Perkins IV Core Indicator:  
2008-13 State Performance Level Targets
(Approved by the Office of Adult and Vocational Education on May 3, 2011)

	Core

Indicator
	Baseline
	Program Year 2
2008-09*
Actuals
	Program Year 3

2009-10
	Program Year 4

2010-11
	Program Year 5 
2011-12
	Program Year 6 
2012-13

	1P1
Technical Skill
Attainment
	88.21%
	87.93%
	88.37%
	88.81%
	88.82%
	88.83%

	2P1
Credential, Certificate or Degree
	77.13%
	81.24%
	81.65%
	82.05%
	81.60%
	82.15%

	3P1
Student Retention 
or Transfer
	83.28%
	85.11%
	85.54%
	85.96%
	85.75%
	85.80%

	4P1
Student Placement 
	80.55%
	81.39%
	81.80%
	82.21%
	81.60%
	81.62%

	5P1
Nontraditional
Participation
	20.29%
	20.27%
	20.27%
	20.37%
	22.08%
	22.20%

	5P2
Nontraditional
Completion
	21.99%
	21.99%
	21.99%
	22.10%
	25.00%
	25.00%


*Note:
Program Year 2 targets are based on actual performance from the 2008-09 Program Year and were not negotiated.  
Targets released in CTE Memo 11‑06 for district negotiation purposes will continue as targets for the Core Indicators for Year 5.  Targets for the program year are used: a) for negotiations in the prior spring, and b) in the spring of that academic year Core Indicator reports.  For example: a) state targets for 2010-11 were used in spring 2010 negotiations, and b) those same targets show up in the Core Indicator reports in spring 2011 to determine district program improvement status.
California finalized negotiation of performance levels for the Perkins IV Core Indicators for Program Years 5 (2011-12) and 6 (2012-13) with the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) on May 3, 2011.  The negotiations were similar to the previous negotiations for Program Years 3 (2009-10) and 4 (2010-11) where California submitted (under protest) final performance levels for postsecondary Core Indicators that were higher than the previous actual values.  

Because of programming error corrections in May 2009, the focused improvement determinations made in early spring 2009 for the 2009-10 year were suspended so that the first evaluation year was the 2010-11 Program Year planning reports and Application planning cycle.  The 2011-12 planning cycle is the second year for local evaluation purposes.
Districts not meeting 90% of negotiated targets in the spring 2010 performance evaluation cycle were considered as a first year Focused Improvement District for 2010-11 planning purposes.  For those districts, the 2011-12 cycle is the second year in the improvement status cycle.  All other districts meeting 90% of targets in 2010 are starting as if the 2011-12 planning reports were the first year of comparing performance to targets.
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