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Objectives & Key Questions 
Objectives: 
o To demonstrate the current state of data relating to Workforce Development programs 
o To determine next steps toward the ultimate goal of creating a vendor scorecard  
 
Update since we last met: 
o Data bump with DC employment data and records to understand the current state of 

programmatic data  
o Data bump with WRIS data set, matching DOES, UDC and WIC data  
o Council legislation “Workforce Development System Transparency Amendment Act of 2018” 

requires the WIC to report on workforce development programs  
 
Limitations:  
o Access to participant level data through WRIS is limited to DOES 
o Data is only as good as the records we keep.  
o Missing SSN can cause missed information.  
o Data is only agency level, not program level. Vendor performance data cannot be publicly shared.  
 
Next steps for developing a vendor scorecard  
o Create project plan, scoping, and timelines. Determine owner agency.  
o Determine best mechanism for data sharing.  
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WIOA has 6 Primary Indicators of Performance  

Measure Definition  
Employment Rate - 2nd and 4th 
Quarter After Exit 
 
• Title I Youth Education and 

Employment Rate  

The percentage of participants who are in unsubsidized employment during the second and 
fourth quarter after exit from the program 
• For title I Youth, the indicator is the percentage of participants in education or training 

activities, or in unsubsidized employment during the second and fourth quarter after exit 

Median Earnings - 2nd Quarter 
After Exit 

The median earnings of participants who are in unsubsidized employment during the second 
quarter after exit from the program 

Credential Attainment The percentage of those participants enrolled in an education or training program (excluding 
those in on-the-job training (OJT) and customized training) who attain a recognized 
postsecondary credential or a secondary school diploma, or its recognized equivalent, during 
participation in or within one year after exit from the program. 

Measurable Skill Gains The percentage of program participants who, during a program year, are in an education or 
training program that leads to a recognized postsecondary credential or employment and 
who are achieving measurable skill gains, defined as documented academic, technical, 
occupational, or other forms of progress, towards such a credential or employment. 

Effectiveness in Serving 
Employers 
 

Currently testing two of the three (in bold) suggested ways to measure this outcomes:  
• Retention with the same employer - addresses the programs' efforts to provide 

employers with skilled workers; 
• Employer Penetration Rate - addresses the programs' efforts to provide quality 

engagement and services to all employers and sectors within a State and local 
economy; and 

• Repeat Business Customers - addresses the programs' efforts to provide quality 
engagement and services to employers and sectors and establish productive relationships 
with employers and sectors over extended periods of time. 

Focus for today’s STAT 
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Measuring Performance  
Focus was on the first two measures under WIOA  
• Data analysis was done by matching participants in FY16 programs by Social Security Number with 

employment records from the 4 quarters after they ‘completed’ the program.  
• The definition of ‘completed’ was defined by each agency.  

 
Moving forward, analysis will align with WIOA definition for ‘exiters’ from the program:  
• “The date of exit from the program is the last date of service. The date cannot be determined until 

90 days have lapsed since the participant received his last services and no future services are 
planned.” 

 
The data analysis was conducted on two data sets:  
• DC Employment Records  
• WRIS 2 (Wage Record Interchange System) Employment Records -  for DOES, WIC, and UDC 

participants exclusively  
• WRIS 2 signatories include 43 states, DC and Puerto Rico. States include Maryland, Delaware, New 

Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania. Excludes Virginia and West Virginia (among others).  
 

WRIS 2 participant level data is limited to DOES.  
DOL is working on an updated data sharing agreement – SWIS – which may provide additional 
opportunity for data sharing.  
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DC 
Employment 

Records 

WRIS 2 
Employment 

Records 

DOES; DBH; 
DDS; DHS; 

OSSE; UDC-CC;  
WIC 

Agencies Involved 
DOES 

UDC–CC  
WIC 

~9,000 each 
quarter 

Number of Records Bumped 
 

***Numbers don’t include ~3,000 OSSE students 
without recorded SSNs 

370 – 1,460 
depending on 

the quarter 
 

32% Had Reported Wage Data – the only group we have 
real information on 59% 

49%  No Reported Wage Data - could be unemployed in 
the quarter OR employed outside of the District  21% 

19%  
Didn’t Match - This group did not have any wages 

reported during the two year bump. Could be 
incorrect record or not have wages for that time.  

19% 
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Employment Records Data bump results 

Employment Rate  
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DC Employment Records provided employment information for 
32% of participants in a given quarter 
 

6 June 28, 2018 

Data Results Overall  

Employment Rate  
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Data Bump Results: WRIS and DC Employment Data 

WRIS data provided employment records for 59% of DOES, UDC and 
WIC participants, compared with 40% from DC employment records.  

Employment Rate  
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As more participants are matched within the dataset, the likely accuracy 
of median wages increases  

8 June 28, 2018 Median Wages 
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Requires the WIC to develop an annual “Workforce Development System Expenditure 
Guide” starting in 2019, on workforce development and adult education programs.  

Reporting includes: 
 Funding information (revenue type, cost per participant, etc.)  

 List of services provided  

 Names of training courses  

 Sectors and occupations of focus 

 Number of participants  

 Breakdown of participants by race and gender  

 Performance metrics must include, the following measures using DC’s UI wage data:  

• Participant completion rate (only required after 2020) 

• Any performance outcome targets adopted by the agency or set in accordance with local or federal law 

• The same performance outcome measures required by WIOA, excluding measures of effectiveness at serving 
employers (only required after 2020) 

 Reporting includes both program and provider information.  

Report in 2019 must include: DDS; DOES; DCHR; DHS; DMGEO; OSSE and WIC. Reporting 
in 2020 must include those agencies, plus all others that manage, administer, oversee or 
funds workforce development or adult education programs 
The WIC was funded with two FTEs to support this effort.  

  
 9 June 28, 2018 

“Workforce Development System Transparency 
Amendment Act of 2018.” Effective May 5, 2018. 
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Finalize the scope of the Vendor Scorecard reporting project 

Determine owner agency for the process of developing scorecard  

Implementation timeline and funding analysis 

Develop process to come to agreement on measures 

Work with vendors to socialize idea and measures 

Data collection, sharing and analysis, including process for regular access to WRIS data and 
analysis, either centralized through one agency or by individual agency owners:  

Next steps for SWIS data sharing agreement; alternatively, determine what DOES 
would require in order to do the analysis on behalf of WIOA funded agencies moving 
forward.  

Integrate other agency data collection methods, including OSSE’s participant surveys 
(~60% response rate on program outcomes)  

Finalize updated “Data Use Agreement” to continue to share data and do the updated 
analysis.  

Update of contracts 

Website development 

Ensure project meets requirements of “Workforce Development System Transparency 
Amendment Act of 2018” 

 
10 June 28, 2018 

Next Steps 
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Appendix 

11 June 28, 2018 
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Onboarding Implementation Phase 1 – June 2017 thru October 2018  

• DOES – AJCs 

• DHS – TANF  

• DDS/RSA  

• New OSSE AFE Sub-Grantees  

Professional Development/Technical Assistance – June 2017 thru December 2018 

WIC Data Vault Working Group – July 2017 thru October 2018 

• Convene WIOA Core Partners to move DC towards universal implementation of the Data 
Vault in alignment with the District's commitment to adopt a shared intake, assessment, and 
referral system included in the WIOA Unified State Plan.   

Onboarding Implementation Phase 2 – November 2018 thru October 2019  

• WIC’s Eligible Training Provider List 

• UDC CC 

• Adult-Serving DCPS and Charter Schools 

• DOES – OYP, TEP, and CC  

 

12 June 28, 2018 

DC Data Vault Implementation Timeline – Updated  



Office of Budget and Performance Management y 13 June 28, 2018 



y Office of Budget and Performance Management 

Previous STAT Slides 

14 June 21, 2018 
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Barriers to Scorecard Implementation: Data Issues 
o Some participants may not have SSN’s or valid SSN’s 

o Have not reached consensus on a definition of “completed”  

o Have not reached consensus on how to incorporate information about the populations 
being served, the type of service provided, or the amount spent on participants in each 
program.  

o UI data doesn’t provide whether the participant was working full time or part time, or 
how many days in the quarter they worked. (CA supplemented with survey data) 

o How to we set benchmarks for determining success? How does it vary by the 
population being served? 

o Cannot disaggregate vendors by the type of services provided unless the vendor only 
provides one service.  

o 14.1 percent of DC employees work for the federal government but DOL is suspended 
FEDES in January 2018, which allows DC to access employment and wage data for 
federal employees. Without that system, anyone who leaves a training program to enter 
federal service would be considered unemployed.  

o SNAP E&T does not have authority to share participant SSNs for the purpose of 
performance management  

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Connects to data issues slide that follows
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What Other States Have Done: California 

Stars for : 
- Increased 

Earnings 
- Attainment of 

Regional Living 
Wage 

- Employment in 
filed of Study  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://dwmshowcase.com/showcase_workforce_stars.as
Information below based on a conversation with Kathy Booth- Senior Research Associate at WestEd

California spent a year with 7 researchers cleaning the data and going back to stakeholders to clarify data
Data issues they experieince:
�Data isses:
- Invalid SS numbers in higher ed
- Federal employees may not be included 
- Need data sharing with VA and MD
- Dont know how many hours a person worked (if low wages was because they were part time (or the # of days they worked)
- Using Q2 and Q4 isn’t meaningful to the field and putting it in the scorecard is misleading/meaningless to users
- No conformity around exit date 
- Doesn’t capture the job that someone has before the program 
- Don’t capture field (may not capture field) correctly - codes for other states often wrong 


For increase in earnings CA used sum of earnings 4 fiscal quarters before entry and 4 after entry. 
�
�
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What Other States Have Done: Colorado 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
https://www.cotrainingproviders.org/#/


Based on conversation with Julia Pirnack - Director of College in Colorado
�
Colorado is in the beginning of their 3rd year of implementation. 
Phasing in: Application workflow for providers to be on the list
They allow all providers in the state to apply, regardless of whether or not they receive public funding
Problem: Had some vendors that were not authorized or board certified to operate in the state
Had to ensure they had the oversight of the appropriate agency/department (apprenticeship/board of nursing etc.)
Started having conversations about how to build the system and set the coal of having SSNs to researchers to match with wage data and employment rates by October 1
�Why no star system?
Huge variability between populations served and what is considered outstanding for one provider is not for another
Ex: adults in transition getting community college credit vs.a four year degree. 
Couldn’t define “bad,neutral, good” for all the programs in a meaningful way and explain it to consumers
�Vendors not receiving federal or local funding are given the option to report their SSNs for data matching and CO is building a secure portal for them to share the SSNs
This is for the mom and pop shops to put their SSNs in in a secure way, they are working with large vendors to have a direct data import instead.
�CO is not trying to get agencies to match entry and exit date. They are getting enrollment at a specific time, exit date and what credential they received if they received one.
This will mean there is some duplication 
�Another issue is tracking programs that stop existing or are not funded for 1-2 years. Do you continue to report those? Do you just report at the Vendor level? If at the program level, what keeps vendors from saying a program is new when it is only a new name for the same program as before?
�Problems for consumer use of data:
Don’t know if the job attained is in the same industry 
Don’t know hourly wages
Survey response (CA approach) has such low response rates that it is difficult 
�Include functionality in website for reports by workforce center so they can say what vendors are available for waht programs in their area with a report. 
Wish they had added keyword search for things like coding languages within their focus area organization 
�Struggled with RFP because they wrote it and awarded it before they had answers to all these questions 
�Organized vendors by zip code and had a tool for them to figure out the zip code they served
�
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What Other States Have Done: Nevada 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://npwr.nv.gov/reports

Based on a conversation with Will Goldschmidt, Center for Innovative Technology  (contractor for building the system)
Took Nevada 15 months and $2 million to build the system. They began the process of working with the vendor in 2014. 
That did not include the time it took to get data sharing agreements in place
The system in Nevada was built off of the model of the system in VA, which cost $7 million originally 
�
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ABC Job Training 
www.abcjobtraining.com    

SCORECARD 

Overall Rating: 

 (3 out of 5 Stars) 

Completion 
Rate 

Gained Unsubsidized 
Employment Six (6) 

Months After Training 

Increase in Average  
Wages Six (6) Months 

After Training  

Customer Satisfaction 
Survey (Average Rating) 

 

95% 

18% 100% 76% 

Insert a description of vendor here. 
This is placeholder text and will be 
filled in with information about actual 
vendor. 

123 North Dakota Ave, SW 
Washington, DC 12345 

Adults  

Population(s) Served 

Electrician I Certificate 

Credential(s) Earned 

Electrician 

Occupation Type 

$500/person 

Program Cost 

12 months (avg) 

Completion Time 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This was the scorecard model shared in the last VendorStat.

http://www.abcjobtraining.com
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Next Steps 

July 24, 2017 

Completion Rate 

Gained Unsubsidized 
Employment Six (6) 

Months After Training 

Increase in Average  
Wages Six (6) Months 

After Training  

Customer Satisfaction 
Survey (Average Rating) 

 

95% 

18% 

100% 

76% 

Population(s) Served 

Credential(s) Earned 

Occupation Type 

Program Cost 

Completion Time 

This data is available.   

A survey would have 
to be developed in 
order to share a 
customer satisfaction 
measure. 

Can only be based off 
of quarterly wage data 
from UI database.  

Would not include 
federal employees, or 
those employed in VA 
or MD. 

Do not have a common 
definition across 
agencies. 

This data has not been validated 
and cannot be provided for the 
employment type of the 
participant after leaving the 
program.  

This data is available. 

This data is available. 

Without a common 
definition across 
agencies may not be 
comparable. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Breaks down where we are in the process of being able to share this data. 
Green = already available 
Yellow = available but with some data quality issue or missing components 
Red= no yet available 
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  Agreement on measures 

  Implementation timeline and funding analysis 

  Work with vendors to socialize idea and measures 

  Data collection, sharing and analysis 

  Update of contracts 

  Website development 

  Others? 

 

21 July 24, 2017 

Next Steps: Major Steps for Implementation 
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