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Executive Summary 
 
This report provides information about the statewide Florida Migrant Education Program (FMEP) 
regarding the effectiveness of services for migrant children and youth. The FMEP is administered 
by the Florida Department of Education (FDOE) through Local Education Agencies (LEAs) and 
consortia of LEAs. A migratory child in Florida is one who is, or whose parent, spouse or guardian 
is, a migratory agricultural worker, including a migratory dairy worker or migratory fisher, and 
who, in the preceding 36 months, in order to obtain or accompany such parent, spouse or 
guardian in obtaining temporary or seasonal employment in agricultural or fishing work, has 
moved from one school district to another (NCLB Sec. 1309). Services to eligible migrant youth are 
guided by a statewide Service Delivery Plan (SDP) established by the FMEP in 2012 based on a 
Comprehensive Needs Assessment. The SDP identifies the Measurable Program Outcomes (MPOs) 
that the FMEP uses to determine its success, and these MPOs are used to organize the outcomes 
summary which follows.  
 
FMEP Measurable Program Outcomes Status Summary 
 
Reading 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students who score satisfactory in reading will increase to 
83% [over the next three to five years] 

Status: Not Met 

Overall, 30% of migrant students demonstrated proficiency in reading, with no change 
between School year (SY) 2011-2012 and SY 2013-2014. Migrant students in some grades 
performed better than others (e.g., students in Grade 7 were 29% proficient in reading in 
SY 2011-2012, and increased to 37% in SY 2013-2014; Grade 8 students showed similar 
gains over that period, from 30% to 37% proficient), yet no grades achieved the 83% target 
percentage. On a district/grantee level, of the 29 local operating agencies (LOAs) reporting 
scores in SY 2013-2014, 18 experienced increased percentages of proficient students and 
11 decreased. However, because of the relatively small sample size for many districts and 
the transient nature of the population, grantee level changes should be interpreted with 
caution. 

o MPO: [T]he achievement gap [in reading proficiency] between migrant and non-migrant 
students will decrease over the next three to five years 

Status: Met 

Overall, the achievement gap decreased between SY 2011-2012 and SY 2013-2014 (from 
22% to 19%), though it remains at historical average (and is up from 18% in SY 2012-2013). 
Again, some grade levels saw greater improvement than others: Grades 7 and 8 
experienced significant improvement in the gap from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, 
moving from gaps of 18% to 13% in Grade 7, and from 19% to 11% in Grade 8. 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant ELLs who score satisfactory in reading needs to increase by 
6% points over the next three to five years 

Status: Not Met 
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Reading proficiency among migrant English Language Learners (ELLs), as measured by the 
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) 2.0, decreased from 22% to 19% from SY 
2011-2012 to SY 2013-2014. 

o MPO: All migrant children entering 4th grade will be reading on grade level (or higher) 
over the next three to five years 

o Status: Not Met 

In SY 2013-2014, 29% of migrant students were reading at a proficient level at the end of 
grade 3. 

Mathematics 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students who score satisfactory in mathematics will 
increase to 82% [over the next three to five years] 

Status: Not Met 

Overall, 41% of migrant students demonstrated FCAT 2.0 proficiency in mathematics in SY 
2013-2014, an increase from 37% in SY 2011-2012. Migrant students in Grade 4 had the 
largest increase, from to 43% in SY 2011-2012 to 50% in SY 2013-2014, but no grades 
achieved the 82% target. Though the relatively small sample size for many grantees and 
the transient nature of the migrant population means district level changes should be 
interpreted with caution, of the 29 LOAs reporting scores in SY 2013-2014, 14 experienced 
increased percentages of proficient students and 12 decreased. 

o MPO: [T]he achievement gap [in mathematics proficiency] between migrant and non-
migrant students will decrease over the next three to five years  

Status: Met 

Although there was no change in the overall performance gap in FCAT 2.0 mathematics 
proficiency from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, both years represent a 6 percentage point 
decrease in the gap from SY 2011-2012 (from 15% to 9%).  

o MPO: Percentage of migrant ELLs who score satisfactory in math needs to increase by 6% 
points over the next three to five years 

Status: Not Met 

Mathematics proficiency among migrant ELLs, as measured by the FCAT 2.0, increased 
from 28% to 32% between SY 2011-2012 and SY 2013-2014, a 4 percentage point gain. 

School Readiness 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students (who received migrant funding or facilitated 
ǇǊŜǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎύ ǿƘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
assessment will increase to 91% over the next three to five years 

Status: Not Met 

While comparison between years is challenging given limited LOA reporting in SY 2012-
2013, data suggest that the number of students who received Pre-K migrant funding and 
demonstrate school readiness on FLKRS as a result has increased across time (from 130 in 
SY 2012-2013 to 177 in SY 2013-2014; data from 2011-2012 was not available). On the 
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other hand, this represents just 43% of eligible migrant kindergarten students and thus falls 
short of the 91% goal.  

o MPO: Percentage of migrant eligible children (ages 3 to 5) receiving preschool services by 
the MEP or other community agencies needs to increase by 12% points over the next 
three to five years 

Status: Likely Met 

SY 2013-2014 data suggest that the number of Pre-K students receiving migrant services 
has increased significantly since SY 2012-2013 (from 170 in SY 2012-2013 to 304 in SY 2013-
2014; data from SY 2011-2012 was not available). However, given limited LOA reporting in 
SY 2012-2013, it is difficult to ascertain whether or not this represents a true 12 percentage 
point increase. 

Graduation 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students who graduate from high school will increase to 
92% [over the next three to five years] 

Status: Data Not Available 

o MPO: [T]he gap in graduation rates between migrant and non-migrant students will 
decrease to 0% over the next three to five years 

Status: Data Not Available 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students who are academically promoted to a higher grade 
needs to increase by 9% over the next three to five years 

Status: Data Not Available 

One additional indicator of performance related to graduation that was captured in 
migrant student surveys in SYs 2012-2014 was Grade 6-12 participation in extracurricular 
activities. While only about half of all migrant students in those grades responded in each 
year, 45% of respondents indicated participating in extracurricular activities in SY 2013-
2014, a slight uptick from 44% in SY 2012-2013. 

Out-of-School Youth 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant out-of-school youth (OSY) receiving support to access 
educational resources in communities where they live and work needs to increase over 
the next three to five years. 

Status: Baseline Established 

SY 2013-2014 was the baseline year for this MPO, which was added in the 2012 SDP. In SY 
2013-2014, 23% of eligible migrant students (2,875 overall) received support to access 
educational resources.  

o MPO: Percentage of migrant OSY (expressing an interest and then) receiving survival 
English skills will increase over the next three to five years 

Status: Data in Progress 

SY 2013-2014 was the baseline year for this new MPO. In SY 2013-2014, 73% of eligible 
migrant students (2,875 overall) received help developing survival English skills. While a 
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determination of increase should be possible in the next annual evaluation report, doing so 
will require the capture of άexpressed interestέ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ the MPO as stated. 

Health 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant families and youth receiving educational/referral services 
related to nutrition, vision and hearing screenings, and dental hygiene will increase over 
the next three to five years. 

Status: Data in Progress 

SY 2013-2014 was a baseline year for this measure. During that year, 26% of migrant 
families and 26% of migrant youth received health-related services. A determination of 
increase will be possible made in the next annual evaluation report. 

Parent Involvement 

o MPO: Parent involvement needs to increase by 12% points for parents of migrant 
students in grades K-5 over the next three to five years 

Status: Met 

In SY 2013-2014, 92% and a growing number (2,172) of migrant K-5 parents participated in 
targeted activities, up from 82% (1,999) in SY 2012-2013, and 71% in SY 2010-2011.  

o MPO: Parent involvement needs to increase by 23% points for parents of migrant middle 
and high schoolers over the next three to five years 

Status: Met 

In SY 2013-2014, 88% and a growing number (1,599) of migrant middle and high school 
parents participated, up from 84% (1,345) in SY 2012-2013 and 60% in SY2010-2011.  

o MPO: Parent involvement needs to increase by 24% points for parents of migrant 
preschool children (aged 3-5) over the next three to five years 

Status: Not met 

Eighty-eight percent of migrant preschool parents also participated in activities in SY 2013-
2014, a 9 percentage point increase from SY 2012-2013, and a 20 percentage point 
increase over the 68% who participated in 2010-2011. The number of Pre-K parents served 
declined slightly from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014 (from 657 to 555). 

 
Beyond the MPOs themselves, the 2012 SDP also recognized the importance of:  

¶ Migrant student achievement on End-of-Course assessments (EOCs) 

¶ Development of supportive partnerships 

¶ Opportunities for staff professional development 
 
End-of-Course Assessments: 
 
Migrant student performance on EOCs was added to the MEP evaluation reporting template for 
2012-2013, reflecting the growing importance and use of EOCs to determine receipt of course 
credit and to determine eligibility to graduate. Specific performance indicators include: 
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o The percentage of 9th grade students, in the aggregate and in each subgroup, who 
participated in the Algebra I and Geometry I End-of-Course (EOC) Exams. Desired Change: 
Increase in percentage 

o The gap between the percentage of migrant students and the percentage of non-migrant 
who score at or above the proficient level in the Algebra I and Geometry I End-of-Course 
(EOC) Exams. Desired Change: Decrease gap 

o The percentage of students, in the aggregate and for each subgroup, who are at or above 
the proficient level in the Biology I End-of-Course (EOC) Exam. Desired Change: Increase in 
percentage 

 
While data is not available to measure the percentage of 9th grade migrant students who 
participated in EOCs, changes in the proficiency gap between migrant and non-migrant students 
based on EOC scores can be shown, as can changes in the percentage of students deemed 
proficient as measured by the EOC.  
 
Statewide, from SY 2012-2013 and SY 2013-2014, the gap between migrant and non-migrant 
students:  

¶ Decreased from 22% to 18% on the Algebra EOC 

¶ Increased from 9% to 16% on the Geometry EOC 

¶ Increased from 14% to 18% on the Biology EOC 
 
Also statewide, changes in EOC pass rates from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014 are as follows: 

¶ The percentage of migrant students overall passing the Algebra EOC declined from 43% to 
40%, but increased from 39% to 41% among migrant PFS students 

¶ The percentage of migrant students overall passing the Geometry EOC declined from 70% 
to 47%, and also declined from 46% to 38% among migrant PFS students 

¶ The percentage of migrant students overall passing the Biology EOC declined from 53% to 
49%, but increased from 37% to 39% among migrant PFS students 

 
US History EOC data is only available for SY 2013-2014: the gap between migrant and non-migrant 
students was 7% for that year, with 58% of migrant students overall and 56% of migrant PFS 
students passing the EOC assessment. 
 
Partnerships 
 
For SYs 2010-2014, the majority of partnerships were between LOAs and non-profit, non-
governmental, or community-based organizations. To a lesser extent, local businesses were also 
identified as partners. In SY 2013-2014, 502 partners were identified, up from 356 in the previous 
school year. Approximately one third of all partner contributions involved building networks for 
information sharing and access to services. 
 
Staff Development 
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In SY 2013-2014, 2,339 staff members participated in 361 different staff development activities for 
a total of 3,783 hours. While professional/skill development was the most common type of activity 
in SY 2013-2014, more than twice as many hours were dedicated to reading activities than to any 
other (1,227 hours). In a change from past years, there was also a strong focus on leadership 
activities in SY 2013-2014 (452 hours). 
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Annual Evaluation Report 

Purpose 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide information about the statewide Florida Migrant Education 
Program (FMEP) regarding the effectiveness of services for migrant children and youth. The FMEP is 
administered through the Florida Department of Education (FDOE) to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) 
and consortia of LEAs. hŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 76 school districts,1 all but 15 received migrant funds either directly 
(31) or through the consortia; there were 18 school districts under the Panhandle Area Educational 
Consortium (PAEC) and 12 under Alachua Multi-County Consortium (AMCC) in the program year 
reported here (2013-2014). Data are submitted by LEAs to the FDOE through annual self-evaluation 
reports using a standardized reporting template. This report discusses the findings from the evaluation 
strategies established by the FMEP related to its two main questions: 

1) To what extent are programs being implemented? 

2) To what extent are programs for MEP students impacting student outcomes? 
 

The primary purpose of the MEP evaluation is to provide a statewide perspective on services and their 
impact to enable the state migrant education director and the FDOE staff to make programmatic 
decisions based on data. The local MEP grant application process allows for some flexibility to ensure 
that LEAs and consortia implement services that meet the needs of their students in the context of 
district programs and resources. However, the FMEP provides guidance in identifying evidence-based 
strategies through the continuous improvement cycle of the comprehensive needs assessment (CNA), 
the service delivery plan (SDP), and the process of ongoing evaluation. The evaluation serves as an 
annual status check on progress made in implementing targeted services and in measuring the 
effectiveness of those services, enabling the state director to identify promising practices within districts 
that can be shared for intrastate (and interstate) coordination in addressing the unique needs of migrant 
youth. The evaluation findings are intended to assist the FMEP in making mid-course corrections to 
improve impact.  
 
The evaluation also serves as a way to communicate what is known about services and their impact on 
various stakeholders. Findings are shared and discussed with local coordinators to provide a statewide 
perspective, and local coordinators are encouraged to make district-level decisions based on their 
evaluation results. The evaluation is shared with the Florida Migrant Parent Advisory Council (FMPAC) 
for discussion with and feedback from migrant families about the direction of FMEP service provision. 
The report is also intended to communicate with the federal Office of Migrant Education (OME) about 
the extent to which statutory requirements are being met in response to the needs of migrant youth in 
achieving challenging academic standards.  
 

Specifically, the MEP was created in 1966 under Title I, Part C of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) and has been amended, most recently in 2001 through the No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB), with the following purposes (defined in Section 1301 of NCLB): 

                                                      
 
 
 
1 School districts for federal reporting purposes 
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a) Support high-quality and comprehensive educational programs for migratory children to help 
reduce the educational disruptions and other problems that result from repeated moves; 

b) Ensure that migratory children who move among the states are not penalized in any manner by 
disparities among the states in curriculum, graduation requirements, and state academic content 
and student academic achievement standards; 

c) Ensure that migratory children are provided with appropriate educational services (including 
supportive services) that address their special needs in a coordinated and efficient manner; 

d) Ensure that migratory children receive full and appropriate opportunities to meet the same 
challenging state academic content and student academic achievement standards that all 
children are expected to meet; 

e) Design programs to help migratory children overcome educational disruption, cultural and 
language barriers, social isolation, various health-related problems, and other factors that inhibit 
the ability of such children to do well in school, and to prepare such children to make a successful 
transition to postsecondary education or employment; and 

f) Ensure that migratory children benefit from state and local systemic reforms. 
 
According to the statute (NCLB Sec. 1309), a migratory child in Florida is one who is, or whose parent, 
spouse or guardian is, a migratory agricultural worker, including a migratory dairy worker or migratory 
fisher, and who, in the preceding 36 months, in order to obtain or accompany such parent, spouse or 
guardian in obtaining temporary or seasonal employment in agricultural or fishing work, has moved 
from one school district to another. 
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Methodology and Evaluation Process 
 
Approach 
 
¢ƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ a9tΩǎ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŎȅŎƭŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /b! ŀƴŘ 
SDP processes. Under § 200.83 of ESEA, a state education agency (SEA) that receives MEP funds must 
develop and update a written comprehensive state plan (based on a current statewide needs 
assessment) that, at a minimum, has the following components: 

¶ Performance targets that the state has adopted for all children in reading and mathematics 
achievement, high school graduation rates, and number of school dropouts, school readiness and 
any other targets identified for migrant children; 

¶ Needs assessment to address the unique educational requirements of migrant children resulting 
from the migratory lifestyle and any other needs that allow them to participate effectively in 
school; 

¶ Service delivery strategies that the SEA will pursue on a statewide basis to address identified 
needs; and 

¶ Evaluation of the effectiveness of the program, including Measurable Program Outcomes (MPOs) 
as authorized under Sec. 1306 of NCLB. 

 
This evaluation report is framed to measure the implementation and effectiveness of the strategies and 
MPOs outlined in the 2012 SDP, which updated the prior SDP completed in 2008. The MPOs were based 
on a gap analysis between migrant and non-migrant student achievement and include the following: 
 
School Readiness: 

 
Percentage of migrant students (who received migrant funding or facilitated preschool services) 
ǿƘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ фм҈ 
over the next three to five years. 
 
Percentage of migrant eligible children (ages three to five) receiving preschool services by the 
MEP or other community agencies needs to increase by 12% points. 
 

Reading/English Language Development: 
 
Percentage of migrant students who score satisfactory in reading will increase to 83% and the 
achievement gap between migrant and non-migrant students will decrease over the next three 
to five years. 
 
Percentage of migrant English Language Learners (ELLs) who score satisfactory in reading needs 
to increase by 6% points over the next three to five years. 
 
All migrant children entering 4th grade will be reading on grade level (or higher) over the next 
three to five years. 
 

Mathematics 
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Percentage of migrant students who score satisfactory in mathematics will increase to 82% and 
the achievement gap between migrant and non-migrant students will decrease over the next 
three to five years. 
 
Percentage of migrant ELLs who score satisfactory in math needs to increase by 6% points over 
the next three to five years. 
 

Graduation 
 
Percentage of migrant students who graduate from high school will increase to 92% and the gap 
in graduation rates between migrant and non-migrant students will decrease to 0% over the next 
three to five years. 
 
Percentage of migrant students who are academically promoted to a higher grade needs to 
increase by 9% points over the next three to five years. 
 

Out-of-School Youth* 
 
Percentage of migrant out-of-school youth (OSY) receiving support to access educational 
resources in communities where they live and work needs to increase over the next three to five 
years. 
 
Percentage of migrant OSY (expressing an interest and then) receiving survival English skills will 
increase over the next three to five years. 
 
*Note: This is a baseline year for these goals. 
 

Health* 
 
Percentage of migrant families and youth receiving educational/referral services related to 
nutrition, vision and hearing screenings, and dental hygiene will increase over the next three to 
five years. 
 
*Note: This is a baseline year for these goals. 
 

Parent Involvement 
 
Parent involvement needs to increase by 12% points for parents of migrant students in grades K-
5 over the next three to five years. 
 
Parent involvement needs to increase by 23% points for parents of migrant middle and high 
schoolers over the next three to five years. 
 
Parent involvement needs to increase by 24% points for parents of migrant preschool children 
(ages 3 to 5) over the next three to five years. 
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These goals are aligned with the Seven Areas of Concern identified by the OME: educational continuity, 
instructional time, school engagement, English language development, educational support in the home, 
health and access to services. 
  
The SDP is the guiding force for implementing programs in the FMEP at both state and local levels. It lays 
a foundation of methods to strengthen support for migrant students and families related to academic 
success and the ultimate goal of high school graduation and beyond. LEAs have the control to utilize 
these methods in the best way to address the needs of their specific populations. In order to facilitate 
access to resources and guidance (especially as it relates to federal rules and guidelines) for LEAs, the 
FMEP office offers several opportunities to disseminate information and materials to assist LEAs in 
implementing and evaluating their programs. These opportunities include: two annual statewide 
meetings (one offered to all federal Title programs and the other specifically to MEP), bi-monthly 
conference calls, onsite technical assistance (through monitoring and targeted assistance), webinars and 
emails. These activities ensure that LEAs receive as much information as is feasible from the FMEP to 
meet the needs of migrant students and the goals of the SDP. 
 

Data Collection 
 
The primary data source for this analysis was a district self-evaluation reporting template. LEAs maintain 
autonomy in implementing strategies and services that meet their local context and have flexibility in 
designing their services to address established goals in ways that function optimally for their districts. 
Each LEA, however, is required to use the standardized district self-evaluation reporting template (in 
Excel format) and to submit a report to FDOE twice a year. Each year, the template, with any revisions 
from the prior year, is disseminated in the fall; districts send mid-year reports to FDOE in January as a 
checkpoint on programming implementation, and final program-year reports with outcome data are due 
in October for summative analysis.  
 
The template and companion guidebook were developed with input from the statewide Evaluation 
Work Group comprised of team members with expertise in migrant education programming and 
evaluation. The Work Group represents a cross-section of staffτdistrict coordinators, teachers, 
evaluators and data specialistsτwho collectively provide important feedback and insights in order for 
the FMEP to engage in meaningful evaluation while also being responsive to diverse local MEP contexts. 
Work Group discussions focused on operationalizing state-level program measures, revising the 
template for clarity, and reducing the data burden to district MEPs to the extent feasible. The goal of the 
Evaluation Work Group was to make the self-reporting template the one tool that serves to encapsulate 
reporting requirements for district MEPs while enabling the state to aggregate consistent district-level 
data for a statewide review of programming. 
 
The district self-reporting evaluation template reflects the SDP through four main sections: 
 
 Part I. Program Information (basic contact information) 
  

Part II. Program Implementation 

a) MEP Staff Development/Training: type and frequency of professional development 
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b) Partnerships: extent to which MEP utilizes federal, state, LEA and other community and 
business partners in serving migrant children 

c) Parent Involvement Activities: type and frequency of activities, summary of parent surveys 
(described below) 

d) Identification and Recruitment: descriptions of strategies used to recruit migrant students, 
families and OSY 

e) Additional MEP Information: more in-depth qualitative information regarding 
district/consortia programming as a whole 

  
Part III. Student Activities 

a) Students Served: demographic information provided by FDOE 
b) Reading: type, frequency and participation in student reading-related activities and use of 

evidence-based strategies 
c) Mathematics: type, frequency and participation in student mathematics-related activities and 

use of evidence-based strategies 
d) Graduation: type, frequency and participation in student school completion-related activities 

and use of evidence-based strategies 
e) School Readiness: type, frequency and participation in preschool-related activities and use of 

evidence-based strategies 
f) OSY: type, frequency and participation in OSY-related activities and use of evidence-based 

strategies 
g) Health: type, frequency and participation in health-related activities  
h) School Engagement Indicator: Extracurricular Participation: summary of student survey data 

(described below) 
i) School Engagement Indicator: Encouragement: summary of student survey data 

  
Part IV. Student Outcomes 

a) Reading and Mathematics Achievement: as measured by the Florida Comprehensive 
Assessment Test (FCAT) or FCAT 2.0 - number/percentage of migrant students tested; 
number/percentage of migrant students who scored at or above proficient (disaggregated by 
PFS, ELL status, grades 3-10 for reading and grades 3-8 for mathematics); gap in proficiency 
level between migrant and non-migrant students; growth by scale score 

b) Algebra I, Geometry I and Biology I Achievement: as measured by EOC exams - 
number/percentage of migrant students (entering grades 9-10 for Algebra I, entering grade 9 
for Geometry I and entering grades 9-10 for Biology I) tested; number/percentage of migrant 
students passing the EOC 

c) Reading and Mathematics Gains: percentage of migrant students in grades 3-10 who 
demonstrate growth as measured by adequate annual learning gains ƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 

d) School Readiness: results from Florida Kindergarten Readiness Screener (FLKRS), provided by 
FDOE; number of kindergarten children who receive migrant funded or facilitated preschool 
ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΤ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 

e) English Proficiency: ELL achievement results provided by FDOE 
f) Graduation: rates of migrant 12th grade graduation; gap in graduation rates between migrant 

and non-migrant peers; percentage of migrant students in grades 9-12 who increase their 
grade point average (GPA); retention rates 
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g) FCAT Tutoring: extent to which migrant students who participated in at least three months of 
MEP-funded or facilitated tutoring and/or academic services in preparation for the 
FCAT/FCAT2.0 passed 

 
The Evaluation Work Group also developed three survey instruments to gather statewide qualitative 
data on parent involvement and secondary school engagement. The template guidebook includes 
instructions on survey sampling and administration. (Refer to Appendix A for parent survey instruments 
and Appendix B for student survey instruments.) LEAs identified and reported on their sample size and 
administration in the template. Parent survey guidance included a weighted operational definition of 
άǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘέ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ, requiring attendance at 
more than just one meeting. The secondary student survey included standardized items related to 
receiving academic encouragement from MEP or other school staff and involvement in extracurricular 
activities. Districts calculated results from all survey instruments and reported summary statistics in the 
template. The parent survey was simplified after the first year in response to feedback from migrant 
families and LEAs on the complexity of the questions and format. 
 

Analysis 
 
The FMEP evaluation uses both descriptive statistics on service provision and migrant student outcomes, 
together with growth modeling and gap analysis of migrant student outcomes compared to non-migrant 
student outcomes. Each measure is directly aligned to the MPOs as outlined in the 2012 SDP. The model 
is limited by differential definitions of time spent on various activities, differences in the extent to which 
program descriptions were standardized and availability of relevant local assessment data.  
 
Data from district MEPs were combined to create a statewide database from which to draw findings. 
Analysis included:  

¶ Reporting basic counts of migrant students and changes in demographic trends 

¶ Categorizing major program activities in each content area of migrant student support and 
reporting descriptive statistics regarding enrollment, number of activities, and time spent in each 
area 

¶ Calculating year over year gains in student performance for migrant and non-migrant students on 
FCAT assessments 

¶ Calculating gaps and changes in gaps between migrant and non-migrant students on FCAT/FCAT 
2.0 and graduation rates 

¶ Calculating gaps and changes in gaps between migrant and non-migrant students on other SDP 
indicators collected 

 
Data collection and analysis were enhanced in the 2013-2014 evaluation through improved 
standardization of responses, together with separate reporting for each category of program activities. 
The improved validation and standardization was in direct response to prior evaluation 
recommendations. Direct comparison of district-determined assessments is not possible due to the 
variety used by Florida MEPs, although reporting of gains and gap measures is defensible. Adjustments 
to data submitted via the self-reporting template are noted when made.  
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Results 
 
Thirty-two LOAs received funding between 2008 and 2014 and provided data in self-evaluation reporting 
forms (see Table 1). Most LOAs received funding each year; one LOA (Sumter) stopped receiving funding 
starting in 2010-2011; and one LOA (Lake Wales Charter) began receiving funding in the 2011-2012 
school year (SY).  
 
Between SYs 2008-2010, LOAs answered open-ended questions on the self-evaluation reporting forms. 
Between SYs 2010-2014, self-evaluation reporting forms were modified to allow LOAs to choose 
responses from a preset list of options for some questions. Therefore, the following report includes 
separate tables for data from SYs 2008-2010 and for SYs 2010-2014 (where applicable).  
 
Table 1. LOA Data Available by SY, 2008-2014 

LOA 

School Year 

2008-
2009 

2009-
2010 

2010-
2011 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

2013-
2014 

Alachua V V V V V V 

Broward V V V  V V 

Collier V V V V V V 

DeSoto V V V V V V 

Glades V V V V V V 

Hardee V V V V V V 

Hendry V V V V V V 

Highlands V V V V V V 

Hillsborough V V V V V V 

Indian River V V V  V V 

Lafayette V V V V V V 

Lake V V V V V V 

Lake Wales 
Charter* 

   V V V 

Lee V V V V V V 

Madison V V  V V V 

Manatee   V V V V 

Marion V V V V V V 

Martin V V V V V  

Miami Dade V V V V V V 

Okeechobee V V V V V V 

Orange V V V V V V 

Osceola V V V V V V 

PAEC V V V V V V 

Palm Beach V V V V V V 

Pasco V V V V V V 

Polk V V V V V V 

Putnam V V V  V V 
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LOA 

School Year 

2008-
2009 

2009-
2010 

2010-
2011 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

2013-
2014 

Sarasota V V V V V  

St. Lucie V V  V V V 

Sumter** V V     

Suwanee V V V V V V 

Volusia V V V V V V 

* Lake Wales Charter did not become a school district for federal reporting purposes until SY 2011-2012. 

**In 2010-2011, Sumter County ceased to have a district-level MEP. 

 

Demographics 
 
The FMEP is among the four largest in the United States in terms of the number of migrant-eligible 
students and youth served (along with California, Texas, and Washington). The number of migrant-
served students in Florida rose from 25,781 (SY 2009-2010) to 26,267 (SY 2011-2012), fell to 25,635 in SY 
2012-2013, and then rose to 27,214 in SY 2013-2014, its highest point in five years. Results shown in 
Figure 1, Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4.  
 

 
Figure 1. FMEP Migrant Students Served by Year 

 
Twenty-one percent of migrant-served students in 2012-2013 and 20% in 2013-2014 qualified as Priority 
for Service (PFS), the most highly mobile, at risk subgroup. Approximately 40% of students were 
elementary-aged in SY 2013-2014, 15% were high school age, and approximately 23% were age 3 
through Kindergarten. From SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, the eligible Pre-K and Kindergarten 
populations declined even as the overall number of eligible migrant students increased. Although grades 
1 through 4 and 6 through 12 increased (grade 5 stayed the same), the largest increase in eligible 
migrant students occurred in the OSY (grade 30) category, which increased from 3,640 to 4,608. 
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Table 2. Migrant Served Demographic Data, SY 2012-2014 

 
 2012-

2013 
2013-
2014 

Total # 25,635 27,214 

ELL LEP (LY) 
# 7,885 8,220 

% 31 30 

PFS 
# 5,359 5,506 

% 21 20 

PFS without age 3-5 (not KG) 
# 5,270 5,439 

% 21 20 

Children with Disabilities (IDEA) 
#  2,609 

%  10 

Dropouts 
#  119 

%  .4 
 
Note: ELL ς English language learners, LEP (LY) ς Limited English proficiency (student is classified as limited English proficient and is enrolled 
in a program or receiving services that are specifically designed to meet the instructional needs of ELL students, regardless of instructional 
model/approach), PFS ς Priority for Services. 

 
 
Table 3. Migrant Students Served by Grade Level, PK through Grade 8, SY 2012-2014 

 PK KG 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 

2012-
2013 

4,634 2,051 1,908 1,689 1,695 1,341 1,332 1,281 1,152 1,132 

18% 8% 7% 7% 7% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 

2013-
2014 

4,294 1,917 2,049 1,838 1,806 1,465 1,332 1,329 1,301 1,198 

16% 7% 8% 7% 7% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 
 

 
Table 4. Migrant Students Served by Grade Level, Grades 9 through 30, SY 2012-2014 

 09 10 11 12 30 

2012-
2013 

1,132 1,005 875 768 3,640 

4% 4% 3% 3% 14% 

2013-
2014 

1,208 1,089 953 827 4,608 

4% 4% 4% 3% 17% 
 
Note: Grade ς ΨолΩ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ !Řǳƭǘ ς Non High School Graduate 
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Reading 
 
Background 
 
At the time of the first CNA (2005), Florida migrant students 
scored approximately 25% lower than non-migrant students in 
reading on the FCAT. As a result of the initial CNA and SDP 
implementation, local MEPs were required to implement or 
facilitate literacy programming to address the unique educational 
needs of migrant students in order to close this achievement gap 
by addressing the factors that impede academic success in 
reading (e.g., implementing a summer school literacy program 
that supplements instruction lost during the regular school year). 
The CNA Expert Work Group in Reading examined the research 
and evidence base in reading in the context of the Seven Areas of 
Concern for migrant students and recommended focusing on 
vocabulary and fluency development as the most effective 
components of literacy to target with highly mobile students. This 
recommendation was articulated in the SDP (2008) and in the 
Request for Application (RFA) language: 
 
Migrant Education Programs will implement literacy 
programming or facilitate access to existing literacy programming 
that addresses the special and unique needs of migrant students. 
It is recommended that the focus be on vocabulary and fluency 
development. Particular emphasis should be given to hiring or 
consulting with a reading advocate (e.g., a certified teacher with 
experience in second language acquisition who is well-versed in 
recent literacy research, can implement differentiated instruction, 
and is able to work with adult learners). 
 
The CNA Expert Work Group also recommended that districts use 
reading advocates to help shape literacy programming and to 
provide technical assistance to MEP staff. A number of strategies 
were also suggested to help districts think through their literacy 
programming (e.g., family outreach, sustained professional 
development for MEP staff, etc.). The state articulated these 
recommendations in its SDP and RFA to strongly encourage MEPs 
to utilize these strategies while also allowing flexibility for 
districts in identifying solutions that meet their particular context.  
 
Districts are held accountable to the outcome measures as stated 
in the 2012 SDP. The percentage of migrant students who score 
satisfactory in reading (65% - 2008 SDP and 83% - 2012 SDP) will 
increase and the achievement gap between migrant and non-
migrant students will decrease. 

Overview of Reading Outcomes 
 
ü Reading Strategy Priorities: From SY 

2010-2014, at least 50% of 
districts/grantees indicated 
providing high quality curriculum 
aligned with tools for assessment 
and progress monitoring. The strong 
second priority, also used by more 
than 50% of districts, was using 
technology and tools for literacy. 
 

ü 100% of districts/grantees offered 
at least one activity focused on 
student reading achievement. 

 

ü The percent of migrant students 
scoring at or above reading 
proficiency on the FCAT 2.0 
increased from 30% in SY 2011-2012 
to 31% in SY 2012-2013 and fell 
back to 30% in SY 2013-2014.  

 

ü The gap between migrant and non-
migrant students proficient in 
reading increased from 18% in 
2011-2012 to 22% in 2012-2013 and 
fell to 19% in 2013-2014, the 
historical average.  

 

ü Districts reported that 51% of 
migrant students showed learning 
gains during SYs 2012-2013 and 
2013-2014. 
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MPO Summary 
 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students who score satisfactory in reading will increase to 
83% [over the next three to five years] 

Status: Not Met 

Overall, 30% of migrant students demonstrated proficiency in reading, with no change 
between SY 2011-2012 and SY 2013-2014. Migrant students in some grades performed 
better than others (e.g., students in Grade 7 were 29% proficient in reading in SY 2011-
2012, and increased to 37% in SY 2013-2014; Grade 8 students showed similar gains over 
that period, from 30% to 37% proficient), yet no grades achieved the 83% target 
percentage. On a district/grantee level, of the 29 LOAs reporting scores in SY 2013-2014, 18 
experienced increased percentages of proficient students and 11 decreased. However, 
because of the relatively small sample size for many districts and the transient nature of 
the population, grantee level changes should be interpreted with caution. 

o MPO: [T]he achievement gap [in reading proficiency] between migrant and non-migrant 
students will decrease over the next three to five years 

Status: Met 

Overall, the achievement gap decreased between SY 2011-2012 and SY 2013-2014 (from 
22% to 19%), though it remains at historical average (and is up from 18% in SY 2012-2013). 
Again, some grade levels saw greater improvement than others: Grades 7 and 8 
experienced significant improvement in the gap from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, 
moving from gaps of 18% to 13% in Grade 7, and from 19% to 11% in Grade 8. 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant ELLs who score satisfactory in reading needs to increase by 
6% points over the next three to five years 

Status: Not Met 

Reading proficiency among migrant ELLs, as measured by the FCAT 2.0, decreased from 
22% to 19% from SY 2011-2012 to SY 2013-2014. 

o MPO: All migrant children entering 4th grade will be reading on grade level (or higher) 
over the next three to five years 

Status: Not Met 

In SY 2013-2014, 29% of migrant students were reading at a proficient level at the end of 
grade 3. 

Implementation 
 
Most districts prioritize high quality curriculum with progress monitoring and the use of 
technology-supported learning to help migrant students advance in reading. LOAs chose the top 
three strategies emphasized during the school year by their district MEP (see Table 5). Some 
strategies may have been used that are not reflected in these results, as they were not a top three 
priority. Sixty-five percent of LOAs in 2012-2013, and 62% in 2013-2014, indicated providing a high 
quality curriculum that is aligned with tools for assessment and progress monitoring, while 48% 
and 55%, respectively, indicated utilizing technology and other tools for literacy. Family literacy 
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activities decreased as a priority rom 2012-2013 to 2013-2014, as did the provision of information 
about scientifically based reading strategies, which remained a top priority despite the decrease. 
  
Table 5. Reading Strategy Priorities, SYs 2012-2014 

Reading Strategy Priorities 
% LOAs 

2012-2013 
N = 31 

2013-2014 
N = 29 

Provide high quality curriculum that is aligned with tools 
for assessment and progress monitoring to meet 
individualized student needs 

65% 62% 

Utilize technology and other tools 48% 55% 

Provide information and materials to instructional staff 
on scientifically-based reading strategies 

42% 31% 

Provide information and materials to migrant and 
general education staff on advocacy, credit accrual, and 
graduation enhancement of Recovery OSY 

29% 34% 

Offer family literacy opportunities to migrant parents, 
including home-based tutoring to model promising 
practices and basic English adults 

29% 17% 

Provide information and materials to instructional staff 
on scientifically-based and ESL strategies to utilize with 
migrant students 

26% 21% 

Other (including supplemental support and tutoring for 
PFS, GED Program, references and resources for student 
use at home and parent instructional resources) 

23% 36% 

Emphasize language-based content instruction using 
sheltered instruction with ELLs 

16% 21% 

Utilize strategies and programs in place for dropout 
prevention and/or recovery (e.g., CROP, High School 
Equivalency Program (HEP), Career Academies, 
Entrepreneurship programs, etc.) 

13% 7% 

Observe migrant instructional advocates and other 
instructors to identify effective practices and areas 
needing further development 

10% 7% 

Provide training to MEP staff on resources and strategies 
for OSY 

6% 0% 

Provide sustained and intensive professional 
development 

6% 7% 

Sponsor a collaborative portfolio exchange among 
districts and means to share assessment tool 
information 

0% 0% 

 
LOAs reported on the focus, purpose and expected outcomes of each activity intended to 
influence migrant student achievement in reading. Activities included tutoring, individual and 
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small group reading instruction, in-class academic support and access to supplemental technology 
(e.g., Kindles).  
 
Across the four most recent evaluation years, most LOAs offered at least one service focused on 
student achievement in reading, and all did so in 2013-2014 (see Table 6). About a quarter of LOAs 
offered reading services focused on credit accrual/graduation and student engagement. 
Leadership focused activities were minimal and were more likely to be found in the graduation 
category reported below. 
 
Table 6. Percentage of LOAs Offering Services in Reading, SYs 2010-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or Expected Outcomes 
2010-2011 

N = 28 
2011-2012 

N = 28 
2012-2013 

N=31 
2013-2014 

N=29 

Leadership activities 0% 4% 0% 3% 

Student achievement 89% 89% 94% 100% 

Postsecondary transition/alternative 
education 

4% 0% 3%  

Credit accrual/graduation 29% 21% 29% 24% 

Student engagement 18% 14% 16% 28% 

 
Across all years, the highest percentage of reading activities adopted by LOAs were those focused 
on student achievement (see Table 7). 
 
Table 7. Percentage of LOA Reading Activities, SYs 2010-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or Expected Outcomes 
2010-2011 

N = 148 
2011-2012 

N = 114 
2012-2013 

N=136 
2013-2014 

N=136 

Leadership activities 0% <1% 0% 1% 

Student achievement 76% 90% 87% 80% 

Credit accrual/graduation 9% 4% 7% 7% 

Student engagement 7% 4% 6% 13% 

 
The largest number of students, with the highest average hours per student, participated in 
reading activities that were various forms of direct instruction aimed at increasing reading 
achievement during SY 2013-2014 (see Table 8).  
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Table 8. Anticipated vs. Actual Number of Participants by Reading Service Type, SYs 2010-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or 
Expected Outcomes 

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 
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Leadership activities 0 0 0 325 404 12.9 0 0 0 10 13 48 

Technical abilities 1 1 34.0 0 0 0 20 0 0    

Student achievement 9,911 9,376 47.8 9,658 11,326 67.7 11,554 12,583 2.3 8,907 11,096 72 

Postsecondary 
transition/alternative 
education 

35 14 61.0 0 0 0 6 6 0.2    

Credit accrual/ 
graduation 

356 260 107.1 565 238 26.8 133 120 2.8 88 86 33 

Student engagement 494 263 27.5 777 824 30.7 181 150 3.8 237 181 20 

Other* 1,448 1,376 30.0 54 4 - - - -    

Total 12,245 11,290  11,379 12,796  11,874 12,859  9,242 11,376  

*Other outcomes were manually entered by some LOAs and were not chosen from the list of provided options. Examples include: άLƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ tǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ ōȅ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƳŜǘέ ŀƴŘ άSupport to students, families and teachers will impact student achievement.έ Some LOAs indicated the average number of hours 
and duration (e.g., one hour per week for 36 weeks), whereas others only indicated the number of hours (e.g., one hour). Given that it was not possible to determine whether the 
latter was the total number of hours for a week, month, or year, the total average number of hours by activity type or funding source should be interpreted with caution. 



 

 27 | P a g e 

 
Outcomes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9 shows the percentage of migrant students testing at or above reading proficiency on the 
FCAT 2.0 during SYs 2011-2012 through 2013-2014. Of the 29 LOAs reporting scores in 2013-2014, 
18 experienced increased percentages of proficient students and 11 decreased. Because of the 
relatively small sample size for many of the districts, as well as the transient nature of the 
population, district level changes should be interpreted with caution.  
 
Table 9. Percentage of Migrant Students at or above Reading Proficiency on FCAT 2.0 by LOA, SYs 
2011-2014 

LOA 

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

Alachua 175 41% 198 42% 236 32% 

Broward   41 17% 62 31% 

Collier 1391 31% 1477 35% 1815 32% 

DeSoto 255 29% 271 28% 274 30% 

Glades 55 33% 25 40% 42 19% 

Hardee 483 36% 443 40% 492 37% 

Hendry 379 29% 305 33% 394 32% 

Highlands 537 38% 587 34% 610 35% 

Hillsborough 1288 27% 1404 26% 1388 28% 

Indian River   29 31% 35 34% 

Lafayette 14 29% 12 25% 9 33% 

Lake 16 31% 33 21% 26 15% 

Lake Wales 52 29% 47 21% 30 17% 

Lee 248 30% 274 34% 248 31% 

Madison 18 39% 18 39% 18 61% 

Manatee 317 19% 284 23% 347 26% 

Marion 56 23% 74 23% 36 25% 

Martin 35 31% 41 29%   

Miami Dade 291 35% 439 28% 733 30% 

The FCAT measures student achievement in reading and mathematics. Beginning in SY 
2010-2011, the reading assessment was revised for students in grades 3-10 and the 
mathematics assessment was revised for students in grades 3-8 to better align with the 
Next Generation Sunshine State Standards. During the transition year, scores on the new 
FCAT 2.0 assessment were reported as FCAT Equivalent Scores. For the 2011-2012 school 
year, scores on the reading and mathematics assessment were based on the new cut 
scores that were established in December 2011.  
 

Given the changes in the assessment, scores from SY 2011-2012 are reported as the 
baseline and are reported together with SY 2012-2013 and SY 2013-2014 scores.  
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LOA 

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

Okeechobee 376 33% 354 32% 297 32% 

Orange 231 27% 210 34% 174 30% 

Osceola 38 47% 49 49% 29 52% 

PAEC 179 51% 175 60% 181 57% 

Palm Beach 1288 27% 1411 31% 1,409 26% 

Pasco 63 25% 54 17% 58 19% 

Polk 839 23% 1086 25% 1,190 25% 

Putnam   81 37% 0 NA 

Sarasota 7 14% 12 33%   

St. Lucie 157 32% 137 28% 74 35% 

Suwanee 56 29% 61 34% 204 30% 

Volusia 151 28% 66 26% 82 32% 

 
Overall, 30% of migrant students demonstrated proficiency in reading, with no change from SY 
2011-2012 through SY 2013-2014 (see Table 69 in Appendix D, Figure 1 and Figure 2 below). PFS 
student performance increased from 20% in SY 2011-2012 to 22% in SY 2013-2014, and ELL 
migrant student performance decreased from 22% to 19% during the same period. 
 

 

Figure 1. Percentage of Migrant Students at or above Reading Proficiency on FCAT 2.0, SYs 2011-
2014 

 

All Migrant
Students

PFS ELL Migrant Non ELL Migrant

2011-2012 30% 20% 22% 40%

2012-2013 31% 19% 19% 40%

2013-2014 30% 22% 19% 38%
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Figure 2. Percentage of Migrant Students at or above Reading Proficiency on FCAT 2.0 by Grade 
Level, SYs 2011-2014 
 
The gap between migrant and non-migrant students in FCAT reading performance decreased from 
22% in SY 2012-2013 to 19% in SY 2013-2014, but remained within the historical average (see 
Table 10). Additional detail by grade level is shown in Table 12, Table 13, Figure 4, Figure 5, and 
Figure 6. Grades 7 and 8 experienced significant improvement in the gap from SY 2012-2013 to SY 
2013-2014, moving from gaps of 18% to 13% in Grade 7, and from 19% to 11% in Grade 8. 
 
Table 10. Reading Proficiency Gaps, SYs 2008-2014 (All Grades) 

 % Migrant Students 

Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 

Students Proficient 
Gap 

2008-2009 38 58 20% 

2009-2010 40 59 19% 

2010-2011 37 55 18% 

2011-2012 31 49 18% 

2012-2013 31 53 22% 

2013-2014 32 51 19% 

 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 9
Grade

10

2011-2012 29% 36% 37% 30% 29% 30% 24% 25%

2012-2013 28% 37% 34% 35% 34% 28% 27% 28%

2013-2014 29% 35% 34% 31% 37% 37% 24% 25%
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Figure 3. Reading Proficiency Gaps: Migrant and Non-Migrant Students, SYs 2008-2014 (All Grades) 
 
Table 11. Reading Proficiency Gaps on FCAT 2.0 by Grade Level, SY 2011-2012 

 % Migrant 
Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 
Students Proficient 

Gap 

All Students* 31 49 18% 

Grade 3* 28 51 23% 

Grade 4 36 55 19% 

Grade 5 41 54 13% 

Grade 6 36 51 15% 

Grade 7 33 51 18% 

Grade 8 30 49 19% 

Grade 9 22 48 26% 

Grade 10 23 42 19% 

*Note: data are not included for one LOA that reported 5200% of non-migrant students and 5400% of students in 
grade three who scored at or above proficient in reading.  
 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

%
 S

tu
d

e
n

ts
 A

t/
A

b
o

v
e

 P
ro

fic
ie

n
c
y

Migrant

Non-Migrant



 

 31 | P a g e 

 

Figure 4. Gaps in Reading achievement between Migrant and Non-Migrant Students on FCAT 2.0, 
SY 2011-2012 
 
 
Table 12. Reading Proficiency Gaps on FCAT 2.0, SY 2012-2013 

 % Migrant 
Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 
Students Proficient 

Gap 

All Students* 31 53 22% 

Grade 3 28 48 20% 

Grade 4 37 52 15% 

Grade 5 34 51 17% 

Grade 6 35 52 17% 

Grade 7 34 52 18% 

Grade 8 28 47 19% 

Grade 9 27 46 19% 

Grade 10 28 45 17% 

*Note: The total number of migrant students reported under all students is 9,698; the sum of the migrant students 
reported for grade level results is 8,921. % Migrant Students Proficient is calculated as number of migrant students 
proficient or higher divided by the number of Migrant Students tested. % Non-Migrant Students Proficient is the 
average of the % non-Migrant Proficient as reported by districts. No raw numbers of non-migrant students tested were 
available to calculate a weighted average. 
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Figure 5. Gaps in Reading Achievement between Migrant and Non-Migrant Students on FCAT 2.0, 
SY 2012-2013 

 
Table 13. Reading Proficiency Gaps on FCAT 2.0, SY 2013-2014 

 % Migrant 
Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 
Students Proficient 

Gap 

All Students* 32 51 19% 

Grade 3 29 48 19% 

Grade 4 35 51 16% 

Grade 5 34 52 18% 

Grade 6 31 51 20% 

Grade 7 37 50 13% 

Grade 8 37 48 11% 

Grade 9 24 44 20% 

Grade 10 25 44 19% 

*Note: The total number of migrant students reported under all students is 10,493. % Migrant Students Proficient is 
calculated as number of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the number of Migrant Students tested. % 
Non-Migrant Students Proficient is the average of the % non-Migrant Proficient as reported by districts. No raw 
numbers of non-migrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted average. 
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Figure 6. Gaps in Reading achievement between Migrant and Non-Migrant Students on FCAT 2.0, 
SY 2013-2014 
 
District-reported learning gains for students with FCAT scores for the prior and current school year 
were the same overall from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, with 51% of migrant students overall 
demonstrating reading learning gains (see Table 14 and Table 15). 
 
Table 14. District-Reported Learning Gains in Reading, SY 2012-2013 

 
# Matched Migrant 

Students Tested 

# Migrant Students 
Tested with Learning 

Gains 

% Migrant Students 
with Learning Gains 

All Students 7,490 3,792 51% 

PFS 1,637 735 45% 

Grade 3 422 167 40% 

Grade 4 985 585 59% 

Grade 5 1,083 603 56% 

Grade 6 1,118 560 50% 

Grade 7 981 563 57% 

Grade 8 944 548 58% 

Grade 9 928 443 48% 

Grade 10 828 453 55% 
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Figure 7. Percentage of Migrant Students with Reading Gains, SY 2012-2013 
 
 
Table 15. District-Reported Learning Gains in Reading, SY 2013-2014 

 
# Matched Migrant 

Students Tested 

# Migrant Students 
Tested with Learning 

Gains 

% Migrant Students 
with Learning Gains 

All Students 7,314 3,736 51% 

PFS 1,611 673 42% 

Grade 3 451 134 30% 

Grade 4 1,120 684 61% 

Grade 5 1,059 567 53% 

Grade 6 1,086 574 53% 

Grade 7 1,025 470 46% 

Grade 8 946 453 48% 

Grade 9 937 458 49% 

Grade 10 865 431 50% 
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Figure 8. Percentage of Migrant Students with Reading Gains, SY 2013-2014 
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Mathematics 
 
Background 
 
Florida migrant students scored approximately 25% lower than 
non-migrant students in mathematics on the FCAT in 2005. As a 
result of the initial CNA and SDP implementation, the local MEPs 
were required to institute mathematics programming that 
addressed the unique educational needs of migrant students in 
order to close this achievement gap, with a recommended focus 
on rigor and cultural relevance, as well as the use of 
manipulatives in instruction to build concrete models of 
mathematical concepts. The CNA Expert Work Group in 
Mathematics examined the research and evidence base in 
mathematics and recommended working with a math coach (e.g., 
a qualified math teacher with experience in second language 
acquisition) and partnering, where possible, with local 
universities, junior colleges, and/or industry. This 
recommendation was articulated in the SDP (2008) and the RFA 
language: 
 
Migrant education will implement mathematics programming 
that addresses the special and unique needs of migrant students, 
with a recommended focus on rigor and cultural relevance and the 
use of manipulatives in instruction. Particular emphasis should be 
given to hiring or consulting with a math coach (e.g., a certified 
math teacher with experience in second language acquisition, who 
is well-versed in recent research, can implement differentiated 
instruction, and is able to work with adult learners). Extra points 
will be given to programming that includes collaboration with 
local universities, junior colleges, and/or industries. 
 
A number of strategies were also suggested to help districts think 
through their mathematics programming (e.g., home outreach to 
create learning activities with parents, strategic content-based 
tutoring, professional development for MEP staff, etc.). The state 
articulated these recommendations in its SDP and RFA to strongly 
encourage MEPs to utilize these strategies while also allowing 
flexibility for districts to identify solutions that meet their 
particular context.  
 
Ultimately, districts were to be held accountable to the outcome 
measure as stated: the percentage of migrant students who score 
satisfactory in mathematics (68% - 2008 SDP; 82% - 2012 SDP) will 
increase and the achievement gap between migrant and non-
migrant students will decrease.

Overview of Mathematics Outcomes 
 
ü Mathematics Strategy Priorities: 

From SY 2010-2014, districts/ 
grantees indicated four clear 
priorities for mathematics 
instruction: using technology to 
promote math skills, tutoring for 
PFS students, high quality 
curriculum with progress 
monitoring, and using concrete 
approaches, e.g., manipulatives, to 
build mental models of math. 
 

ü Districts/grantees reported that 
they served 10,962 participants in 
mathematics activities in SY 2012-
2013 and 7,903 in SY 2013-2014. 

 
ü FCAT 2.0 Assessment Results:  

¶ 2011-2012: 37% of all migrant 
students scored at or above 
proficient in math 

¶ 2012-2013: 42% of all migrant 
students scored at or above 
proficient in math 

¶ 2013-2014: 41% of all migrant 
students scored at or above 
proficient in math 
 

ü The gap between migrant and non-
migrant students scoring at or 
above proficiency in math remained 
at 9% in SY 2013-2014. 
 

ü LOA reported learning gains in math 
between SY 2012-2013 and SY 
2013-2014 declined, from 56% to 
49% overall. 
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MPO Summary 

o MPO: Percentage of migrant students who score satisfactory in mathematics will 
increase to 82% [over the next three to five years] 

Status: Not Met 

Overall, 41% of migrant students demonstrated FCAT 2.0 proficiency in mathematics in SY 
2013-2014, an increase from 37% in SY 2011-2012. Migrant students in Grade 4 had the 
largest increase, from to 43% in SY 2011-2012 to 50% in SY 2013-2014, but no grades 
achieved the 82% target. Though the relatively small sample size for many grantees and 
the transient nature of the migrant population means district level changes should be 
interpreted with caution, of the 29 LOAs reporting scores in SY 2013-2014, 14 experienced 
increased percentages of proficient students and 12 decreased. 

o MPO: [T]he achievement gap [in mathematics proficiency] between migrant and non-
migrant students will decrease over the next three to five years  

Status: Met 

Although there was no change in the overall performance gap in FCAT 2.0 mathematics 
proficiency from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, both years represent a 6% decrease in the 
gap from SY 2011-2012 (from 15% to 9%).  

o MPO: Percentage of migrant ELLs who score satisfactory in math needs to increase by 6% 
points over the next three to five years 

Status: Not Met 

Mathematics proficiency among migrant ELL, as measured by the FCAT 2.0, increased from 
28% to 32% between SY 2011-2012 and SY 2013-2014, a 4 percentage point gain. 

 
 
Implementation 
 
LOAs indicated four clear priorities for mathematics instruction: using technology to promote 
math skills, tutoring for PFS students, high quality curriculum with progress monitoring, and use of 
concrete approaches to build mental models of math (see Table 16). In SY 2013-2014, 56% of 
grantees indicated utilizing technology and other tools to promote math skills development and 
literacy and content-based tutoring in math to students identified as PFS; 63% provided high 
quality curriculum with progress monitoring, and 44% prioritized the use of concrete approaches. 
Grantees only chose the top three strategies emphasized during the school year; some strategies 
may have been used but are not reflected in the results because they were not in the top three.  
 
Table 16. Mathematics Strategy Priorities, SYs 2012-2014 

Mathematics Strategy Priorities 

% LOAs 

2012-2013 
N = 31 

2013-2014 
N = 29 

Utilize technology and other tools to promote math skills 
development and literacy 

61% 56% 

Provide strategic, content-based tutoring in math to students 55% 56% 
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identified as PFS 

Provide high quality curriculum that is aligned with tools for 
assessment and progress monitoring to meet individualized 
student needs 

48% 63% 

Use concrete approaches (e.g., manipulatives) to build mental 
models of math concepts 

32% 44% 

Hire or consult with a math advocate (e.g., a certified teacher) 23% 19% 

Instruct parents on using math resources in the home 19% 11% 

Provide math programming that focuses on rigor and cultural 
relevance 

19% 11% 

Provide information and materials to instructional staff on 
scientifically-based math and ESL strategies 

13% 4% 

Other (including after school tutoring for at-risk migrant 
students, FCAT tutoring, and instructional materials for youth 
and families)  

10% 7% 

Observe migrant instructional advocates and other instructors 
to identify effective practices and areas needing further 
development 

6% 0% 

Emphasize academic language in content-specific instruction, 
using sheltered instruction with ELLs 

6% 15% 

Offer math literacy opportunities to migrant parents, 
including home-based tutoring to model promising practices 
and basic English for adults 

3% 0% 

Provide training to MEP staff on instructional strategies and 
assessments for math 

3% 7% 

Train math coaches/advocates to support MEP staff skills 
development 

3% 7% 

 
LOAs indicated the focus, purpose, or expected outcomes of each activity intended to influence 
migrant student achievement in mathematics. Activities included tutoring, math games, individual 
and small group instruction, and access to supplemental technology (e.g., computer programs). 
Across the four most recent evaluation years, nearly all LOAs offered at least one service focused 
on student achievement in math (see Table 17). Fewer LOAs offered activities that focused on 
credit accrual/graduation, leadership and student engagement. 
 
Table 17. Percentage of LOAs Offering Services in Mathematics, SYs 2010-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or Expected 
Outcomes 

2010-
2011 

N = 28 

2011-
2012 

N = 28 

2012-
2013 

N = 31 

2013-
2014 

N = 29 

Leadership activities 0% 0% 0% 14% 

Technical abilities 4% 0% 0% 0% 

Student achievement 82% 86% 94% 97% 

Credit accrual/graduation 25% 21% 29% 14% 

Student engagement 7% 11% 16% 7% 
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From SY 2010-2014, the vast majority of LOA math activities were either wholly or partially 
migrant-funded (see Table 18). The most recent evaluation year, SY 2013-2014, saw a notable 
increase in services funded by migrant sources compared to the previous year. 
 
Table 18. Number of LOA Math Activities Offered by Funding Source, SYs 2012-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or 
Expected Outcomes 

Funding Source 
2012-2013 2013-2014 

C M O P C M O P 
Leadership activities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Student 
achievement 

25 46 7 16 23 55 11 55 

Credit 
accrual/graduation 

3 6 0 1 2 3 0 1 

Student Engagement 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 

Note: C = MEP partially funded/facilitated; M = MEP fully funded; O = Other funding source; P = Partner-funded 

 
The highest percentage of LOA mathematics activities were focused on student achievement 

across all years of the evaluation (see Table 19). 

 
Table 19. Percentage of Activities in Mathematics, SYs 2010-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or Expected Outcomes 
2010-2011 

N = 112 
2011-2012 

N = 96 
2012-2013 

N = 110 
2013-2014 

N = 103 

Leadership activities 0% 0% 0% 1% 

Student achievement 79% 91% 86% 91% 

Credit accrual/graduation 10% 5% 9% 6% 

Student engagement 3% 3% 6% 2% 

 
LOAs indicated the average number of hours students were served by funding source (see Table 
20). In SY 2012-2013, migrant funding served as the primary resource for math activities (167.6 
hours), and migrant funds were at least partially responsible for an average of 168 hours per 
student. Migrant funded hours per student fell to 74 in SY 2013-2014, though the evaluators 
believe the time figures to be sufficiently unreliable that no conclusions can reasonably be drawn 
from them. 
 
Table 20. Students Served in Mathematics by Funding Source, SYs 2012-2014 

 Funding Source 

2012-2013 2013-2014 

C M O P C M O P 

Anticipated 
Students 

2,152 5,758 259 716 471 6,612 335 179 

Actual Students 3,509 6,542 218 693 425 7,216 140 122 

Average Hours 
Per Student 

6.4 167.6 102.8 33.0 22.4 73.3 55.5 19.8 
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Reported 

Note: C = MEP partially funded/facilitated; M = MEP fully funded; O = Other funding source; P = Partner-funded 

Some LOAs indicated the average number of hours and duration (e.g., one hour per week for 36 weeks), whereas 
others only indicated the number of hours (e.g., one hour). Given that it was not possible to determine whether the 
latter was the total number of hours for a week, month or year, the total average number of hours by activity type or 
funding source should be interpreted with caution. 

 
LOAs reported that they served 10,962 participants in mathematics activities in SY 2012-2013 and 

7,903 in SY 2013-2014 (see Table 21). In both years, the highest average number of hours per 

student was offered for activities focused on student achievement, followed by credit 

accrual/graduation, although time data should be interpreted with caution. 

Table 21. Anticipated vs. Actual Number of Participants by Mathematics Service Type, SYs 2012-
2014 

 2012-2013 2013-2014 

Focus, Purpose, or 
Expected Outcomes 
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Leadership activities 0 0 0 4 3 16 

Student achievement 8,479 10,334 111.6 7,491 7,821 54.6 

Credit accrual/ graduation 150 150 47.4 78 79 20.9 

Student engagement 256 478 8.1 24 0 180 

Total 8,885 10,962  7,597 7,903  

 

Outcomes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The FCAT measures student achievement in reading and mathematics. Beginning in 
SY 2010-2011, the reading assessment was revised for students in grades 3-10 and 
the mathematics assessment was revised for students in grades 3-8 to better align 
with the Next Generation Sunshine State Standards. During the 2011-2012 transition 
year, scores on the new FCAT 2.0 assessment were reported as FCAT Equivalent 
Scores. Beginning in the 2011-2012 school year, scores on the reading and 
mathematics assessment were based on the new cut scores that were established in 
December 2011.  
 
Given the changes in the assessment, scores from SY 2011-2012 are reported as the 
baseline and are reported together with SY 2012-2013 and SY 2013-2014 scores. 
Prior year results are included in Appendix D and cannot be compared directly to the 
2011-2014 results. 
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Table 22 shows the percentage of migrant students testing at or above mathematics proficiency 
on the FCAT 2.0 during SYs 2011-2012, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 by district. More districts 
increased than decreased the percent proficient in mathematics from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-
2014, with 14 districts increasing compared to 12 decreasing. However, because of the relatively 
small sample size for many districts and the transient nature of the population, grantee level 
changes should be interpreted with caution.  
 
Table 22. Percentage of Migrant Students at or Above Math Proficiency on FCAT 2.0 by LOA, SYs 
2011-2014 

LOA 
2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

# 
Tested 

% 
Proficient 

Alachua 143 43% 145 45% 183 44% 

Broward   32 25% 49 35% 

Collier 1091 39% 880 42% 1282 41% 

DeSoto 216 39% 215 40% 204 41% 

Glades   22 59% 34 38% 

Hardee 382 53% 341 51% 342 55% 

Hendry 288 39% 225 45% 251 44% 

Highlands 470 34% 475 49% 492 49% 

Hillsborough 1,073 36% 1,164 39% 1150 40% 

Indian River   19 42% 21 48% 

Lafayette 11 55% 9 78% 7 43% 

Lake 12 50% 23 22% 18 22% 

Lake Wales 46 50% 35 46% 24 54% 

Lee 197 43% 218 43% 248 31% 

Madison 18 28% 18 61% 16 56% 

Manatee 314 31% 236 31% 253 38% 

Marion 47 40% 64 41% 30 27% 

Martin 27 63% 41 20%   

Miami Dade 233 49% 345 42% 591 42% 

Okeechobee 410 20% 271 41% 301 44% 

Orange 154 43% 124 45% 95 48% 

Osceola 29 55% 41 63% 21 57% 

PAEC 161 65% 139 65% 146 67% 

Palm Beach 997 34% 1,006 41% 965 40% 

Pasco 42 24% 45 22% 46 22% 

Polk 657 32% 799 34% 790 30% 

Putnam   65 57%   

Sarasota 7 14% 9 78%   

St. Lucie 128 55% 105 37% 51 37% 

Suwanee 56 30% 46 39% 117 30% 

Volusia 113 42% 53 42% 62 50% 
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Overall migrant student performance on the FCAT mathematics assessment increased from SY 
2011-2012 to SY 2013-2014, from 37% to 41% proficient (see Table 70 in Appendix D, Figure 9 and 
Figure 10). During the same period, PFS student performance in mathematics increased from 27% 
to 32% proficient, while ELL migrant students increased from 28% to 32% proficient. It should be 
noted that data for Grades 9 and 10 were missing for most LOAs due to the implementation of an 
End-of-Course assessment in Algebra I. 
 

 

Figure 9. Percentage of Migrant Students at or above Mathematics Proficiency on FCAT 2.0 by SY, 
2011-2014 

*Note that data for grades 9 and 10 were missing for most LOAs due to implementation of an EOC assessment in 
Algebra I. 

 

Figure 10. Percentage of Migrant Students at or above Mathematics Proficiency on FCAT 2.0 by 
Grade Level and SY, 2011-2014 

*Note that data for grades 9 and 10 were missing for most LOAs due to implementation of an EOC assessment in 
Algebra I. 
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Although there was no change in the overall performance gap in FCAT mathematics proficiency 
from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014, both years represent a 6% decrease in the gap from SY 2011-
2012. Across all evaluation years, the trend in migrant student math proficiency vis-à-vis non-
migrant peers has generally been one of improvement (see Table 23 and Figure 11). Examination 
of the per grade level gaps in the tables and charts that follow shows increases in grade 3, 4 and 5 
gaps from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014 (from 3% to 8%), and decreases in grade 6 (from 11% to 
5%).  
 
Table 23. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps, SYs 2008-2014 (All Grades) 

 % Migrant Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant Students 
Proficient 

Gap 

2008-2009 50 63 13% 

2009-2010 53 65 12% 

2010-2011 49 59 10% 

2011-2012 37 52 15% 

2012-2013 42 51 9% 

2013-2014 41 50 9% 

 
 

 

Figure 11. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps: Migrant and Non-Migrant Students, SYs 2008-2014 (All 
Grades) 
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Table 24. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps on FCAT 2.0, SY 2011-2012 

 % Migrant Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 
Students Proficient 

Gap 

All Students 37 52 15% 

Grade 3 38 53 15% 

Grade 4 43 53 10% 

Grade 5 39 51 12% 

Grade 6 33 49 16% 

Grade 7 39 51 12% 

Grade 8 36 51 15% 

Note: % Migrant Students Proficient is calculated as number of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the 
number of Migrant Students tested. % Non-Migrant Students Proficient is the average of the % non-Migrant Proficient 
as reported by districts. No raw numbers of non-migrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted 
average. 

 

 

Figure 12. Gaps in Mathematics achievement on FCAT 2.0 between Migrant and Non-Migrant 
Students by Grade Level, SY 2011-2012 
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Table 25. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps on FCAT 2.0, SY 2012-2013 

 % Migrant Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 
Students Proficient 

Gap 

All Students 42 51 9% 

Grade 3 46 49 3% 

Grade 4 51 54 3% 

Grade 5 40 47 4% 

Grade 6 36 47 11% 

Grade 7 41 50 9% 

Grade 8 38 44 6% 

Note: % Migrant Students Proficient is calculated as number of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the 
number of Migrant Students tested. % Non-Migrant Students Proficient is the average of the % non-Migrant Proficient 
as reported by districts. No raw numbers of non-migrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted 
average. 
 

 

Figure 13. Gaps in Mathematics achievement on FCAT 2.0 between Migrant and Non-Migrant 
Students by Grade Level, SY 2012-2013 
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Table 26. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps on FCAT 2.0, SY 2013-2014 

 % Migrant Students 
Proficient 

% Non-Migrant 
Students Proficient 

Gap 

All Students 41 50 9% 

Grade 3 43 51 8% 

Grade 4 50 57 7% 

Grade 5 42 51 9% 

Grade 6 40 45 5% 

Grade 7 41 52 11% 

Grade 8 32 43 11% 

Note: % Migrant Students Proficient is calculated as number of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the 
number of Migrant Students tested. % Non-Migrant Students Proficient is the average of the % non-Migrant Proficient 
as reported by districts. No raw numbers of non-migrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted 
average. 
 

 

Figure 14. Gaps in Mathematics achievement on FCAT 2.0 between Migrant and Non-Migrant 
Students by Grade Level, SY 2013-2014 

LOA reported learning gains in math between SY 2012-2013 and SY 2013-2014 declined, from 56% 

to 49% overall and 47% to 41% for PFS (see Table 27, Table 28, Figure 15 and Figure 16).  

Table 27. District-Reported Learning Gains in Mathematics, SY 2012-2013 
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# Matched Migrant 

Students Tested 

# Migrant Students 
Tested with Learning 

Gains 

% Migrant Students 
with Learning Gains 

Grade 4 987 661 67% 

Grade 5 1,078 573 53% 

Grade 6 1,114 547 49% 

Grade 7 983 629 64% 

Grade 8 902 521 58% 

Grade 9 179 119 66% 

Grade 10 91 48 53% 

 
 

 

Figure 15. Percentage of Migrant Students with Learning Gains in Mathematics by Grade Level, SY 
2012-2013 
 

Table 28. District-Reported Learning Gains in Mathematics, SY 2013-2014 

 
# Matched Migrant 

Students Tested 

# Migrant Students 
Tested with Learning 

Gains 

% Migrant Students 
with Learning Gains 

All Students 6,393 3,129 49% 

PFS 1,391 565 41% 

Grade 3 443 144 33% 

Grade 4 1,165 649 57% 

Grade 5 1,085 539 50% 

Grade 6 1,109 580 52% 

Grade 7 1,030 608 59% 

Grade 8 863 442 51% 
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Figure 16. Percentage of Migrant Students with Learning Gains in Mathematics by Grade Level, SY 
2013-2014 
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End of Course Assessments 
 
Migrant student performance on EOCs was added to the MEP 
evaluation reporting template for 2012-2013, reflecting the 
growing importance and use of EOCs to determine receipt of 
course credit and to determine eligibility to graduate. Specific 
indicators established by the MEP include: 
 
Performance Indicator: The percentage of 9th grade students, 
in the aggregate and in each subgroup, who participated in the 
Algebra I and Geometry I End-of-Course (EOC) Exams. 

Desired Change: Increase in percentage 
 
Performance Indicator: The gap between the percentage of 
migrant students and the percentage of non-migrant who 
score at or above the proficient level in the Algebra I and 
Geometry I End-of-Course (EOC) Exams.  

Desired Change: Decrease gap 
 
Performance Indicator: The percentage of students, in the 
aggregate and for each subgroup, who are at or above the 
proficient level in the Biology I End-of-Course (EOC) Exam.  

Desired Change: Increase in percentage 
 
Algebra I 

Table 29 highlights Algebra I EOC assessment numbers and 
percentages by LOA in SY 2012-2013 and SY 2013-2014 for 
both migrant students and non-migrant students, with gaps in 
pass rates shown as percentage points. Overall, the gap 
between migrant students and non-migrant students 
decreased from 22% to 18% from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-
2014. 
 

Geometry 

Table 30 highlights Geometry EOC assessment numbers and 
percentages by LOA in SY 2012-2013 and SY 2013-2014 for 
both migrant students and non-migrant students, with gaps in 
pass rates shown as percentage points. Statewide, the gap 
between migrant and non-migrant students increased from 9% 
to 16% from SY 2012-2013 to SY 2013-2014. 

Overview of EOC Outcomes 
 
ü Statewide, from SY 2012-2013 and 

SY 2013-2014, the gap between 
migrant and non-migrant students:  

¶Decreased from 22% to 18% on 
the Algebra EOC 

¶Increased from 9% to 16% on the 
Geometry EOC 

¶Increased from 14% to 18% on 
the Biology EOC 

 
ü Also statewide, changes in EOC pass 

rates from SY 2012-2013 are as 
follows: 

¶The percentage of migrant 
students overall passing the 
Algebra EOC declined from 43% 
to 40%, but increased from 39% 
to 41% among migrant PFS 
students 

¶The percentage of migrant 
students overall passing the 
Geometry EOC declined from 70% 
to 47%, and also declined from 
46% to 38% among migrant PFS 
students 

¶The percentage of migrant 
students overall passing the 
Biology EOC declined from 53% to 
49%, but increased from 37% to 
39% among migrant PFS students 

 
ü US History EOC data is only 

available for SY 2013-2014: the gap 
between migrant and non-migrant 
students was 7% for that year, with 
58% of migrant students overall and 
56% of migrant PFS students 
passing the EOC assessment. 
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Table 29. Algebra I EOC Results, SYs 2012-2014 

  2012-2013  2013-2014 

 

# 
Migrant 
Required 
to Take 

EOC 

Migrant 
% 

Passed 
EOC 

Non-
Migrant % 

Passed 
EOC Gap 

# 
Migrant 
Required 
to Take 

EOC 

Migrant 
% 

Passed 
EOC 

Non-
Migrant % 

Passed 
EOC Gap 

Statewide 1,242 43% 65% 22% 1,644 40% 58% 18% 

Statewide 
PFS 

 
334 

 
39% 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
385 

 
41% 

 
-- 

 
-- 

Alachua 32 50% 62% 12% 52 25% 64% 39% 

Broward *  *  62% *  11 18% 56% 38% 

Collier 180 40% 53% 13% 277 46% 67% 21% 

DeSoto 43 40% 47% 7% 46 24% 44% 20% 

Glades *  *  44% *  *  *  69% *  

Hardee 76 50% 41% -9% 100 37% 43% 6% 

Hendry 37 22% 34% 12% 69 48% 55% 7% 

Highlands 53 57% 61% 4% 83 39% 39% 0% 

Hillsborough 142 37% 39% 2% 249 53% 59% 6% 

Indian River *  *  48% *  *  *  30% *  

Lafayette *  *  77% *  *  *  86% *  

Lake *  *  31% *      

Lake Wales 13 31% 42% 11% *  *  40% *  

Lee 31 16% 49% 33% 17 35% 65% 30% 

Madison *  *  30% *  *  *  74% *  

Manatee 28 25% 48% 23% 57 44% 56% 12% 

Marion *  *  51% *  *  *  60% *  

Martin *  *  69% *      

Miami Dade 152 70% 81% 11% 128 34% 69% 35% 

Okeechobee 15 60% 52% -8% 50 44% 45% 1% 

Orange 28 50% 50% 0% 34 38% 54% 16% 

Osceola *  *  31% *  *  *  7% *  

PAEC 23 83% 58% -25% 25 60% 69% 9% 

Palm Beach 181 33% 49% 16% 183 29% 47% 18% 

Pasco *  *  51% *  *  *  61% *  

Polk 131 36% 44% 8% 147 35% 61% 26% 

Putnam 12 58% 47% -11%     

Sarasota *  *  56% *      

St Lucie 15 33% 41% 8% 20 45% 70% 25% 

Suwanee *  *  65% *  48 23% 41% 18% 

Volusia *  *  65% *  11 36% 55% 19% 

Note: * indicates that fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is masked to protect 
student confidentiality. 
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Table 30. Geometry EOC Results, SYs 2012-2014 

 2012-2013 2013-2014 

 Migrant 
# 

Required 
to Take 

EOC 

Migrant 
% 

Passed 
EOC 

Non-
Migrant % 

Passed 
EOC Gap 

Migrant 
# 

Required 
to Take 

EOC 

Migrant 
% Passed 

EOC 

Non-
Migrant % 

Passed 
EOC Gap 

Statewide 384 70% 79% 9% 853 47% 63% 16% 

Statewide 
PFS 132 46% -- -- 143 38% 

 
-- -- 

Alachua *  *  85% *  34 47% 65% 18% 

Broward *  *  94% *  *  *  63% *  

Collier 22 77% 98% 21% 184 48% 67% 19% 

DeSoto 19 74% 64% -10% 16 38% 59% 21% 

Glades *  *  70% *  *  *  51% *  

Hardee 36 64% 63% -1% 68 43% 40% -3% 

Hendry 39 59% 56% -3% 45 56% 55% -1% 

Highlands 13 69% 77% 8% 70 50% 47% -3% 

Hillsborough 33 76% 84% 8%   62% 62% 

Indian River *  *  62% *  *  *  59% *  

Lafayette *  *  100% *  *  *  77% *  

Lake *  *  88% *  *  *  64% *  

Lake Wales *  *  36% *  *  *  54% *  

Lee 18 28% 58% 30% 17 18% 64% 46% 

Madison *  *  90% *  *  *  52% *  

Manatee *  *  93% *  23 30% 62% 32% 

Marion *  *  95% *  *  *  55% *  

Martin *  *  70% *      

Miami Dade 70 71% 80% 9% 65 48% 63% 15% 

Okeechobee *  *  94% *  34 44% 55% 11% 

Orange *  *  89% *  *  *  58% *  

Osceola *  *  28% *  *  *  6% *  

PAEC *  *  96% *  24 75% 69% -6% 

Palm Beach 20 85% 94% 9% 119 36% 71% 35% 

Pasco *  *  -- *  *  *  67% *  

Polk 72 86% 88% 2% 96 71% 84% 13% 

Putnam *  *  58% *  *  *   *  

Sarasota *  *  87% *      

St Lucie *  *  73% *  *  *  65% *  

Suwanee *  *  75% *  15 40% 50% 10% 

Volusia *  *  67% *  *  *  59% *  

Note: * indicates that fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is masked to protect 
student confidentiality. 
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Biology I 
 
Table 31 highlights Biology I EOC assessment numbers and percentages by LOA in SY 2012-2013 
and SY 2013-2014 for both migrant students and non-migrant students, with gaps in pass rates 
shown as percentage points. Statewide, the gap between migrant and non-migrant students 
increased from 14% to 18% during the period. 
 
Table 31. Biology I EOC Results, SYs 2012-2014 

 2012-2013 2013-2014 

 Migrant 
# 

Required 
to Take 

EOC 

Migrant 
% 

Passed 
EOC 

Non-
Migrant 
% Passed 

EOC Gap 

Migrant 
# 

Required 
to Take 

EOC 

Migrant 
% Passed 

EOC 

Non-
Migrant 
% Passed 

EOC Gap 

Statewide 473 53% 67% 14% 1,123 49% 67% 18% 

Statewide 
PFS 147 37% -- -- 279 39% -- -- 

Alachua *  *  94% *  30 60% 66% 6% 

Broward *  *  90% *  *  *  65% *  

Collier *  *  97% *  171 58% 63% 5% 

DeSoto 27 63% 64% 2% 24 42% 66% 24% 

Glades *  *  35% *  40 5% 74% 69% 

Hardee 48 46% 60% 14% 48 44% 55% 11% 

Hendry 42 50% 57% 7% 39 59% 58% -1% 

Highlands 17 47% 49% 2% 57 58% 62% 4% 

Hillsborough 109 39% 67% 27% 149 37% 61% 24% 

Indian River *  *  65% *  *  *  65% *  

Lafayette *  *  100% *  *  *  74% *  

Lake *  *  74% *  *  *  70% *  

Lake Wales *  *  27% *  *  *  53% *  

Lee 21 29% 63% 34% 26 4% 63% 59% 

Madison *  *  81% *  *  *  38% *  

Manatee *  *  86% *  29 45% 66% 21% 

Marion *  *  95% *  *  *  64% *  

Martin *  *  77% *      

Miami Dade 35 51% 59% 8% 126 61% 66% 5% 

Okeechobee 20 70% 79% 9% 26 69% 73% 4% 

Orange *  *  86% *  23 61% 69% 8% 

Osceola *  *  20% *  *  *  58% *  

PAEC *  *  72% *  19 47% 71% 24% 

Palm Beach 12 75% 91% 16% 139 41% 72% 31% 

Pasco *  *  -- *  *  *  70% *  

Polk *  *  63% *  4 25% 81% 56% 

Putnam *  *  99% *  22 41% 61% 20% 
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 2012-2013 2013-2014 

Sarasota 14 57% 57% -1% 10 20% 68% 48% 

St Lucie *  *  70% *  4 25% 81% 56% 

Suwanee *  *  82% *  22 41% 61% 20% 

Note: * indicates that fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is masked to protect 
student confidentiality. 

 
US History 
Table 32 highlights US History EOC assessment numbers and percentages by LOA in SY 2013-2014 
for both migrant students and non-migrant students, with gaps in pass rates shown as percentage 
points. Statewide, 58% of migrant students and 56% of PFS students passed their US History EOC 
assessments, compared to 65% of non-migrant students, an overall gap of 7%. 
  
Table 32. US History EOC, SY 2013-2014 

 2013-2014 
 

Migrant # 
Required to 
Take EOC 

Migrant % 
Passed 

EOC 

Non-
Migrant 
% Passed 

EOC Gap 

Statewide 714 58% 65% 7% 

Statewide 
PFS 207 56% -- -- 

Alachua 12 50% 70% 20% 

Broward *  *  62%  

Collier 139 49% 70% 21% 

DeSoto 23 52% 71% 19% 

Glades *  *  62%  

Hardee 42 43% 51% 8% 

Hendry 44 64% 72% 8% 

Highlands 55 58% 59% 1% 

Hillsborough 105 60% 73% 13% 

Indian River *  *  68% *  

Lafayette *  *  64% *  

Lake *  *  65% *  

Lake Wales *  *  75% *  

Lee 22 50% 62% 12% 

Madison *  *  43% *  

Manatee 26 50% 67% 17% 

Marion *  *  66% *  

Miami Dade 115 84% 57% 27% 

Okeechobee 38 32% 54% 22% 

Orange 13 77% 65% 12% 

Osceola *  *  54% *  

PAEC *  *  67% *  
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 2013-2014 
 

Migrant # 
Required to 
Take EOC 

Migrant % 
Passed 

EOC 

Non-
Migrant 
% Passed 

EOC Gap 

Palm Beach *  *  43% *  

Pasco *  *  71% *  

Polk 42 67% 85% 18% 

Putnam     

St Lucie *  *  41% *  

Suwanee 12 25% 60% 35% 

Volusia *  *  57% *  

Note: * indicates that fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is masked to protect 
student confidentiality. 

 
 
 

Figure 17. EOC Proficiency Gaps: Migrant and Non-Migrant Students, SY 2012-2014 
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Graduation 
 
Background 
 
At the time of the first CNA (2005), 36% of migrant students 
enrolled late or withdrew early from school compared to 20% 
of non-migrant students, and 85% of migrant high school 
students had a GPA of 2.0 or lower (compared to 68% of non-
migrant peers). These indicators demonstrated that migrant 
secondary students were at risk of failing out of school. Survey 
data also showed that less than half of the migrant students 
participated in extracurricular activities and received 
encouragement from teachers (indicators of school 
engagement). The CNA Expert Work Group recommended 
strategies to provide migrant students with services and 
programs to facilitate educational continuity and to increase 
both GPAs and retention rates. The group emphasized the 
need to employ or consult with a secondary advocate with 
specialization in the needs of secondary students. This 
recommendation was articulated in the SDP (2008) and the 
RFA language: 
 
The project will develop or enhance efforts to raise graduation 
rates by addressing the unique needs of migrant secondary 
students due to their mobility and migrant lifestyle. Particular 
emphasis should be given to the hiring of a secondary advocate 
who addresses factors related to educational discontinuity, 
credit accrual, and school engagement. 
 
A number of strategies were suggested to help districts 
formulate their secondary programming, e.g., credit accrual 
through PASS and Mini-PASS, transition support from 
elementary to middle and from middle to high school, FCAT 
tutoring, mentoring and dropout recovery, as well as family 
outreach and sustained professional development for MEP 
staff. Ultimately, the districts were to be held accountable to 
the outcome measure as stated: the percentage of migrant 
students who graduate from high school with a regular 
diploma or General Education Diploma (GED) will increase and 
the gap in graduation rates between migrant and non-migrant 
students will decrease. 

Overview of Graduation Outcomes 
 
ü Graduation Strategy Priorities: For SYs 

2010-2014, at least 50% of districts/ 
grantees provided PASS and Mini-PASS 
curricula to migrant students who were 
behind and needed to accrue additional 
credits toward graduation. Other top 
strategies included providing 
information and materials to staff and 
providing strategic, content-based 
tutoring to students. 
 

ü Most graduation activities in SYs 2010-
2014 centered on student achievement 
or credit accrual/graduation and were 
either wholly or partially migrant-
funded. 

 
ü Though fewer students participated in 

activities than anticipated in SY 2011-
2012 (10,466 compared to 11,073), in 
SY 2012-2013 more students than 
anticipated (8,381) were participating 
(8622). This trend continued in SY 2013-
2014 (9,678 participated, versus 8,577 
anticipated). 

 
ü Percentage of tutored students who 

passed the FCAT 2.0 assessment: 

¶ 2011-2012: 38% 

¶ 2012-2013: 42% 

¶ 2013-2014: x%*  
 

ü In SY 2013-2014, x%* of migrant 12th 
graders graduated; the gap between 
migrant and non-migrant students 
graduating was just x%*. 
 

ü While only about half of all migrant 
students in Grades 6-12 responded to 
student survey questions about 
extracurricular participation in SYs 
2012-2014, 45% of respondents 
indicated participating in SY 2013-2014 
compared to 44% in SY 2012-2013. 

 
*SY 2013-2014 outcome data not yet 
available 

 

 

 




























































































