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Executive Summary

Thisreport providesinformation about the statewidé-loridca Migrant Education Program (FMEP)
regarding the effectiveness of servides migrant children and youth. The FMEPadministered

by the Florida Department of Education (FD@&pugh Local Education AgencidsHAsand

consortia of LEA€A migratory chid 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
guardanin obtainingtemporary or seasonal employment in agricultural or fishing wbés

moved from one school district to anoth@ICLB Sec. 1309ervices 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 identifiddehsurableProgram Outcome@VIPOSs)
that the FMEP uses to determins success, and these MPOs are used to organize the outcomes
summary which follows.

FMEPMeasurableProgram Outcomes Status Summary

Reading

0o MPO:Percentage of migrant students whecore satisfactoryn 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 $hool year (¥ 20112012 and SY 2013)14. Migrant students in some grades
performed better than others (e.g., students in Grade 7 were 29% proficient in reading in
SY 20192012, and increased to 37% in SY 20034; Grade 8 students showed similar

gains over that perid, from 30% to 37% proficient), yet no grades achieved the 83% target
percentage. On a district/grantee level, of thel@8al operating agencigkOA¥reporting
scores in SY 204A)14, 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 anohAmigrant
students will decreas@ver the next three to five years

Status:Met

Overall, the achievement gap decreased between SY-2012 and SY 2013014 (from
22% to 19%), though it remains at historical average (and is up from 18% in SX028).2
Again, some grade levels saw greater improvement than others: Grades 7 and 8
experienced significant improvement in the gap from SY 213 to SY 2013014,
moving from gaps of 18% to 13% in Grade 7, and from 19% to 11% in Grade 8.

o MPO:Percentage of migmat HLs whoscore satisfactoryn readngneeds toincrease by
6% pointsover the next three to five years

Status:Not Met
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Reading proficiencamong migrant English Language Leariietds)as measured by the
Florida Comprehensive Assessment TESIAT2.0, decreased from 22% to 19% from SY
2011-2012 to SY 2013014.

o MPO:AIl migrant children entering # grade will be eading on grade levelor higher)
over the next three to five years

0 Status: Not Met

In SY 201:2014, 29%f migrant students were readg at a proficientevel at the end of
grade 3.

Mathematics

o0 MPO:Percentage of migrant students whecore satisfactoryn mathematicswill
increase to 82%over the next three to five years]

Status:Not Met

Overall, 41% of migrant students demonstrateGAT 2.0 proficiency in mathematics in SY
20132014, an increase from 37% in SY 20012. Migrant students in Grade 4 had the
largest increase, from to 43% in SY 2@012 to 50% in SY 202814, but nogrades
achieved the 82% targethough the relativgl 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, 14 experienced
increased percentages of proficienusients and 12 decreased.

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

Status:Met

Although there was no change in the overall performance gap in EOATathematics
proficiency from SY 2012013 to SY 2013014,both yearsrepresent a 6 percentage point
decrease in the gap from SY 2e2012(from 15% to 9%)

o MPO:Percentage of migrant Bk whoscore satisfactoryn math needs to increase by 6%
points over the next threeo five years

Status:Not Met

Mathematicsproficiencyamong migrant Els,as measured by the FCAT drizreased
from 28% to 32% between SY 2012 andSY 2012014, a 4 percentaggoint gain

Shool Readiness

o MPO:Percentage of migrant students (who received migrant funding or facilitated
LINSEOK22f aSNBAOSaAa0 6K2 RSY2YailuNraGS aoOK22f
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 receiveekPm@agrant funding and
demonstrate school readiness on FLKRS as a result has increased acr@sertim&0 in

SY 2012013 to 177 in SY 208914, data from 2012012 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 the91%goal.

o MPO:Percentage of migraneligible childen (ages 3 to breceiving preschool services by
the MEP or other community agenciegeds to increase by 12% points over the next
three to five years

Status:Likely Met

SY 20122014 data suggest that the numberlee-K students receiving migrant service

has increased significantly since SY 20023 (from 170 in SY 202®13 to 304 in SY 20413
2014; data from SY 2042012 was not available). However, given limited LOA reporting in
SY 20122013, it is difficult to ascertain whether or not this represeatsue 12percentage
point increase.

Graduation

o MPO:Percentage of migrant students who graduate from highheml 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 ambn-migrant students will
decrease to 0%ver the next three to five years

Status:Data Not Available

o MPO:Percentage of migrant students who are academically promoted toigher grade
needs toincrease by 9%ver the next three to five years

Status:Data Not Available

One additional indicator gberformance related to graduatiotihat was captured in

migrant student surveys in SYs 2eA@14 was Grade-62 participation in extracurricular
activities. While only about half of all migrant students inge@rades responded in each
year, 45% of respondents indicated participating in extracurricular activities in SY 2013
2014, a slight uptick from 44% in SY 2Q023.

Qut-of-XhoolYouth

o MPO:Percentageof migrant out-of-school youth OSY receiving support to access
educational resources in communities wherbey live and work needs tancreaseover
the next three to five years.

Status: Baseline Established

SY 2012014 was the baseline year for this MPO, which was added in the 2012nSPP. |
20132014, 23% of eligible migrant students (2,875 overall) received support to access
educational resources.

o MPO: Rercentage of migrant OS{¢xpressing an interest and thgmeceiving survival
English skills will increasever the next three to fiveyears

Status: Datan Progress

SY 2012014was the baseline year for this new MPO. In SY ZW13},73% of eligible
migrant students (2,875 ovellakeceived help developing survival English skileile a
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determination of increase should be possible in the next annual evaluation rejmngy so
will require the capture ofexpressed interest Ay 2 NR S thé MPD asvsttedi dzNB

Health

o MPO:Percentage of migrant families and youth receiving ethtionalreferral services
related to nutrition, vision and hearingscreenings, and dental hygienill increaseover
the next three to five years.

Status:Datain Progress

SY 2012014 was a baseline year for this measuBuring that year, 26% of migrant
families and 26% of migrant youth received healttated servicesA determination of
increase will be possibl@adein the next annual evaluation report.

Parent Involvement

o MPO:Parent involvementneeds toincrease by 12% points for parents ofigrant
students in grades ¥ over the next three to five years

Status:Met

In SY 2012014, 92% and a growing number (2,172) of migrabtgarents participated in
targeted activities, up from 82% €@B9) in SY 2012013 and 71% in SY 202011

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

Status:Met

In SY 201-2014,88%and a growing number (1,599f migrantmiddle and high school
parentsparticipated upfrom 84% (1,34pin SY 201-2013and 60% in SY204D11

o MPO:Parent involvementneeds toincrease by 24% points for parents migrant
preschool childrenaged3-5) over the next three to five years

Status:Not met

Eightyeight percent of migrant presclob parents also participated ictivities in SY 2013
2014, a 9 percentage poinicrease from SY 20422013 and a 20 percentage point
increase over the 68% who participated in 241 The number of Pre&K parents served
declined slightlyrom SY 2012013 to SY 2012014 (from 657 to 55%.

Beyond the MPOs themselves, the 2012 SDP also recognized the importance of:
1 Migrant student achievement on Eraf-Course assessments (EOCs)
1 Development of supportivpartnerdiips

1 Opportunities for &@ff professionablevelopment
Endof-Course Assessments:
Migrant student performance on EOCs was added to the MEP evaluation reporting template for

20122013, reflecting the growing importance and use of EOCs to determine receipt of course
credit and to determine eligibtly to graduate. Specific performance indicators include:
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o0 The percentage of 9th grade students, in the aggregate and in each subgroup, who
participated in the Algebra | and Geometry | Exie€Course (EOC) Exarbesired Change:
Increase in percentage

o0 The gap between the percentage of migrant students and the percentage efignant
who score at or above the proficient level in the Algebra | and Geometry-bEGdurse
(EOC) ExamBesired Chang®ecrease gap

0 The percentage of students, in the aggate and for each subgroup, who are at or above
the proficient level in the Biology | Eqod-Course (EOC) Exabesired Changédncrease in
percentage

While data is not available to measure thercentage of 9 grade migrant students who
participated iInEOCschanges in the proficiency gap between migrant and-mogrant 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 2042013 and SY 2013014, the gapetween migrant and nomigrant
students:

1 Decreased from 22% to 18% on the Algebra EOC
1 Increased from 9% to 16% on the Geometry EOC
1 Increased from 14% to 18% on the Biology EOC

Also statewide, changes in EOC pass rates from SY220B20 SY 2012014are as follows:

1 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

1 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

1 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 availablesi6r2012014: the gap between migrant and nomgrant
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 201P014, the majority of partneshipswere betweenLOAsand non-profit, non-
governmental, or communitpased organizations. To a lesser extent, local businesses were also
identified as partners. In SY 202814, 502 partners were identified, up from 356 in the previous
school year. Approximalg one third of all partner contributions involved building networks for
information sharing and access to services.

Staff Development
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In SY 2012014, 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 2012014, more than twice as many hours were dethkdao reading activities than to any
other (1,227 hours). la changdrom past years, there was also a strong focus on leadership
activities in SY 2012014 (452 hours).
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Annual Evaluation Report

The purpose of this report is to provide information about the statevkti@ida Migrant Education
Program EMERregarding the effectiveness of servides migrant children and youth. ThEMEHs
administered through thé-lorida Department oEducation FDOIEto Local Education AgencidsEHAS

and consortia of LEAB. T {1 K 576 schiobldis8i€st all but15 receival migrant funds either directly
(31) or through the consortjidherewere 18school districtsinder the Panhandle Area Educatal
Consortium(PAEC3and 12 under Alachua Mu@ounty ConsortiunfAMCG in the program year

reported here(20132014). Data are submitted by LEAsttee FDOEhrough annual selévaluation

reports using a standardized reporting template. This report discusses the findings from the evaluation
strategies established by tHeMERelated 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 ahd FDOEstaff 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. Hovez, theFMEPPprovides guidance in identifying evidenbased
strategies through the continuous improvement cyclere comprehensive needsaessment@NA,

the service deliverylpn SDP, andthe process obngoingevaluation. The evaluatioserves asin

annual status check on progress made in implementing targeted services and in measuring the
effectiveness of those servigesnabling he state director to identify promising practices within districts
that can be shared for intrastate (and interstatajordinationin addres#ngthe unigue needs of migrant
youth. The evaluation findingse intended toassist theFMEHRN making midcourse corrections to

improve impact.

The evaluation alsserves as a wayp communicate what is known about services dhelir impacton
various stakeholdergindings are shared and discussed with local coordinators to provide a statewide
perspective and bcalcoordinatorsare encouraged to make distri#vel decisions based on their
evaluation results. The evaluationsisared with theFlorida Migrant Parent Advisory Coun&iMPA¢

for discussion witland feedback frormigrant familiesabout the direction oFMERPservice provision.

The report is also intended to communicate with tieeleral Office of Migrant Educatio(OME about

the extent to which statutory requirements ateeing met in responst the needs of migrant youth in
achieving challenging academic standards.

Specifically, the MEP was created in 1966 under Title I, Part C Bfaheentary and Secondary
Edwation Act ESEPand has been amended, most recently in 2001 throughNbeChild 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 highquality and comprehensive educational programs for migratory childrdretp
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,staig¢ 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) Enrsure 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 overmoeducational disruption, cultural and
language barriers, social isolation, various headttated 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 topostsecondary 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 migoay 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
guardianin obtainingtemporary or seasonal employment in agricultural or fishwayk, has moved

from one school district to another.
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Methodology and Evaluation Process

Approach

¢CKS S@lfdza GdA2y LINRPOS&Za Aad SYOSRRSR Ay (KS a9t Qa
SDP processender§ 200.83 of ESEAstate education agencySEAthat 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:

1 Performance targets that the state has adopted forchildren in reading and mathematics
achievement, high school graduatioates and number of school dropouts, school readiness and
any other targets identified for migrant children;

1 Needs assessment to address the unique educatimplirementsof migrant children resulting
from the migratory lifestyle and any other neetigt allowthem to participate effectively in
school;

1 Service delivery strategies that the SEA will pursue on a statewide basis to addreagied
needs; and

1 Evaluation of tle effectiveness of the prograpmcludingMeasurableProgramOutcomes MPO3
as authorized under Sec. 1306 of NCLB.

This evaluation report is framed to measure the implementation and effectiveness of the strategies and
MPGs outlined in the2012SDPRwhich updated the prior SDP completed in 200Be MPOs were based
on a gap analysis between migrant and faigrantstudent achievement and includie following
School Readiness:
Percentage of migrant students (who received migrant funding or faeltpreschool services)
K2 RSY2YyaiuNraGS aoOK22t NBFIRAYySaa Fa YSIadaNBR

over the next three to five years.

Percentage of migrant eligible children (ages three to five) receiving preschool services by the
MEP orother community agencies needs to increase by 12% points.

Reading/English Language Development:
Percentage of migrant students wisgore satisfactoryn reading will increase to 83% and the
achievement gap between migrant and rorigrant students will dcrease over the next three

to five years.

Percentage of migrariEnglish Language Learndssl(§ who score satisfactoryn reading needs
to increase by 6% points over the next three to five years.

All migrant children entering 4th grade will be readorggrade level (or higher) over the next
three to five years.

Mathematics
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Percentage of migrant students wisgore satisfactoryn mathematics will increase to 82% and
the achievement gap between migrant and nomgrant students will decrease over thexie
three to five years.

Percentage of migrantLEs whoscore satisfactory imath 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 namgrant 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 fieans.

Out-of-School Youth*

Percentage of migrardut-of-school youth QSYreceiving 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 (expregsan 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 rétated
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 mighasénts 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 garehmigrant 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 identiftad YE: educational continuity,
instructional time, school engagement, English language developmeémtational support in the home,
health and access to services.

The SDP is the guiding force for implementing programs ifrshEPat both state and local levels. It lays
afoundation of methods to strengthen suppddr migrant students and familie®lated 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 guidan(especially as it relates to federal rules and guidelined)Eés, the
FMEPRoffice offers several opportunities to disseminate information and materials to assist LEAS in
implementing and evaluating their programs. These opportunities inclwd® annual statewide

meetings (one offered to all federal Titlgograms and the other specifically to MEP)pimnthly
conference calls, onsite technical assistance (through monitoring and targeted assistance), webinars and
emails. These activities ensure th&As recewas much informatioras isfeasible from theFMERo

meet the needs of migrant students and the goals of the SDP.

DataCollection

The primary data source for this analysis was a districtes@iuation reporting template. LEAs maintain
autonomy in implementing strategies and services that meet thegal contextand have flexibility in
designing their services to address established goals in ways that function optimally for their districts.
Each LEA, however, is requiredusethe standardied district seHevaluation reporting template (in

Excel format) antb submita reportto FDOHEwice a yearEach year, the template, with any revisions
from the prior yeay is disseminated in the fall; districts send migarreportsto FDOEn Januaryas a
checkpoint on programming implementatipandfinal programyearreportswith outcome dateare due

in Octoberfor summative analysis

The template andompanionguidebook were developed with input frothe statewide Evaluation

Work Group comprisedf team members with expertise in migrant education programming and
evaluation.The Work Group represents a cresection of staff district coordinators, teachers,

evaluators and data speciakst who collectively provide important feedback and insighterider for

the FMERo engage in meaningful evaluation while also being responsive to diverse local MEP contexts.
Work Group discussions focused on operationalizing stigeel program measures, revising the

template for clarity, and reducing the data burdéo district MEPSs to the extent feasible. The goal of the
Evaluation Work Group was to make the gelborting template the one tool that serves to encapsulate
reporting requirements for district MEPs while enabling the state to aggregate consisteittdesiel

data for a statewide review of programming.

Thedistrict selfreporting evaluatiortemplatereflects the SDP throudiour main sections:
Part I. PogramInformation(basic contact information)
Part Il.Programimplementation

a) MEP StafDevelopment/Training: type and frequency of professional development
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b) Partnerships: extent to which MEP utiliZesleral, state, LEAnd othercommunity and
business partners in serving migrant children

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

d) Identification and Recruitment: descriptions of strategies used to recruit migrant students,
familiesand CGBY

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

Part Ill. Student Activities

a) Students Served: demographic information providedmBOE

b) Reading: type, frequency and participation in student read#lgted activitiesand use of
evidencebased strategies

c) Mathematics: type, frequency and participation in student mathematétated activitiesand
use of evidencévased strategies

d) Graduation: type, frequencgnd patrticipation in student school completioalated activities
and use of evidencbased strategies

e) School Readiness: type, frequency and participation in presaktaied activitiesand use of
evidencebased strategies

f) OSYtype, frequencyand participation inrDS¥Yrelated activities and use of evidenbased
strategies

g) Health type, frequencyand participation irhealth-related activities

h) School Engagement Indicat@xtracurricular Participation: summary of student survey data
(described below)

i) School Engagement Indicat@ncouragement: summary of student survey data

Part IV. Student Oubenes

a) Reading and Mathematics Achievemea$ measured by thElorida Comprehensive
Assessment TesECATor FCAT 2.0number/percentage of migrant students tested;
number/percentage of migrant students who scored at or above proficient (disaggregated by
PFS, B_status,grades 310 for reading and grade3-8 for mathematick gap in proficiency
level between migrant and nemigrant students; growth by scale score
b) Algebra I, Geometrydnd Biology Achievement: as measured BOC exams
number/percentageof migrant students (entering gradesl® for Algebra |, entering grade 9
for Geometry | and entering gradesl9 for Biology ) tested; number/pegentage of migrant
students passinthe EOC
c) Reading and Mathematics Gains: percentage of migrant studegtgdes 310 who
demonstrate growth as measured by adequate annual learningsdayi a it 6 SQa | aa.
d) School Readiness: results fréftorida Kindergarten Readiness Scredr€KRGprovided by
FDOEnumber of kndergarten children who receivaigrant funded or facilitated preschool
ASNIAOSAT LISNOSyidlF3aS gK2 RSY2YailuNraGS aoOK22f
e) English Proficiency: ELL achievement results providé&DIQE
f) Graduationrates of migrantl2" grade graduation; gap in graduation rates between migrant
and nonmigrant peers; percentage of migrant students in gradd®3vho increase their
grade point average3dPA; retention rates
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g) FCAT Tutoring: extent to which migrant students who participateat least three months of
MERfunded or facilitated tutoring and/or academic services in preparation for the
FCATFCAT2.assed

The Evaluation Work Group also developleicte survey instruments to gather statewide qualitative
data on parent involvemerdnd secondary school engagement. The template guidebook inelude
instructions on survey sampling and administratiiRefer to AppendiAfor parent survey instruments
and Appendix Bor student surveynstruments.)LEAs identified and reported dheir sanple size and
administration in the templateParent survey guidance included a weighted operational definition of
GLI NByad Ay@2ft @gSYSyidée G2 Syadz2NB |, reQaingbidanyat A @S
more than just one meeting. The secondatydent survey included standardized items related to
receiving academiencouragementrom MEP or other school stadhdinvolvement in extracurricular
activities. Districts calculated resuftem all surveyinstruments and reported summary statisticstire
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

TheFMERevaluation uses both descriptive statistics on service provision and migrant student outcomes,
together with growth modeling and gap analysis of migrant student outcomes compared tmigpant
student outcomes. Each measure is directly aligned tdvR&s as outlined in the 2013DP. The model

is limited by differential definitions of time spent on various activities, differences in the extent to which
programdescriptions were standardizexhd availability of relevant local assessment data.

Data fromdistrict MEPs were combined to create a statewide database from whidhaw findings.
Analysis included:

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

1 Categorizing major program activities in eamtntentarea of migrant sident support and
reporting descriptive statistics regarding enrollment, number of activities, and time spent in each
area

1 Calculating year over year gains in student performance for migrant anehmgrant students on
FCAT assessments

1 Galculating gaps andhanges in gaps between migrant and raigrant students on FCAHCAT
2.0andgraduation rates

1 Galculating gaps and changes in gaps between migrant andmgrant students on other SDP
indicators collected

Data collection and analysis weemhanced in the 2032014 evaluation througimproved

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
recommendaions.Direct comparison of distriedetermined assessments is not possible due to the
variety used by Florida MEPs, although reporting of gains andhgaguress defensible Adjustments

to data submitted via the seleporting template are noted when mad
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Thirty-two LOAgeceived funding between 2008 arz)14 and provided data in sefvaluation reporting
forms (se€Tablel). Most LOAgeceived funding each yeaosne LOA(Sumter) stopped receiving funding
starting in 2012011;and ae LOA(Lake Wales Chartebpgan receiving funding in the 202012
school yea(SY)

Between S¥20082010,LOAsanswered operended questions on the seffvaluation reporting forms.
Between S¥20102014 seltevaluation reporting forms were modified allow LOAd0 choose
responses from a preset list of options for some questions. Therefore, the following report includes
separate tables for data from $20082010 and for 20102014 (where applicable).

Tablel. LOAData Available b$Y 20082014

School Year

2008 2009 2016 2011 2012 2013
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

<

Alachua
Broward
Collier
DeSoto
Glades
Hardee
Hendry
Highlands
Hillsborough
Indian River
Lafayette
Lake

Lake Wales
Charter*
Lee
Madison
Manatee
Marion
Martin
Miami Dade
Okeechobee
Orange
Osceola
PAEC

Palm Beach
Pasco

Polk
Putnam
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School Year

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Sarasota \Y \ \ \Y \Y
St.Lucie \ \ \Y \% \
Sumter** V \Y
Suwanee \Y \ \ \ \ \Y
Volusia \% \% \% \% \% \%

* Lake Wales Charter did not become a school district for federal reporting purposesYofill-2012.
**In 2010-2011, Sumter County ceased to have a distéeel MEP.

Demographics

TheFMEHRs among the four largest in the United States in terms of the numbaerigfanteligible
students and guth served(along with Californialexas and Washington The number of migrant
served studentsn Floridarosefrom 25,781 (S20092010) to 26,267 (SY 202D12), fell to 25,635n SY
20122013 and then rose to 27,214 in SY 2Rl 4, its highest point in five yeaResults showim
Figurel, Table2, Table3, andTable4.

Migrant Students Served by Year

27500
27000
26500
26000
25500
25000

24500
2009-10 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Figurel. FMEP Migrant Students Served by Year

Twenty-one percentof migrantserved students in 20:2013and 20% in 201:2014qualified asPriority
for Service RF$ the most highly mobile, at risk subgroufspproximatelyd0% of studentsvere
elementaryagedin SY 2012014 15% were high school age, and approximately 23% were age 3
through Kindergarten. Fra SY 2012013 to SY 2012014, the eligible PHK and Kindergarten
populations declined even as the overall numbeeldiblemigrant students increased. Although grades
1 through 4 and 6 through 12 increased (grade 5 stayed the same), the largessaoresdigible

migrant students occurred in the OSY (grade 30) category, which increased from 3,640 to 4,608.
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Table2. Migrant Servedemographic Data, SY 202214

2012 2013

2013 2014
Total # | 25,635| 27,214
# | 7,885 8,220
ELLLEP (LY) % 31 30
# | 5,359 5,506
PFS % 21 20
PFS without age-8 (not KG) i;) 5’2275 5’438
Children with Disabilities (IDEA) 7;) 2’623
Dropouts Z) 112

Note: ELL¢ English language learners, LEP ¢LLYihitedEnglish 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, @fgasitastonal
model/approach), PFSPriority for Services

Table3. Migrant StudentsServedoy Grade LeveRK through Grade &Y 2012014

P O O 0 04 0 06 0 08
2012 | 4,634| 2,051] 1,908| 1,689| 1,695| 1,341| 1,332| 1,281 1,152| 1,132
2013 18% 8% 7% 7% 7% 5% 5%| 5% 4% 4%
2013 | 4,294| 1,917| 2,049| 1,838| 1,806| 1,465| 1,332| 1,329| 1,301| 1,198
2014 16% 7% 8% 7% 7%| 5% 5%| 5%| 5% 4%

Table4. Migrant StudentsServedby Grade Level, Grades 9 through 30, SY -2012

09 O O
2012 |1,132| 1,005 875| 768] 3,640
2013 4%| 4%| 3%| 3%| 14%
2013 | 1,208| 1,089| 953| 827| 4,608
2014 4%| 4%| 4%| 3%| 17%

Note: GradecWo n Q A a
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Overview of Reading Outcomes

Reading Strategy Priorities: From SY
20102014, 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, asusing
technology and tools for literacy.

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

The percent of migrant students
scoring at or above reading
proficiency on the FCAT 2.0
increased from 30% in 2911-2012
to 31% in SY 2012013 and fell
back to 30% in SY 202814.

The gap between migrant and non
migrant students proficient in
reading increased from 18% in
2011-2012 to 22% in 2022013 and
fell to 19% in 2012014, the
historical average.

Districts reported that 51% of
migrant students showed learning
gains during SYs 202913 and
20132014.

22|

Reading

At the time of the first CNA (2005), Florida migrant students
scoredapproximately25% lower than nomigrant sudents in
readingon the FCAT. As a result of the initial CNA and SDP
implementation,local MEPs were required to implement or
facilitate literacy programmintp address the unique educational
needs of migrant students in order to close this achievement gap
by addresingthe factors that impede academic success in
reading (e.g.implementinga summer school literacy program

that supplements instruction lost during the regular school year).
TheCNA Expert Wor&roup in Reading examined the research
and evidence base in readjnn the context of th&evenAreas of
Goncern for migrant students and recommended foiciggon
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) iartde
Request for Application (RFA) language:

Migrant EducatiorProgramswill implementliteracy

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 shob&lgiven to hiring or
consulting with a reading advocate (e.g., a certified teacher with
experience in second language acquisition who isweefied in
recent literacy research, can implement differentiated instruction,
and is able to work with adult leaers).

TheCNA Expert Wortroupalso recommended thalistricts use
reading advocateto help shape literacy programming and to
provide technical assistance to MEP staff. A number of strategies
were also suggested to help districts think through thiéaracy
programming(e.g., family outreach, sustained professional
development for MEP staff, e)cThe state articulated these
recommendations in its SDP and RFA to strongly encourage MEPs
to utilize these strategies while also allowing flexibility for

districtsin identifying solutions hat meet their particular context.

Districtsare held accountable to the outcome meassras stated
in the 2012 SDPhe percentage of migrant students wisgcore
satisfactory irreading (65% 2008SDP an®3%- 2012 SDPwill
increase and the achievement gap between migrant and-non
migrant students will decrease.



MPO Summary

o MPO: Rrcentage of migrant students whecore satisfactoryn 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 2012012 and SY 2012&014. Migrant students in some grades performed
better than others (e.g., students in Grade 7 were 29% proficient in readi®y 2011

2012, and increased to 37% in SY 20034; 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 DilSZ@14, 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 withioau

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

Status: Met

Overall, the achievement gap decreased between SY-2012 and SY 2013014 (from
22% to 19%) hough it remains at historical average (and is up from 18% in SY220B).
Again, some grade levels saw greater improvement than others: Grades 7 and 8
experienced significant improvement in the gap from SY 2B to SY 2013014,
moving from gaps df8% to 13% in Grade 7, and from 19% to 11% in Grade 8.

o MPO: Percentage of migrantLEs whoscore satisfactoryn readng needs to increase by
6% points over the next three to five years

Status: Not Met

Reading proficiencamong migrant ELsas measured bthe FCAT 2,@lecreased from
22% to 19% from SY 202012 to SY 2013014.

o MPO:AIl migrant children entering # grade will be eading on grade level (or higher)
over the next three to five years

Status: Not Met

In SY 201-2014,29%0f migrant studentsvere reading at a proficierével at the end of
grade 3.

Implementation

Most districts prioritize high quality curriculum with progress moriitg and the use of
technologysupported learning to help migrant students advance in readi@Ashose the t@
three strategiesemphasized during the school ydartheir district MERseeTable5). Some
strategiesmay have been used thare not reflected in theeresults asthey were not a top three
priority. Sixtyfive percentof LOAIn 20122013, and 62% in 2013014 indicated providing high
quality curriculum that igligned with tools for assessment and progress monitqgnmigle 48%
and 55%respectivelyindicated utilizing technology and other tools for literaBamily literacy
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activities decreased as a priority rom 202@13 to 20122014, as did the provision of information
aboutscientifically basedeading strategies, which remained a top priority despite the decrease

%LOAS

ReadingStrategyPriorities 20122013 20132014
N=31 N=29

Provide high quality curriculum that is aligned with tog

for assessment and progress monitoring to meet 65% 62%
individualized student needs
Utilize technologynd other tools 48% 55%

Provide information and materials to instructional staf
on scientificallypased reading strategies

Provide information and materials to migrant and
general education staff on advocacy, credit accrual, g 29% 34%
graduationenhancement of Recovery OSY

Offer family literacy opportunities to migrant parents,
including homebased tutoring to model promising 29% 17%
practices and basic English adults

Provide information and materials to instructional staf
on scientificallypbased and ESL strategies to utilize wit 26% 21%
migrant students

Other(including supplemental support and tutoring fo
PFSGEDProgram, references and resources for stude 23% 36%
use at home and parent instructional resources)
Emphasie languagéased content instruction using

42% 31%

0, 0
sheltered instruction with Hs 16% 21%
Utilize strategies and programs in place for dropout
prevention and/or recovery (e.g., CRORyHHSchool 13% 7%

EquivalencyProgram (HER)Career Academies,
Entrepreneurshigprograms, etc.)

Observe migrant instructional advocates and other
instructors to identify effective practices and areas 10% 7%
needing further development

Provide training to MEP staff on resources and strate

0, 0,
for OSY 6% 0%
Provide sustainednd intensive professional 6% 7%
development
Sponsor a collaborative portfolio exchange among
districts and means to share assessment tool 0% 0%

information

LOAgeported onthe focus, purpose anexpected outcomes of each activity intended to
influence migrant student achievement in readidgtivities included tutoring, individual and

24| Page



small group reading instrtion, in-class academic suppaahd access to supplemental technology
(e.g., Kindles).

Across thdour most recent evaluation yearsost LOAffered at least oneservicefocused on
student achievemenin reading and all did so in 2023014 éeeTable6). About a quarter of. OAs
offered readingservicedocused on credit accrual/graduati@nd student engagement.
Leadershigocused activities were minimahd were more likely to be found in the graduation
category reported below.

010-20 0 0 0 0 0 014

0 Purpose, o pected O 0 5 5
Leadership activities 0% 4% 0% 3%
Student achievement 89% 89% 94% 100%
Postsepondary transition/alternative 4% 0% 3%
education
Credit accrual/graduation 29% 21% 29% 24%
Student engagement 18% 14% 16% 28%

Across all yearshe highest percentagef readingactivitiesadopted byL OAsvere thosefocused
on student achievemengseeTable7).

01020 0 0 0 0 0 014
0 Purpose, O pected O 0
48 4 0 ®
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
readingactivities that were various formof direct instruction aimed at increasing reading
achievement duringgY2013-2014 (seeTable8).
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Focus, Purpose, or

20102011

201312012

20122013

20132014

o b} b} o
o o o o
% % % n
) wn 8 [7)] wn 8 [72] wn 8 [72] [72] 8
Expected Outcomes I5l= c I 5= € T SR= = T ilR= e T
"CB‘ ® ® 1) "CB' ®© ® O "CB’ ® ® U "c—c‘ © (] O
o .2 2 o o .2 2 o C a2 e o C o .2 e o C
S £ 2 £ = 2 £8§ Sg 2 £3& S g 23
€3 T g €& s S22 €3 T > E& s 932
<o a < <o a I <o a Im < o I M
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
Studentachievement 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 35 14 61.0 0 0 0 6 6 0.2
education
Credit accrual/ 356 260  107.1| 565 238 268 | 133 120 2.8 88 86 33
graduation
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

*QOther outcomes were manually enterbgt some.OAsand were not chosen from the list of providgutions Examples included L y ONB I & S

t NEFAOASYyOe

Ay

a20ALT X SY20A2y It I ySippod ® Budéntsffamiis Snid teaches ivifl impagt Budént achievemsomel OAsndicated the average number of hours
and duraton (e.g., one hour per week for 36 weeks), whereas others only indicated the number of hours (e.g., one hour). Giwvas ti@tppssible to determine whether the
latter was the total number of hours for a week, month, or year, the total average nuofl@urs by activity type or funding source should be interpreted with caution.
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The FCAT measures student achievement in reading and mathematics. Beginning in
20102011, the reading assessment was revised for sttelangrades 40 and the
mathematics assessment was revised for students in gradewdetter align with the
Next Generation Sunshine State Standards. During the transition year, scores on the
FCAT 2.0 assessment were reported as FCAT Equivaless.Fr the2011-2012school
year, scores on the reading and mathematics assessment were based on the new cult
scores that were established in December 2011.

Given the changes in the assessment, scores from S¥220Plare reported as the
baseline andire reported together with SY 202013 and SY 2013014 scores.

Table9 shows the percentage of migrant studenéstingat or above reading proficiency on the
FCAT 2.0 during SYs 2@ 2through 20132014. Of the 22 OAgeporting scoresn 20132014,
18 experiencedncreased percentages of proficient studeatsd 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 chargs should be interpreted with caution.

20112012 20122013 20132014
# % # % # %
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%
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2011-2012 20122013 20132014

# % # % # %
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%

Overal] 30% of migrant students demonstrated proficiency in reading, with no changeShvm
2011-2012 throughSY2013-2014 (se€Table69in Appendix DFigurel and Figure2 below). PFS
student performance increased from 20%6982011-2012 to 22% i15Y20132014, and ELL
migrant student performance decreased fr&22% to 19% during the same period.
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% Migrant Students At/Above
Proficiency

1 N '}

Agtﬁ”(ﬁrni’;t PFS ELL Migrant | Non ELL Migrant
= 2011-2012 30% 20% 22% 40%
 2012-2013 31% 19% 19% 40%
2013-2014 30% 22% 19% 38%

Figurel. Percentage oMigrant Sudents at or abovdreadingProficiency on FCAT 2.8%2011-
2014
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m2011-2012 29% 36% 37% 30% 29% 30% 24% 25%

m2012-2013 28% 37% 34% 35% 34% 28% 27% 28%
2013-2014 29% 35% 34% 31% 37% 37% 24% 25%

% Migrant Students At/Above
Proficiency

Figure2. Percentage d¥ligrant Sudents at or abovdreadingProficiency onFCAT 2.0 by Grade
Level, S¥2011-2014

The gap between migrant and nanigrant students in FCAT reading performance decreased from
22% in SY 2012013 to 19% in SY 202814, but remainedvithin the historical average (see
Tablel0). Additional detail by grade level is showrilablel2, Tablel3, Figure4, Figure5, and
Figure6. Grades 7 and 8xperienced significant improvement in the gap from SY 213 to SY
20132014, moving from gaps of ¥&o 13%in Grade 7, and from 28to 11%in Grade 8.

Tablel0. Reading Proficiency GayYs 2002014 (All Grades)

% gra ge % NO gra
> ~ ap
oficle ae oficle
20082009 38 58 20%
20092010 40 59 19%
20102011 37 55 18%
20112012 31 49 18%
20122013 31 53 22%
20132014 32 51 19%
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Figure3. ReadingProficiencyGaps:Migrant andNon-Migrant Sudents,SYs 2002014 (All Grades)

Tablell. Reading Proficiency Gaps FCAT 2.8y Grade LeveBY 2012012

00 OI'd
0% NO ara
e - ad
- e O e

oficie
All Student¥ 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 1%

*Note: data are not included faone LOAthat reported 5200% of nemigrant students and 5400% of students in
grade three who scored at or above proficient in reading.
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Figured. Gaps irReadingachievement betweerMigrant andNon-Migrant Sudentson FCAT 2.0,
SY 2012012

Tablel2. Reading Proficiency Gaps FCAT 2.§Y 2012013

0% NO gra
- de de Dro . alo
oficie

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 1%
Grade 9 27 46 1%
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 forgrade level results is 8,921. % Migrant Studéisficient is calculated as number of migrant students
proficient or higher divided by the number of Migrant Students tested. %\WNignant Students Proficient is the
average of the % neNligrant Proficient as reported by districts. No raw numbers ofmairant students tested were
available to calculate a weighted average.
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Figureb. Gaps irReading Ahievement betweerMigrant andNon-Migrant Sudentson FCAT 2.0,
SY 2012013

Tablel3. Reading ProficieycGapson FCAT 2.8Y 2012014

0 AI'a 0
0 O JI'd
gde - al)
- O[S O >
oficie
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 studerdi8,#93 % Migrant Students Proficient is
calculated as number of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the number of Migrant Students tested. %
NonMigrant Students Proficient is the average of the %-ktgrant Proficient as reported by districts. No raw
numbers of nomigrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted average.
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Districtreported learning gains for students with FCAT scores for the prior and current school year
were the same overall from SY 262Q@13 to SY 2013014 with 51% of migrant students overall
demonstrating reading learning gains (Sesblel4 and Tablel5).

s edMiqgra g Jra oe %% qra gde
> 10 ead O
Je > 10 ed O all
All Students 7,490 3,792 51%
PES 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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Figure7. Percentage oMigrant Sudents withReadingGains,SY 20122013

Tablel5. DistrictReported Learning GaimsReadingSY 2012014

a ed Qra g Jra oe %% a ge
> 10 ed O

O[S > 10 a a
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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Figure8. Percentage oMigrant Sudents withReadingGains,SY 2012014
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Mathematics

Florida migrant students scorepproximately25% 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 mathematgprogramming that
addressed the unique educational needs of migrant students in
order to close this achievement gap, with a recommended focus
on rigor and cultural relevancas well ashe use of

manipulatives in instruction to build concrete models of
mathematical concepts. THENA Expert Wortroup in
Mathematics examined the research and evidence base in
mathematics and recommended working with a math coach (e.qg.,
a qualified math teaher with experience in second language
acquisition)andpartnering, 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 implemennhathematicsprogramming

that addresses the special and unigue 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 withraath coach (e.qg., a certified

math teacher with experience in second language acquisition, who
is wellversed in recent research, can implement differentiated
instruction, and is able to work with adult learnerExtra points

will be given to programminthat includes collaboration with

local universities, junior colleges, and/or industries.

A number of strategies were also suggested to help districts think
through their mathematics programmin@.g., home outreach to
create learning activities witparents, strategic contedbased
tutoring, professional development for MEP staff, §t€he state
articulated these recommendations in its SDP and RFA to strongly
encourage MEPs to utilize these strategies while also allowing
flexibility for districts tadentify solutions hat meet their

particular context.

Ultimately, districts were to be held accountable to the outcome
measure as stated: the percentage of migrant students sdmre
satisfactory irmathematics (68%2008 SDP; 8292012 SDIPwill
increase and the achievement gap between migrant and-non
migrant students will decrease.



o MPO: Rercentage of migrant students whecore satisfactoryn mathematicswill
increase to 82% [over the next three to five years]

Status: NotMet

Overall, 41% of migrant students demonstrated FCAT 2.0 proficiency in mathematics in SY
20132014, an increase from 37% in SY 20012. Migrant students in Grade 4 had the
largest increase, from to 43% in SY 2@012 to 50% in SY 202814, but nogrades

achieved the 82% targethough 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 LOASs reporting scores in SY-2013, 14experienced
increased percentages of proficient students and 12 decreased.

o MPO: [Tlhe achievement gap [in mathematics proficiency] between migrant and non
migrant students will decreasever the next three to five years

Status: Met

Although there was naehange in the overall performance gap in FAMmathematics
proficiency from SY 2012013 to SY 2013014,both yearsrepresent a 6% decrease in the
gap from SY 2012012 (from 15% to 9%)

o MPO:Percentage of migrantlEs whoscore satisfactoryn math needs to increase by 6%
points over the next threeo five years

Status:Not Met

Mathematicsproficiencyamong migrant EL, as measured by the FCAT ,dricreased from
28% to 32% between SY 202012 andSY 2012014 a 4 percentageoint gain

LOAsNdicated four clear priorities for mathematics instruction: using technology to promote
math skills, tutoring foPFStudents, high quality curriculum with progress monitoring, aisd of
concrete approache® build mental models ofnath (seeTablel6). In SY 201-2014, 56%0f
granteesindicated utilizingechnology and other tools to promote math skills development and
literacyand content-based tutoring in math totadents identified aPFS63% provided high
guality curriculum with progress monitimg, and 44% prioritizethe use ofconcrde approaches
Granteesonly chose the top three strategies emphasized during the schoo] yeare strategies
may have beemnisedbut are not reflected in the results becautey were not in the top three.

%LOAS

MathematicsStrategy Priorities 20122013 20132014
N=31 N=29

Utilize technology gnd other tools to promote math skills 61% 560
development and literacy
Provide strategic, conterbased tutoring in math to students 55% 56%
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identified as FS
Provide high quality curriculum that is aligned with tools fo

assessment and progress monitoring to meet individualize 48% 63%
studentneeds

Use concrete approaches (e.g., manipulatives) to build me 3204 44%
models of math concepts

Hire or consult with a math advocate (e.g., a certified teact 23% 19%
Instruct parents on using math resources in the home 19% 11%
Providemath programming that focuses on rigor and cultur 19% 11%
relevance

Provide information and materials to instructional staff on 13% 4%
scientificallybased math and ESL strategies

Other(including after school tutoring for atsk migrant

students, FCAT tutoring, and instructional materials for yot 10% 7%
and families)

Observe migrant instructional advocates and other instruct

to identify effective practices and areas needfagher 6% 0%
development

Emphasize academic language in corigmécific instruction, 6% 15%

using sheltered instruction withLEEs

Offer math literacy opportunities to migrant parents,
including homebased tutoring to model promising practices 3% 0%
and basid&English for adults

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

Train math coaches/advocates to support MEP staff skills
development

3% 7%

3% 7%

LOAsNdicated the focus, purpose, or expected outcomes of each activity intended to influence
migrant student achievement imathematics Activities included tutoringnath gamesindividual
and small group instructigrand access to supplemental technology (egmputer program}
Across thdour most recent evaluation yearagarly allLOAsffered at least one service focused
on student achievement in matfseeTablel7). FewerLOAffered adivities that focusecbn

credit accrual/graduation, leadershgnd student engagement

Tablel7. Percentage oEOAffering Services in MathematicSY2010-2014

_ 010 0 0
O PpOSe, O peciel

0 0 014
O O > O 0O O
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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FromSY20102014 the vastmajority of LOAmath activitieswere either wholly or partially
migrantfunded (seeTablel8). The most recet evaluation year, SY 20E®14 saw anotable
increase in services funded hygrant sourcegompared to theprevious year

Focus, Purpose, or

Expected Outcomes

20122013

Funding Source

20132014

Leadershigactivities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Student 25 46 7 16 23 55 11 55
achievement

Credit 3 6 0 1 2 3 0 1
accrualigraduation

Student Engagemen| 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1

Note: C= MEP partially funded/facilitated; M MEP fully funded; © Other funding source; PPartnerfunded

The highest percentage &fOAmathematicsactivities were focused on student achievement
across all years of the evaluaticse€Tablel9).

01020 0 0 0 0 /
0 Purpose, o pected Outces 06
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%

LOAsNdicated the average number of hours students were selweélunding source (seEable
20). In SY 2012013, migrant funding served as the primary resourcenfath activities(167.6
hours), and migrant funds were at least partiatgsponsible for an average of 168 hoyier
student Migrant funded hours per student fell to 74 in SY 2@034, though the evaluators
believe the time figures to be sufficiently unreliable that no conclusiongeasonablybe drawn

from them.

Funding Source

20122013 20132014
M o) P C M o)
Anticipated 2152|5758 | 259 | 716 | 471 | 6.612| 335 | 179
Students
Actual Students| 3509 | 6542 | 218 | 693 | 425 | 7.216| 140 | 122
Average How | o/ | 16061 102.8| 33.0| 22.4| 73.3 | 55.5| 19.8
Per Student
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Reported

Note: C= MEP patrtially funded/facilitated; M MEP fully funded; & Other funding source; PPartnerfunded

Somel OAsndicated 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 farweek, month or year, the total average number of hours by activity type or
funding source should be interpreted with caution.

LOAgeported that they served 10,962 participants in mathdios activities in SY 202013and
7,903in SY 2012014 éeeTable2l). In both years, te highestaverage number of hours per
studentwasoffered for activities focused ostudent achievement, followed by credit
accrual/graduation, although time data should be interpreted with caution.

20122013 20132014

- 2 2 - 2 2

L C c = o C c P
Focus, Purpose, or g 8 8 8 < 8 8 +

S S » S o © 0 O
Expected Outcomes o5 = 5 S = 5o

€ & 3 s} < 3 o 2

<a a T <a a T O
Leadership activities 0 0 0 4 3 16
Student achievement 8,479 | 10,334 | 1116 | 7,491 | 7,821 54.6
Credit accrual/ graduatioff 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

The FCAT measures student achievement in reading and mathematics. Beginnil
SY 201011, the reading assessment was revised for students in gratiésa8d
the mathematics assessment was revised for students in gra@e® detter align
with the NextGeneration Sunshine State Standards. During the 2P transition
year, scores on the new FCAT 2.0 assessment were reported as FCAT Equivale
Scores. Beginning in the 202012 school year, scores on the reading and
mathematics assessment were basedtbe new cut scores that were established i
December 2011.

Given the changes in the assessment, scores from S¥220Plare reported as the
baseline and are reported together with SY 2213 and SY 2013014 scores.

Prior year results are included Appendix D and cannot be compared directly to tk
2011-2014 results.
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Table22 shows the percentage of migrant students testing at or above mathematics proficiency
on the FCAT 2.0 during SYs 2Q012, 20122013 and 2012014 by district. More districts
increased than decreased the percent proficient in mathematics from S¥Zilli3o SY 2013
2014, with 14 districts increasing compared to 12 decreasiogvever, 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.

Table22. Percentage of Migrant Students at or Above Math Proficiency on EOAYLOA SYs
2011-2014

2011-2012 20122013 20132014
# % # % # %
Tested Proficient Tested Proficient Tested Proficient

Alachua 143 43% 145 45% 183 44%
Broward 32 25% 49 35%
Collier 1091 3% 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 3% 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 2013014, from 37% to 41% proficient (s€able70in Appendix DFigure9 and
FigurelQ). During the same period, PFS student performance in mathematics increéase@ @b

to 32% proficient, while ELL migrant students increased from 28% to 32% proficgttuld be
noted that data for Gades 9 and 10 were missing for most LOAs dubdamplementation ofan
Endof-Course assessment in Algebra I.

°>’ 100%
_§ 90%
80%
E 70%
8 = 60%
c C
o .9 50%
3 ..g 40%
EQ 5 30%
% 20%
= 10%
= 0% All Migrant Non ELL
S Students PFS ELL Migrant Migrant
m2011-2012 37% 27% 28% 43%
m2012-2013 42% 31% 30% 48%
1 2013-2014 41% 32% 32% 49%

Figure9. Percentage aMigrant Sudents at or aboveMathematicsProficiencyon FCAT 2.0y SY

2011-2014

*Note that data for grades 9 and 10 were miigsfor mostLOAglue to implementation ohn EOCassessment in

Algebra I.
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FigurelO. Percentage ofMigrant Sudents at or abovéMathematicsProficiencyon FCAT 2.8y

Grade Level an8Y 20112014

*Note that data for grades 9 and 10 weneissng for mostLOAglue to implementation ocin EOCassessment in

Algebra 1.
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Although there was no change in the overall performance gap in FCAT mathematics proficiency
from SY 2012013 to SY 2013014, both years represent &&lecrease in the gap fro SY 2011
2012. Across all evaluation yeattse trend in migrant studeninath proficiencyvis-a-vis non

migrant peershasgenerallybeen one of improvementsgeTable23 and Figurell). Exanination

of the per grade level gaps in the tables and charts that follow shiogveases in grade 3, 4 and 5
gaps from SY 2012013 to SY 2013014 (from 3nwto 8%), and decreases in grade(from 1Ps6to

5%).

Table23. Mathematics ProficiencGapsSYs 2002014 (All Grades)

% gra ae % NO gra ade
» » ap)
O > O >

20082009 50 63 13%
20092010 53 65 12%
20102011 49 59 10%
20112012 37 52 15%
20122013 42 51 9%
20132014 41 50 9%
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Figurell Mathematics Proficiency Gaps: Migrant and Mdigrant StudentsSYs 2002014 (All
Grades)
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Table24. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps FCAT 2,8Y 2012012

%0 3 ae % NoO gra
» D, ap)
O > O[S O >

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 proficieigher divided by the
number of Migrant Students tested. % Niligrant Students Proficient is the average of the %-Nigrant Proficient
as reported by districts. No raw numbers of famoigrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted
average.

-
o
o

90
80
70
60

50 - -——— % Migrant Students
e — Proficient

30 = == 0% Non-Migrant Students
Proficient

20

% Students At/Above Proficiency

b@’b b@v 6@‘0 b?’b 66/\ 60%
2

‘;)&b N N I R S
®

&

Figurel2. Gaps irMathematics achievemerdn FCAT 2.BetweenMigrant andNon-Migrant
Sudentsby Grade Leve§Y 201-2012
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Table25. Mathematics Proficiency Gaps FCAT 2,8Y 2012013

Pro e ge Pro e AP
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 calculatechamber of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the
number of Migrant Students tested. % Niiigrant Students Proficient is the average of the %-RWgrant Proficient
as reported by districts. No raw numbers of aoigrant students tested weravailable to calculate a weighted
average.
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Figurel3. Gaps irMathematics achievemerdn FCAT 2.BetweenMigrant andNon-Migrant
Sudentsby Grade Leve§Y2012-2013
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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: % MigrantStudents Proficient is calculated as number of migrant students proficient or higher divided by the
number of Migrant Students tested. % Niiigrant Students Proficient is the average of the %-RWgrant Proficient

as reported by districts. No raw numbefsnornrmigrant students tested were available to calculate a weighted
average.

-
o
o

90

80

70

60

50 ——— == s = 05 Migrant Students
40 Proficient

30 = == 05 Non-Migrant Students

Proficient
20

% Students At/Above Proficiency

2 ™ < © A
(7 6‘2/ 6® (7 6‘2' 6®
@ @ @ @ @
o O () o oG

LOAreported learning ginsin mathbetween SY 2012013 and SY 2013014 declined, from 56%
to 49% overall and 47% to 41% for R§€®Table27, Table28, Figurel5andFigurel6).

# Migra ofc )
# Matched Migra o Migra de
ested ea g
de ested ea g Gan
All Students 5,955 3,328 56%
PFS 1,123 526 47%
Grade 3 422 176 42%
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# Migrant Students
Tested with Learning

# Matched Migrant

% Migrant Students

Students Tested with Learning Gam

Gairs
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%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
All Students
PFS
Grade 3
Grade 4
Grade 5 m % Migrant
{ GdzRSyYy (& X
Grade 6
Grade 7
Grade 8
Grade 9
Grade 10

Figurel5. Percentage oMigrant Sudents withLearning @insin Mathematicsby Grade LevebY
20122013

Table28. DistrictReported Learning GaimsMathematics,SY 2012014

3 eo gra % gra ade
> el ead O

e > =10 ed O o
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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End of Course Assessments

Migrant student performance on EOCs was added to the MEP
evaluation reporting template for 2022013, reflecting the
growing importance ad use of EOCs to determine receipt of
course credit and to dermine eligibility to graduateSpecific
indicators established by the MEP include:

Performance mdicator: The percentage of 9th grade students,
in the aggregate and in each subgroup, wiaaticipated in the
Algebra | and Geometry | ExaftCourse (EOC) Exams.

Desired Changéncrease in percentage

Performance IndicatorThe gap between the percentage of
migrant students and the percentage of namgrant who
score at or above the proficietevel in the Algebra | and
Geometry | Enaf-Course (EOC) Exams.

Desired Chang®ecrease gap

Performance mdicator: The percentage of students, in the
aggregate and for each subgroup, who are at or above the
proficient level in the Biology | Exad-Course (EOC) Exam.

Desired Changéncrease in percentage

Table29 highlightsAlgebral EOC assessment numbers and
percentages by OAIn SY 201:2013and SY 2012014for

both migrant students and nemigrant students, with gaps in
pass rates shown as percentage poi@serall, the gap
between migrant students and nemigrant students
decreased from 226to0 18%from SY 2012013 to SY 2013
2014.

Table30 highlights Geometry EOC assessment numbers and
percentages by OAIn SY 201:2013and SY 2012014for

both migrant students and nemigrant students, with gaps in
pass rates shown as percentage points. Statewtuegap
between migrant and nomigrant students increased fron?®
to 16%from SY 2012013 to SY 2013014.



20122013 20132014
# #
Migrant Migrant Non Migrant  Migrant Non
Required % Migrant % Required % Migrant %
to Take Passed Passed to Take Passed Passed
EOC EOC EOC EOC EOC EOC
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 * * 7% * * * 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:* indicatesthat fewer than 10 students were in the group; datatfeese groups$s masked to protdc
studentconfidentiality.
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20122013 \ 20132014

Migrant Migrant
# Migrant Non # Non
Required % Migrant % Required Migrant Migrant %
to Take Passed Passed to Take % Passec Passed
EOC EOC EOC EOC EOC EOC

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% 7% 8% 70 50% 47% -3%
Hillsborough 33 76% 84% 8% 62% 62%
Indian River * * 62% * * * 59% *
Lafayette * * 100% * * * 7% *
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 * indicatesthat fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is maskedtéztpro
student confidentiality.
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Table31 highlights Biology EOC assessment numbers and percentagdsd®yn SY 2012013
and SY 2012014for both migrant students and nemigrant students, with gaps in pass rates
shown as percentage points. Statewidlee gap between migrant and nemigrant students
increased from 1%to 18%during the period.

20122013 20132014
Migrant Migrant
# Migrant Non- # Non-
Required % Migrant Required Migrant Migrant
to Take Passed %Passed to Take % Passec % Passec
EOC EOC EOC EOC EOC EOC

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 * * 7% *
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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20122013 20132014
Sarasota 14 57% 57% -1% 10 20% 68% 48%
St Lucie * * 70% * 4 25% 81% 56%
Suwanee * * 82% * 22 41% 61% 20%

Note * indicatesthat fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is maskedtéztpro
student confidentiality.

Table32 highlightsUS HistorfeOC assessment numbers and petagas byLOAIn SY 2012014
for both migrant students and nemigrant students, with gaps in pass rates showpeagentage
points. Statewide, 58% of migrant students and®6f PFS students passed tHé# HistorfeOC
assessmentscompared to 696 of nonmigrant studentsan overalgap of P4

20132014
Non
Migrant # Migrant % Migrant
Requiredto  Passed % Passec

Take EOC EOC EOC
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 7% 65% 12%
Osceola * * 54% *
PAEC * * 67% *
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20132014
Non

Migrant# Migrant % Migrant
Requiredto  Passed % Passec

Take EOC EOC EOC

Palm Beach * * 43% *
Pasco * * 71% *
Polk 42 67% 85% 18%
Putnam

St Lucie * * 41% *
Suwanee 12 25% 60% 35%
Volusia * * 57% *

Note * indicatesthat fewer than 10 students were in the group; data for these groups is maskedtéztpro
student confidentiality.

Gap in Percent Proficienct, Migrant versus NonMigrant, EOC Exams by Year
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Figurel7. EOCProficiencyGaps:Migrant andNon-Migrant Sudents, SY20122014
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Overview of Graduation Outcomes

Graduation Strategy Priorities: ForsSY
20102014, at least 50% of districts/
grantees providedPASS and MHRASS
curricula to migrant students whaere
behind and needdto accrue additional
credits toward graduationOther top
strategies included providing
information and materials to staff and
providing strategic, conterbased
tutoring to studeris.

Most graduation ativitiesin S¥2010
2014 centered on student achievement
or credit accrual/graduatiomnd were
either wholly or partiallymigrant
funded.

Though fewesstudents participated in
activitiesthan anticipatedin SY 2011
2012(10,466compared to 11,073), in
SY 20122013 more students than
anticipated (8,381) were participating
(8622). This trend continued in SY 2013
2014 (9,678 participated, versus 8,577
anticipated).

Percentage of tutored students who
passed the FCAT 2a8sessment

1 2011-2012: 38%

1 20122013: 42%

1 20132014: x%

In SY 2012014, x% of migrant 12"
graders graduated; the gap between
migrant and noAmigrant students
graduating was just x8

While only about half of all migrant
students in Gades6-12 respondedto
student survey questions about
extracurricular participation in SYs
20122014 45% of respondents
indicated participatingri SY 2012014
compared to44% in SY 2032013.

*SY 2012014o0utcomedata not yet
available
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Graduation

At the time ofthe first CNA (2005), 36% of migrant students
enrolled late or withdrew early from school compared to 20%
of non-migrant studentsand 85% of migrant high school
students had a GPA of 2.0 or lower (compared to 68% of non
migrant peers). These indicatorsrdenstrated 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 retentiorates The group emphasized the
need to employ or consult with 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 needsnigrant 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 numbe of strategies were suggested to help districts
formulatetheir secondary programming, e.g., credit accrual
through PASS and MHRIASS, transition support from
elementary to middle and from middle to high school, FCAT
tutoring, mentoring and dropout recary, 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 orGeneral Education Diplom&ED will increase and
the gap in graduation rates between migrant and raigrant
students will decrease.










































































































































