and thus highly indicative of the effectiveness of the system in serving the needs of employers 

(as well as job seekers).  The strengths of the employment connection measures are that they are: 

 

1) Calculated with existing data and do not require the time of employers or job seekers;  

2) Focused directly on the ultimate goal which is helping to make good connections between employers and 

job seekers; and 

3)  Available in near real-time, so states and localities can make adjustments to their operations or 

programming to improve labor exchange functions. 

 
Another example focuses on the satisfaction of the employer regarding services they have received from the 

workforce system.   Already existing tools like the Net Promoter Survey should be evaluated to determine their 

value in developing an employer services measure related to employer satisfaction.  Costs to the system and 

employers should be considered, as some states mentioned challenges related to these costs. 

 



National Association of State Workforce Agencies, February 10, 2015 Page 12 of 13 

 

• Trial and evaluation:  Since any business services measure that will be implemented 

will be new for a majority of the nation, the Workgroup recommends that a period of 

testing and evaluation be initiated before full implementation.  How any proposed 

measure will impact local operations and service to customers is undefined.  Setting 

appropriate goals for the states and in turn for the local regions will require significant 

research and measurement. Additionally, if a state does not meet performance targets, 

evaluating what actions will need to be taken will require trial and error to draw a 

relationship between state policies and operations and performance. 

 

• Policy recommendations:  Ongoing flexibility is needed for the Secretaries and system 

partners to work to identify the right measure(s) and promote continuous improvement in 

the measure and measurement practices.  To allow more flexibility the Workgroup 

recommends that the Secretaries identify the employer engagement measures through 

policy guidance instead of the regulatory process.  This will allow the Secretaries to 

modify the guidance as they work and learn with system partners.  

 

Alternative Measures 
 

Background:  

 

The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act introduces new performance measures which 

largely maintain the underlying assumptions of the Workforce Investment Act Common 

Measures, such as being calculated based on exit date. Under WIA, some states have developed 

state-specific measures to best address their needs.  WIOA continues to allow states to develop 

additional measures. 

 

Recommendations:  

 

 Continue current policy:  The general consensus of the Workgroup is that the WIA 

implementation model for alternative measures should continue under WIOA, 

particularly because of the changes in required performance measures.   

 

Thematically, the Workgroup is focused on three issues: (1) concern for the time lag in the 

WIOA performance measures, (2) the need for state flexibility in developing alternative 

measures and (3) opportunities for support from the Secretaries for alternative measure 

development.   

 

 Concern for the time lag:  The performance measures in WIOA have a lag time that is 

even greater than the WIA Common Measures. As a result, data is so significantly 

delayed that it will be impossible to prevent 2nd year failure, as noted earlier in the 

Penalties section. When 2nd quarter post exit performance measures are reported, an 

additional five quarters of people will have exited the system. Under WIOA, states may 

find that the use of alternative measures will provide more timely feedback on the 

outcomes of program participants.  
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 Need for state flexibility:  States must be able to continue the current practice of 

developing state-specific metrics that they have determined best meet their workforce 

development system.  If a state seeks a waiver from the Secretaries to allow for the state-

specific measures to be substituted for the new WIOA measures, the Secretaries should 

clearly outline the process for the approval. 

 

 Opportunities for support:  Although the second recommendation focuses on state 

flexibility, there is still a role for the Secretaries as states develop, test and implement 

alternative measures.  The Secretaries could provide technical assistance and propose 

pilots for states who are interested in alternative measures.  In addition, they could 

provide information on best practices in the field as demonstrated by the states that 

already use some type of alternative metrics for their workforce development programs. 

There should be an emphasis on measures that would complement the new WIOA 

measures by, for example, providing outcomes with a smaller lag time.  An additional 

area for federal support, consistent with WIOA’s call for working regionally, should 

come by recognizing and possibly rewarding states for regional collaboration on 

alternative metrics, including metrics that cross state boundaries. 

 


