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Program Goal:	Assist migrant and seasonal farmworker students to successfully complete their first academic year of college and to continue at a postsecondary education.
Objective 1 of 2:	All CAMP students will complete their first academic year at a postsecondary institution in good standing.

Measure 1.1 of 1: The percentage of College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) participants completing the first year of their academic or postsecondary program.   (Desired direction: increase)   1469 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2001 
	Not available. 
	82 
	Historical Actual 

	2002 
	Not available. 
	80 
	Historical Actual 

	2003 
	Not available. 
	81 
	Historical Actual 

	2004 
	83.0 
	84 
	Target Exceeded 

	2005 
	85.0 
	91 
	Target Exceeded 

	2006 
	86.0 
	86 
	Target Met 

	2007 
	86.0 
	75 
	Target Not Met 

	2008 
	86.0 
	79 
	Target Not Met but Improved 

	2009 
	86.0 
	86 
	Target Met 

	2010 
	86.0 
	85 
	Target Not Met 

	[bookmark: _GoBack]2011 
	86.0 
	89 
	Target Exceeded 

	2012 
	86.0 
	85.5 
	Target Not Met 

	2013 
	86.0 
	85.1 
	Target Not Met 

	2014 
	86.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	86.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	86.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education (ED), College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. 
In 2013, OME provided grantees a newly formatted APR spreadsheet that they submitted via email.  This spreadsheet provided grantees data checks and auto-calculations to ensure data accuracy and efficient use of time.  The spreadsheet assisted grantees with improving the APR data verification process.  
 
Additionally, the Office provided technical assistance to grantees by providing 1) technical support on the new APR format, 2) revised training on the APR content, 3) continued support of a peer mentoring initiative, 4) group technical assistance calls multiple times during the year, and 5) training on a comprehensive evaluation rubric that measures HEP evaluations.  OME also initiated the use of an electronic grant award notification and the use of the Efficiency Ratio for project risk assessment.

Target Context. 
The 2012 target of 86% will remain the same for 2014. Since this target was set while using a previous formula for computation of GPRA Measure 1, the target may need to be reset in the near future, as the new standard definitions set a higher standard of first year completion. 
Explanation. Program performance in 2013 demonstrated that the CAMP program did not meet the GPRA Measure 1 target of 86% with a performance of 85.1%.  OME instituted a programmatic change during 2012 that required CAMP projects to provide evidence of student course completion, with a minimum standard of 24 semester credit hours or 36 quarter credit hours per CAMP student, a standard that raised requirements and may have initially contributed to decreased performance.  OME continues to include in this measure all second through fifth year projects, because funding for first year projects typically occurs in the summer, at a time that is later than when recruitment of students and other start-up activities occur. 

Objective 2 of 2:	A majority of CAMP students who successfully complete their first year of college will continue in postsecondary education.

Measure 2.1 of 4: The percentage of College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) participants who, after completing first year of college, continue their postsecondary education.   (Desired direction: increase)   1471 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2001 
	Not available. 
	78 
	Historical Actual 

	2002 
	Not available. 
	75 
	Historical Actual 

	2003 
	Not available. 
	95 
	Historical Actual 

	2004 
	79.0 
	96 
	Target Exceeded 

	2005 
	80.0 
	93 
	Target Exceeded 

	2006 
	81.0 
	93 
	Target Exceeded 

	2007 
	82.0 
	91 
	Target Exceeded 

	2008 
	83.0 
	91 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	84.0 
	91 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	85.0 
	88 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	85.0 
	95 
	Target Exceeded 

	2012 
	85.0 
	96.7 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	85.0 
	95 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	85.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	85.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	85.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. US Department of Education (ED), College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. No revisions have been made at this time. 
Target Context. The 2012 target of 85% will remain the same for 2014, but may need to be revisited in the near future. 
Explanation. Program performance in 2013 demonstrated a slight decline in the percentage of first year completers who continue, as 95.0% of first year completers entered their second year in college.  The longitudinal, sustained improvement may be partially due to the increased requirements for first year completion, as CAMP first year completers now complete a minimum of 24 semester credit hour or 36 quarter credit hours in the performance period.  The GPRA Measure 2 performance of 95.0% represents a decline of 1.7% from the previous year, and exceeds the target of 85%. 

Measure 2.2 of 4: The cost per 1st year CAMP completer that continued their postsecondary education in CAMP Commuter projects.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1sq 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2012 
	12,003.0 
	9,111 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	12,543.0 
	10,686 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	13,107.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	13,697.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	14,314.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education (ED), College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. No revisions to the CAMP GPRA Measure 1 or 2 formulas have been made.  The range of the percentage of commuter students in a commuter project changed from 92%-100% to 93%-100% in 2013.  OME continues to use the annually allocated project funds as the numerator and the number of first year completers that continue their postsecondary education as the denominator in the CAMP efficiency ratio.  
Target Context.  
OME created annual efficiency targets for the CAMP program in July 2012.  OME set the efficiency targets for 2012 through 2016, and considered the following in developing the targets:

1) Limitations.  The efficiency targets measure "success" of the CAMP program, i.e., the cost per CAMP first year completer that continued their postsecondary education.  This measure of success does not include a component of the CAMP GPRA Measure 1 formula, termed "persisters."  Persisters, students who did not successfully complete their first year but returned to the CAMP during the subsequent performance period, are partially successful, but not included as a success in the efficiency ratio formula.

2) Baseline Costs.  OME chose to use the 2011 actual costs of all four cohorts instead of three GPRA cohorts of CAMP projects as the baseline year, because all projects within the entire group of cohorts are compared against the efficiency measure.  OME chose projects with an average cost per first year completer who continues for a second year that fell within two standard deviations, resulting in the removal of outlier projects  that were located beyond 95% of the range of all CAMP projects.  This process eliminated one CAMP project from the baseline data set.

3)  Upper Quartile Estimation Model.  When reviewing actual costs, OME chose a model that includes the costs of 75% of CAMP commuter projects. By selecting an Upper Quartile Estimation model that includes projects within the upper limit in a box and whiskers plot, nine CAMP projects met the 2011 baseline, leaving three projects that did not meet this baseline.

4)  Subpopulation Definition.  OME used the latest quantitative data provided by the CAMP APR’s, in conjunction with “natural" breaks in the data.  The office chose these data as they are the most up-to-date and precise, and defined a CAMP commuter project as one that included >=93% commuter students.

OME developed the commuter definition based upon:  1) CAMP project costs are necessarily more expensive for projects that serve residential students, as these projects typically provide funding for meals and lodging (the logical progression of costs should range from projects with lowest costs, commuter projects, to projects with the highest costs, residential projects); 2) Natural breaks in HEP and CAMP data occurred in the percentage of commuter students, and OME attempted comparability with HEP data in order to determine the cut points in the CAMP data; and 3) An annual review of the percentage of commuter students, in order to provide flexibility to individual projects that experience variation in the percentage of commuter students, so that the office may adjust the cut points based upon the data. 

Explanation. OME developed a predictive model for CAMP costs based upon the two constants of inflation and expected improvement, in order to establish a trajectory for its efficiency measures.  Because the inflation rate for college-associated costs consistently outpaced the national inflationary rate for the years 2003 through 2007, OME included a constant that increased costs annually by 7.5%, accounting for inflation.   Additionally, OME expects an improvement of efficiency in CAMP projects, and a 1% improvement in efficiency will be represented as an expected 1% decrease in costs on an annual basis. 

Measure 2.3 of 4: The cost per 1st year CAMP completer that continued their postsecondary education in CAMP Commuter-Residential projects.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1sr 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2012 
	14,628.0 
	11,748 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	15,286.0 
	10,701 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	15,974.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	16,693.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	17,444.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education (ED), College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. No revisions to the CAMP GPRA Measure 1 or 2 formulas have been made.  The range of the percentage of commuter students in a commuter-residential project changed from 35%-91% to 26%-92% in 2013.  OME continues to use the annually allocated project funds as the numerator and the number of first year completers that continue their postsecondary education as the denominator in the CAMP efficiency ratio.  
Target Context. 
OME created annual efficiency targets for the CAMP program in July 2012. OME set the efficiency targets for 2012 through 2016, and considered the following in developing the targets:

1) Limitations. The efficiency targets measure "success" of the CAMP program, i.e., the cost per CAMP first year completer that continued their postsecondary education. This measure of success does not include a component of the CAMP GPRA Measure 1 formula, termed "persisters." Persisters, students who did not successfully complete their first year but returned to the CAMP during the subsequent performance period, are partially successful, but not included as a success in the efficiency ratio formula.

2) Baseline Costs. OME chose to use the 2011 actual costs of all four cohorts instead of three GPRA cohorts of CAMP projects as the baseline year, because all projects within the entire group of cohorts are compared against the efficiency measure. OME chose projects with an average cost per first year completer who continues for a second year that fell within two standard deviations, resulting in the removal of outlier projects that were located beyond 95% of the range of all CAMP projects. This process eliminated one CAMP project from the baseline data set.

3) Upper Quartile Estimation Model. When reviewing actual costs, OME chose a model that includes the costs of 75% of CAMP commuter projects. By selecting an Upper Quartile Estimation model that includes projects within the upper limit in a box and whiskers plot, nine CAMP projects met the 2011 baseline, leaving three projects that did not meet this baseline.

4) Subpopulation Definition. OME used the latest quantitative data provided by the CAMP APR’s, in conjunction with “natural" breaks in the data. The office chose these data as they are the most up-to-date and precise, and defined a CAMP commuter project as one that included >=93% commuter students.

OME developed the commuter definition based upon: 1) CAMP project costs are necessarily more expensive for projects that serve residential students, as these projects typically provide funding for meals and lodging (the logical progression of costs should range from projects with lowest costs, commuter projects, to projects with the highest costs, residential projects); 2) Natural breaks in HEP and CAMP data occurred in the percentage of commuter students, and OME attempted comparability with HEP data in order to determine the cut points in the CAMP data; and 3) An annual review of the percentage of commuter students, in order to provide flexibility to individual projects that experience variation in the percentage of commuter students, so that the office may adjust the cut points based upon the data. 
Explanation. 
OME developed a predictive model for CAMP costs based upon the two constants of inflation and expected improvement, in order to establish a trajectory for its efficiency measures.  Because the inflation rate for college-associated costs consistently outpaced the national inflationary rate for the years 2003 through 2007, OME included a constant that increased costs annually by 7.5%, accounting for inflation.   Additionally, OME expects an improvement of efficiency in CAMP projects, and a 1% improvement in efficiency will be represented as an expected 1% decrease in costs on an annual basis. 

Measure 2.4 of 4: The cost per 1st year CAMP completer that continued their postsecondary education in CAMP Residential projects.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1ss 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2012 
	19,236.0 
	14,860 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	20,102.0 
	14,534 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	21,007.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	21,952.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	22,940.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education (ED), College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. 
No revisions to the CAMP GPRA Measure 1 or 2 formulas have been made.  The range of the percentage of commuter students in a residential project changed from 0%-34% to 0%-25% in 2013.  OME continues to use the annually allocated project funds as the numerator and the number of first year completers that continue their postsecondary education as the denominator in the CAMP efficiency ratio.  
Target Context. 
OME created annual efficiency targets for the CAMP program in July 2012. OME set the efficiency targets for 2012 through 2016, and considered the following in developing the targets:

1) Limitations. The efficiency targets measure "success" of the CAMP program, i.e., the cost per CAMP first year completer that continued their postsecondary education. This measure of success does not include a component of the CAMP GPRA Measure 1 formula, termed "persisters." Persisters, students who did not successfully complete their first year but returned to the CAMP during the subsequent performance period, are partially successful, but not included as a success in the efficiency ratio formula.

2) Baseline Costs. OME chose to use the 2011 actual costs of all four cohorts instead of three GPRA cohorts of CAMP projects as the baseline year, because all projects within the entire group of cohorts are compared against the efficiency measure. OME chose projects with an average cost per first year completer who continues for a second year that fell within two standard deviations, resulting in the removal of outlier projects that were located beyond 95% of the range of all CAMP projects. This process eliminated one CAMP project from the baseline data set.

3) Upper Quartile Estimation Model. When reviewing actual costs, OME chose a model that includes the costs of 75% of CAMP commuter projects. By selecting an Upper Quartile Estimation model that includes projects within the upper limit in a box and whiskers plot, nine CAMP projects met the 2011 baseline, leaving three projects that did not meet this baseline.

4) Subpopulation Definition. OME used the latest quantitative data provided by the CAMP APR’s, in conjunction with “natural" breaks in the data. The office chose these data as they are the most up-to-date and precise, and defined a CAMP commuter project as one that included >=93% commuter students.

OME developed the commuter definition based upon: 1) CAMP project costs are necessarily more expensive for projects that serve residential students, as these projects typically provide funding for meals and lodging (the logical progression of costs should range from projects with lowest costs, commuter projects, to projects with the highest costs, residential projects); 2) Natural breaks in HEP and CAMP data occurred in the percentage of commuter students, and OME attempted comparability with HEP data in order to determine the cut points in the CAMP data; and 3) An annual review of the percentage of commuter students, in order to provide flexibility to individual projects that experience variation in the percentage of commuter students, so that the office may adjust the cut points based upon the data. 
Explanation. 
OME developed a predictive model for CAMP costs based upon the two constants of inflation and expected improvement, in order to establish a trajectory for its efficiency measures.  Because the inflation rate for college-associated costs consistently outpaced the national inflationary rate for the years 2003 through 2007, OME included a constant that increased costs annually by 7.5%, accounting for inflation.   Additionally, OME expects an improvement of efficiency in CAMP projects, and a 1% improvement in efficiency will be represented as an expected 1% decrease in costs on an annual basis. 
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