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Program Goal:	To assist migrant and seasonal farmworker students in obtaining the equivalent of a high school diploma and, subsequently, to begin postsecondary education, enter military service, or obtain employment.
Objective 1 of 2:	An increasing percentage of HEP participants will receive their General Educational Development (GED) diploma.

Measure 1.1 of 4: The percentage of High School Equivalency Program (HEP) participants receiving a General Educational Development (GED).   (Desired direction: increase)   1114 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2001 
	Not available. 
	58 
	Historical Actual 

	2002 
	Not available. 
	53 
	Historical Actual 

	2003 
	60.0 
	63 
	Target Exceeded 

	2004 
	60.0 
	65 
	Target Exceeded 

	2005 
	65.0 
	66 
	Target Exceeded 

	2006 
	66.0 
	63 
	Target Not Met 

	2007 
	67.0 
	54 
	Target Not Met 

	2008 
	68.0 
	87 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	69.0 
	61 
	Target Not Met 

	2010 
	69.0 
	70 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	69.0 
	74 
	Target Exceeded 

	2012 
	69.0 
	67.4 
	Target Not Met 

	2013 
	69.0 
	74.5 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	69.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	69.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	69.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education (ED), High School Equivalency Program (HEP) 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, OME 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. OME expects lower program performance in 2014 due to several factors, including 1) changes in state policies and assessments for high school equivalency (HSE) that include the use of multiple tests (i.e., the GED, the HiSET, and the TASC) instead of one test, the GED, 2) changes in the curriculum assessed, and 3) the limitation of testing facilities.  Many HSE assessments are now or will be aligned to Common Core Standards, and are more rigorous than the 2002 Series GED Test; and more HSE assessments will be conducted by computer-based technology, rather than being conducted by paper and pencil.  The 2013 target of 69% will remain the same for 2014, but the office will examine the results of the 2014 performance period and may revise future targets based upon new data that will be submitted by December 2014. 
Explanation. HEP performance results demonstrated for the third time in four years that the program met the GPRA Measure 1 target of 69%, with a performance of 74.5% in 2013.  This is the highest HEP GPRA 1 performance result since OME began using a new GPRA 1 formula in 2009.  This increase in performance may be affected by students seeking to take HSE testing before assessments changed in January of 2014.  OME is reviewing the data from small projects, with a GPRA 1 average measure of 64.8%, and from 2012 cohort projects with a GPRA 1 average measure of 59.6%, both of which are lower than the HEP average of 74.5%.  The under performance of the 2012 cohort is primarily due to lower results from two of the five projects from this group of first-year projects.  OME continues to include all second through fifth year projects in the GPRA 1 measure, because funding for first-year projects typically occurs in the summer, at a time when scheduled recruitment of students and other start-up activities occur.
  

Measure 1.2 of 4: The cost per GED attainer in HEP commuter projects.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1st 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2012 
	7,910.0 
	5,766 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	8,306.0 
	5,409 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	8,718.0 
	
	Not Collected 

	2015 
	9,104.0 
	
	Not Collected 

	2016 
	9,509.0 
	
	Not Collected 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education (ED), High School Equivalency Program (HEP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Data Quality. 
No revisions to the HEP GPRA Measure 1 or 2 formulas have been made.  The range of the percentage of commuter students in a commuter project changed from 99%-100% to 98%-100% in 2013.  OME continues to use the annually allocated project funds as the numerator and the number of HSE attainers as the denominator in the HEP efficiency ratio.  

Target Context. OME set annual efficiency targets for the HEP 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 HEP program, i.e., the cost per HSE attainer.  This measure of success does not include a component of the HEP GPRA Measure 1 formula, termed "persisters."  Persisters, students who did not successfully attain their HSE but returned to the HEP project 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 HEP 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 HSE attainer that fell within two standard deviations, resulting in the removal of outlier projects that were located beyond 95% of the range of all HEP projects.  This process eliminated six HEP projects 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 HEP commuter projects. By selecting an Upper Quartile Estimation model that includes projects within the upper limit in a box and whiskers plot, 21 HEP projects met the 2011 baseline, leaving seven projects that did not meet this baseline.

4)  Subpopulation Definition.  OME used the latest quantitative data provided by the HEP 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 HEP commuter project as one that included >=98% commuter students.

OME developed the commuter definition based upon:  1) HEP 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 CAMP data in order to determine the cut points in the HEP 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.  OME may need to adjust the targets in the future, as the new HSE assessments and corresponding results will impact both program effectiveness and efficiency.
Explanation. 
OME developed a predictive model for HEP costs based upon the two constants of inflation and expected improvement, in order to establish a trajectory for its efficiency measures.  First, OME included a constant that increased costs annually by an estimated inflationary rate of 5.5%.   Second, OME expects an improvement of efficiency in HEP projects, and a 1% improvement in efficiency will be represented as an expected 1% decrease in costs on an annual basis. 

Measure 1.3 of 4: The cost per GED attainer in HEP commuter-residential projects.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1su 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2012 
	12,502.0 
	11,160 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	13,104.0 
	7,589 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	13,732.0 
	
	Not Collected 

	2015 
	14,344.0 
	
	Not Collected 

	2016 
	14,984.0 
	
	Not Collected 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education (ED), High School Equivalency Program (HEP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. 
No revisions to the HEP GPRA Measure 1 or 2 formulas have been made.  The range of the percentage of commuter students in a commuter-residential project changed from 67%-98% to 66%-97% in 2013.  OME continues to use the annually allocated project funds as the numerator and the number of HSE attainers as the denominator in the HEP efficiency ratio.
Target Context. 
OME set annual efficiency targets for the HEP 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 HEP program, i.e., the cost per HSE attainer.  This measure of success does not include a component of the HEP GPRA Measure 1 formula, termed "persisters."  Persisters, students who did not successfully attain their HSE but returned to the HEP project 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 HEP 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 HSE attainer that fell within two standard deviations, resulting in the removal of outlier projects that were located beyond 95% of the range of all HEP projects.  This process eliminated six HEP projects 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 HEP commuter projects. By selecting an Upper Quartile Estimation model that includes projects within the upper limit in a box and whiskers plot, 21 HEP projects met the 2011 baseline, leaving seven projects that did not meet this baseline.

4)  Subpopulation Definition.  OME used the latest quantitative data provided by the HEP 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 HEP commuter-residential project as one that included between >=66% and <=97% commuter students.

OME developed the commuter definition based upon:  1) HEP 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 CAMP data in order to determine the cut points in the HEP 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.  OME may need to adjust the targets in the future, as the new HSE assessments and corresponding results will impact both program effectiveness and efficiency.
 
Explanation. OME developed a predictive model for HEP costs based upon the two constants of inflation and expected improvement, in order to establish a trajectory for its efficiency measures.  First, OME included a constant that increased costs annually by an estimated inflationary rate of 5.5%.   Second, OME expects an improvement of efficiency in HEP projects, and a 1% improvement in efficiency will be represented as an expected 1% decrease in costs on an annual basis. 

Measure 1.4 of 4: The cost per GED attainer in HEP residential projects.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1sv 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2012 
	15,459.0 
	11,201 
	Target Exceeded 

	2013 
	16,195.0 
	9,667 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	16,962.0 
	
	Not Collected 

	2015 
	17,719.0 
	
	Not Collected 

	2016 
	18,511.0 
	
	Not Collected 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education (ED), High School Equivalency Program (HEP) grantee Annual Performance Reports (APRs). 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 
Data Quality. 
No revisions to the HEP GPRA Measure 1 or 2 formulas have been made.  The range of the percentage of commuter students in a residential project changed from 0%-66% to 0%-65% in 2013.  OME continues to use the annually allocated project funds as the numerator and the number of GED attainers as the denominator in the HEP efficiency ratio.  
Target Context. 
OME set annual efficiency targets for the HEP 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 HEP program, i.e., the cost per HSE attainer.  This measure of success does not include a component of the HEP GPRA Measure 1 formula, termed "persisters."  Persisters, students who did not successfully attain their HSE but returned to the HEP project 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 HEP 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 HSE attainer that fell within two standard deviations, resulting in the removal of outlier projects that were located beyond 95% of the range of all HEP projects.  This process eliminated six HEP projects 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 HEP commuter projects. By selecting an Upper Quartile Estimation model that includes projects within the upper limit in a box and whiskers plot, 21 HEP projects met the 2011 baseline, leaving seven projects that did not meet this baseline.

4)  Subpopulation Definition.  OME used the latest quantitative data provided by the HEP 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 HEP residential project as one that included <=66% commuter students.
 
OME developed the commuter definition based upon:  1) HEP 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 CAMP data in order to determine the cut points in the HEP 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.  OME may need to adjust the targets in the future, as the new HSE assessments and corresponding results will impact both program effectiveness and efficiency.
 
Explanation. 
OME developed a predictive model for HEP costs based upon the two constants of inflation and expected improvement, in order to establish a trajectory for its efficiency measures.  First, OME included a constant that increased costs annually by an estimated inflationary rate of 5.5%.   Second, OME expects an improvement of efficiency in HEP projects, and a 1% improvement in efficiency will be represented as an expected 1% decrease in costs on an annual basis. 

Objective 2 of 2:	An increasing percentage of HEP recipients of the GED will enter postsecondary education programs, upgraded employment, or the military.

Measure 2.1 of 1: The percentage of HEP GED recipients who enter postsecondary education programs, career positions, or the military.   (Desired direction: increase)   1865 
	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2004 
	Not available. 
	76 
	Historical Actual 

	2005 
	80.0 
	81 
	Target Exceeded 

	2006 
	80.0 
	89 
	Target Exceeded 

	2007 
	79.0 
	84 
	Target Exceeded 

	2008 
	80.0 
	67 
	Target Not Met 

	2009 
	81.0 
	74 
	Target Not Met but Improved 

	2010 
	80.0 
	75 
	Target Not Met but Improved 

	2011 
	80.0 
	75 
	Target Not Met 

	2012 
	80.0 
	79.3 
	Target Not Met but Improved 

	2013 
	80.0 
	80.1 
	Target Exceeded 

	2014 
	80.0 
	(June, 2015) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	80.0 
	(June, 2016) 
	Pending 

	2016 
	80.0 
	(June, 2017) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education (ED), High School Equivalency Program (HEP) 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 80% will be maintained in 2014.  
Explanation. 
HEP performance in 2013 demonstrated that for the first time since the definition of placement was revised in 2008, the HEP GPRA 2 measure was met and exceeded.  There was a total of 80.1% of HSE attainers who were placed in the military, upgraded employment, or in a college/training program, in 2013, which represented an improvement of 0.8% from the previous year. 
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