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The CDE, in partnership with local educational agencies (LEA), strives to provide the best possible education for all students within California. Through policy and programmatic activities, the CDE employs a continuous improvement model to refine and improve various aspects of the MEP’s outcomes for student academic achievement and student emotional, mental, physical and social well-being. Routine data analyses on achievement and programmatic data allow the California MEP to constantly focus on the needs of migratory students and families. Developing the statewide CNA every five years on the basis of the most recent data is a necessary step in the continuous improvement cycle of California’s MEP. The statewide CNA provides insight into the academic, health, and social-emotional needs of migratory children enrolled in the California MEP. By assessing the needs of migratory children, the MEP is better prepared to purposefully target services to address the specific and unique educational needs of migratory children, youth, and families. 
Preparation for the statewide CNA began in July 2023. In addition to the federal requirements outlined in the Every Student Succeeds Act and MEP guidance, survey data from MEP staff, parents, and out-of-school youth clearly identified the focus areas that need to be addressed to increase migratory students’ academic success and emotional, physical, and social well-being. The ten focus areas discussed in this report include:
· English Language Arts (ELA)
· Mathematics
· English Language Development (ELD)
· High School Graduation and Dropout Prevention
· School Readiness
· Out-of-School Youth
· Health
· Parent and Family Engagement
· Students Engagement
· Social and Emotional Learning
The CNA SDP Committee reviewed the data to develop the key decision points for each focus area identified within Section IV: Results and Findings of this report. These decision points include concern statements based on the analyzed data, need statements, and initial strategies recommended to address the unique educational needs of migratory children. In addition, the CNA SDP Committee discussed factors the CDE should consider when developing the SDP strategies’ aligning measurable program objectives (MPOs) which measure annual strategy implementation. These MPO considerations were based on the field’s experience with the past MPOs, specifically how students are identified for inclusion for individual MPOs. Recognizing that the purpose of the CNA is to identify the unique needs of migratory children and youth, this executive summary highlights several needs identified by the CNA SDP Committee in relation to their non-regulatory peers in key focus areas below:
English Language Arts
· Migratory students need to improve their proficiency on the overall ELA standards by an additional 23.2 percent.
· Approximately 19 percent of MEP students need to increase their proficiency on the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) ELA Reading claim.
English Language Development
· An additional 3.2 percent of migratory students need to be proficient on the reading domain of the English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC).
· An additional 4.7 percent of migratory students need to score at level 4 on the overall ELPAC.
Mathematics
· An additional 20.3 percent of migratory students need to be proficient in mathematics as measured by the CAASPP Math assessment to close the overall mathematics achievement gap.
· An additional 13.5 percent of migratory students need to score above standard on the CAASPP Math Concepts and Procedures. 
High School Graduation and Dropout Prevention
· Compared to 52.4 percent of all students, only 31.1 percent of migratory students met the University of California (UC)/California State University (CSU) requirements in the 2022–23 school year. An additional 21.3 percent of migratory students need to meet the UC/CSU requirements.
· The percentage of migratory students dropping out needs to be reduced by at least 1.9 percent.
School Readiness
· An additional 25.9 percent of third grade migratory students need to score proficient on the CAASPP ELA Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment. 
· An additional 24.1 percent of migratory students need to score proficient on the math Smarter Balanced summative assessment by the end of third grade.
The last section of this report addresses the next steps in the continuous improvement cycle for the next iteration of the CNA and the state SDP process. Improving data collection processes and procedures will further assist the MEP in providing tailored, high-quality services to address the unique educational needs of California’s migratory children, youths, and families.
Comprehensive Needs Assessment
California Migrant Education Office
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[bookmark: _Toc496195897][bookmark: _Toc188361307]Purpose and Scope
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as reauthorized by the Every Student Succeeds Act (United States Code, Title 20, Section 6396, Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Title 34, Section 299.19) requires each state education agency MEP receiving Title I, Part C federal funds to ensure that the state and local operating agencies identify and address the unique educational needs of migratory children through the development of a statewide CNA and SDP. Every five years, the CDE initiates the development a statewide CNA through a collaborative process that identifies the needs of California’s migratory children and strategies to address those needs. The CNA is the foundation for the SDP, which guides the MEP in planning service delivery at the state, regional, and district levels.
During the 2022–23 grant year, the CDE began developing resources for the CNA and SDP project. First, California’s Migratory Student Profile was developed to display all available student achievement and programmatic data for the past five years associated with migratory children, youths, and parents. This profile serves as the primary resource for the CNA SDP Committee to analyze data to interpret the needs of migratory children and youths. Using the profile the CNA SDP Committee:
· Evaluated migratory children and youth data to guide key decision-making points in the development of the CNA.
· Identified and examined the unique educational needs of California’s migratory children given the distinctive barriers that the migratory population faces.
· Proposed initial, evidence-based strategies to address the needs of migratory children with the support of best practice guides for each focus area.
The CDE Management and Data Team and CNA SDP Committee focused on the following migratory populations: prekindergarten children (ages three to four), transitional kindergarten through grade twelve students, Out-of-School Youth (OSY), and migratory parents. This report summarizes the methodology, and key decisions included in the CNA and the initial action steps to assist in the development of the SDP. The following section provides more detail on the California MEP.
[bookmark: _Toc496195898][bookmark: _Toc188361308]California Migrant Education Program
The California MEP is a federally funded program authorized under Title I, Part C, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The MEP is designed to support high-quality supplemental and comprehensive educational programs for migrant children to help reduce educational disruption and other problems that result from moving frequently. To meet federal reporting requirements and to focus continuous improvement efforts, the California MEP built the Migrant Student Information Network (MSIN) system. The MSIN system is a central student information system for California’s migratory child and youth population.
California continues to have the largest migratory student population, because it is the leading state in cash farm receipts in the country.[footnoteRef:1] California provides over a third of the country’s vegetables and approximately three quarters of the United States’ fruits and nuts. The California Department of Food and Agriculture notes that California’s leading top ten exports in 2022, by value, were dairy products, grapes, cattle and calves, almonds, lettuce, strawberries, pistachios, broilers, tomatoes, and carrots. Due to the high need for agricultural labor, the state’s migratory population is more than twice that of Washington, which is home to the second largest migratory population in the country. In 2022–23, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) reported a total of 260,710 eligible migratory children and youths of which 75,647[footnoteRef:2] migratory children eligible for services resided in California (29 percent of the national total). The second largest migratory population resided in Washington with 29,619 migratory children eligible for services (11 percent of the national total). Although the last two performance periods showed slight increases, California’s migratory population was steadily declining prior to     2021–22, similar to other states with MEP-funded programs.  [1:  California Department of Food and Agriculture. 2015. 2015 Crop Year Report. Sacramento, California: California Department of Food and Agriculture. ]  [2:  2022–23 child counts provided by the US Department of Education include counts from the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) which is slightly off from the MSIN data due to the timing when the data is submitted to the federal office.] 

While California’s migratory population remains the largest in the nation, California’s MSIN migratory child count decreased to 74,655 in 2022–23, a decrease of nearly 12 percent compared to the 2017–18 population count. However, there was a slight increase between 2021–22 and 2022–23 of about 1,000 children and youths. When reviewing specific age spans for 2022–23, we see increases in preschool aged children, high school youths between the ages of sixteen and eighteen years, and OSYs ages nineteen to twenty-one years old. Decreases in the number of students for ages six through fifteen occurred in 2022–23 although the data illustrates that the decreases were minimal. Figure 1 shows the overall trend in the migratory children population between 2017–18 and 2022–23. 


[bookmark: _Toc188030500][bookmark: _Toc188016086]Figure 1. Number of Migrant Education Program-Eligible Children and Youths, 2017–18 Through 2022–23
[image: Number of Migrant Education Program-Eligible Children and Youths, 2017–18 Through 2022–23. Table 1 shows all the data from figure 1 in table format.]
[bookmark: _Hlk158743482]Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030566][bookmark: _Hlk188016901]Table 1. Number of Migrant Education Program-Eligible Children and Youths 2017–18 Through 2022–23
	Performance Period
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	Number of MEP-eligible children and youths
	85,198
	82,171
	75,631
	73,078
	73,698
	74,655


Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23 performance periods.
The California MEP recruits migratory students who come primarily from different parts of California, Mexico, and several states within the United States. Most of California’s migratory children make intrastate qualifying moves. 
Migratory students who made a qualifying move within the previous year and who are failing, or most at risk of failing, to meet the state’s challenging academic standards, or who have dropped out of school, are classified as priority-for-service (PFS). Local MEPs have the responsibility to ensure that these students are prioritized for MEP services. In 2022–23, the California MEP had a total of 10,564 PFS students, which is an increase of 81 students from 2017–18. Table 2 identifies the number of eligible migratory students classified as PFS for the years 2017–18 through 2022–23. 
[bookmark: _Toc188030567]Table 2. Number of Migratory Student Classified as Priority for Service, 2017–18 to 2022–23
	Performance Period
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22
	2022–23

	Total Number of PFS students
	10,483
	9,218
	7,713
	10,870
	10,320
	10,564


Source: Ed Data Express, 2017–18 to 2022–23 performance periods. 
In California, the MEP is primarily operated based on a regional structure where federal funding flows through the CDE in the form of grants directly to county offices of education where large concentrations of migratory workers are found; however, the CDE does fund a few districts directly. In 2022–23, the CDE funded 15 multidistrict regional subgrantees and 5 direct-funded single-district subgrantees. The 15 regional subgrantees work directly with approximately 122 school districts through mutually agreed-on service agreements or Memoranda of Understanding. The California MEP focuses primarily on the following service and assistance areas that are aligned with the goal areas identified by the Office of Migrant Education (OME) at ED: [footnoteRef:3] [3:  The OME’s Goal Areas are reading achievement; math achievement high school graduation; school dropouts; and school readiness, if established by the state, and any other performance targets the state has established for migratory children.] 

1. English Language Arts
2. English Language Development
3. Mathematics
4. High School Graduation/Dropout
5. School Readiness
6. Parent and Family Engagement
7. Out-of-School Youth
California’s MEP subgrantees have a range of instructional and support services during the regular school year and intersession periods dedicated to improving migratory students’ academic achievement and overall well-being. 
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The complete CNA process is broadly documented in this section. High-level CNA activities are noted as well as the structure, planning process, and activities utilized in developing the statewide CNA (see Appendix A for a timeline of major activities). The roles of the Management and Data Team, CNA SDP Committee, and CNA SDP subcommittees are discussed next.
[bookmark: _Toc496195901][bookmark: _Toc188361311]Structure
Management and Data Team
The primary group responsible for developing, implementing, and reporting on the CNA is the CDE Management and Data Team. The CNA Project Lead developed the processes of selecting the CNA SDP Committee members and by which the committee worked to develop the CNA. The CDE team developed bilingual resources for the eight CNA SDP Committee meetings some of which were developed in collaboration with WestEd. While key decisions in this report are based on the recommendations of the CNA SDP Committee, the CDE Management and Data Team will also include guidance that support statewide priorities and initiatives and the needs identified in the CNA.
Comprehensive Needs Assessment Service Delivery Plan Committee
When developing the CNA, ED’s guidance suggests employing a collaborative process involving a broad range of individuals, including parents, with knowledge and experience in determining the needs of migratory children. Each member should have an adequate understanding of the MEP, OME goal areas, data collection and analysis, and promising practices with at-risk youth. As previously noted, the primary tasks of the CNA SDP Committee were to review the statewide data for migratory children and youths, develop major areas of concern, identify and prioritize needs, review evidence-based practices and select initial strategies for the identified focus areas. This work was accomplished through small and whole group work with both the CNA SDP Committee and the SPAC.
Comprehensive Needs Assessment Subcommittees
To ensure the CNA SDP Committee met the objectives within the project timeline, committee members split into subcommittees facilitated by CDE MEO and WestEd staff. The subcommittees worked independently identifying key decisions for a focus area, but cooperatively as the larger CNA SDP committee. Once the subcommittees completed their tasks, the entire CNA SDP Committee reconvened to review the work of each subcommittee, offering suggestions, and reaching consensus on the decisions made by the subcommittees for the ten focus areas. 
Since parent participation on the CNA SDP Committee was limited, the CDE worked with the SPAC as an extension of the CNA SDP Committee to ensure meaningful parent participation in the development of the CNA and SDP. For the remaining two areas, the SPAC engaged in the same process as the CNA SDP Committee to identify concerns, needs, and initial strategies. Upon completion of the draft CNA, SPAC members provided a final round of feedback on all the work developed for each focus area.
[bookmark: _Toc496195902][bookmark: _Toc188361312]Process to Develop the Comprehensive Needs Assessment
The purpose of the CNA is to identify the unique educational needs of migratory children in the state that must be met for those children to participate effectively in school and to meet California’s challenging state academic standards (34 CFR 200, Section 200.83). The development of the statewide CNA was a multiple step process consisting of careful planning, data collection and analysis, and collaboration with all interested parties. The CDE Management and Data Team[footnoteRef:4] followed the broad steps identified below: [4:  The CDE Management and Data Team was responsible for planning, implementing and evaluating the various aspects of the CNA and SDP development.] 

Step 1: Planning
With guidance from OME, the CDE created the process for developing the CNA and SDP. The following key elements were completed during the planning phase of the CNA SDP project:
· Reviewed all CNA and SDP guidance and resources from OME
· Developed CNA and SDP process and timelines
· Identified data needs for the development of the Migratory Student Profile
· Solicited volunteers and established the CNA SDP Committee
· Planned the meeting logistics for all eight meetings
Step 2: Data Collection
During the planning phase, the CDE Management and Data Team explored all available data to assist in the CNA development process. So much depends on reliable data: being able to correctly identify concerns, infer and prioritize needs, and select evidence-based practices to address those identified needs. Data for the CNA was gathered from multiple sources and included both quantitative (e.g., student achievement, programmatic data) and qualitative data (e.g., focus group and interviews). The CDE contracted with WestEd to create best practice guides for each focus area identified by the Migratory Student Profile which included a range of evidence-based practices from research as well as content-based (e.g., Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning Framework) and state level frameworks (e.g., Math Framework). Step 2 in the process included the following actions: 
· Administering a statewide survey for MEP staff, OSY, and MEP parents to identify focus areas (i.e., areas of need) by different grade spans
· Conducting focus groups and interviews of MEP staff, OSYs, and MEP parents to collect qualitative data regarding the strengths and needs of migratory children and youths
· Analyzing all available data to be included for the focus areas of CNA SDP Committee work
· Reviewing literature on evidence-based practices and developing best practice guides for each focus area to support committee members in selecting initial strategies to address the identified needs
· Compiling all data for review and analysis by the CNA SDP Committee.
Step 3: Developing Committee Materials and Training Facilitators
Once the CDE identified the California’s Migratory Student Profile focus areas from evaluating the survey responses completed by MEP staff, parents and OSY, the CDE began working with WestEd to collect data for each focus area. While already included based on survey responses, the CDE ensured OME’s goal areas for ELA, math, and high school outcomes were also included. With the focus areas identified, CDE staff conducted the following activities:
· Developed CNA SDP Committee materials (e.g., PowerPoints, notetakers, best practice guides, the Migratory Student Profile[footnoteRef:5]) which were provided in both English and Spanish to participants. [5:  The Migratory Student Profile compiled all available data for migratory children and youth for the ten focus areas into one report that the CNA SDP Committee and CDE Management and Data Team used to identify student needs and guide CNA development.] 

· Created a facilitators’ guide including: 1) an overview of the process and responsibilities, recommendations for challenging situations when facilitating, list of CNA SDP vocabulary, 2) a meeting map illustrating the schedules for the eight CNA SDP Committee meetings, 3) individual facilitator’s meeting agenda identifying key activities and materials, and 4) list of participants and their areas of focus.
· Provided training to facilitators on the process for recognizing concerns, needs, and choosing initial strategies to address the identified needs. The CNA Project Lead steered the CDE and WestEd teams through the agenda and activities for each meeting and reflected on practices, including feedback from the committee, discussing ways to improve facilitation for the next meeting.
Step 4: Gathering Input from Interested Parties
The CNA SDP Committee participated in a collaborative process to identify key elements of the CNA and SDP. During the first meeting, the CNA SDP Committee participated in numerous grounding activities and guided practice in preparation for subcommittee work during meetings two through five. In Step 4 of the process, committee members:
· Reviewed demographic information for migratory children and youths.
· Familiarized themselves with the survey data as well as OME requirements and goal areas the CNA had to address which identified the focus areas for the CNA.
· Developed and prioritized concern statements based on an analysis of available data.
· Identified need statements for the prioritized concerns.
· Reviewed evidence-based practices and selected initial strategies to address specific needs. 
· Discussed considerations for initial strategies’ aligning measurable program objectives which measure annual strategy implementation.
Step 5: Developing the Service Delivery Plan
Outlining the needs of migratory children and youth, the CNA serves as the foundation upon which the SDP is constructed. After the CNA SDP Committee and SPAC deliberated on and finalized the key decision points identified in the fourth step of this process, the CDE completed the following steps:
· Wrote the final draft of the statewide CNA
· Finalized all selected strategies to address the prioritized needs for each focus area 
· Drafted the aligning measurable program objectives to measure implementation of every SDP strategy
· Outlined the performance targets, or end-of-project goals, for each focus area
· Presented the CNA and SDP drafts to the CNA SDP Committee, including the SPAC, for input and a final round of feedback
The CDE started planning for the CNA and SDP beginning in December 2022. CNA and SDP focus areas were selected on the basis of survey data and the OME requirements and goal areas. Additionally, data collection, the development of the Migratory Student Profile and research on best practices for identified focus areas were all conducted prior to committee meetings. The CNA SDP Committee met four times (the first two meetings were conducted in-person and the third and fourth meetings were held in virtually) to review data, deliberate on their concerns, and identify migratory student needs in each focus area. The fifth CNA SDP Committee meeting was with the SPAC, as an extension of the committee, to complete the process of identifying concerns, needs, and initial strategies for the last two focus areas. Findings from the CNA SDP collaborative process are identified in the next section.
Figure 2 outlines the process for developing the statewide CNA and SDP.
[bookmark: _Toc188030501]Figure 2. Process for Developing the Statewide Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Service Delivery Plan
[image: Process for Developing the Statewide Comprehensive Needs Assessment and Service Delivery Plan description is in the note directly below the figure.]
Note: The text in Figure 2 describes the process for developing the Statewide Comprehensive Needs Assessment (CNA) and Service Delivery Plan (SDP) using a step-by-step description: 1. Selection of Focus Areas (survey data), 2. Data Review, 3. Develop Concern Statements, 4. Development Need Statements, 5. Select Initial Strategies (repeat steps 2-5 for the ten focus areas), 6. Write CNA and SDP (submit CNA for approval), 7. Review CNA and SDP, 8. Collect Feedback on Measurable Program Objectives (MPOs) and Performance Targets, and 9. Submit SDP for approval.  
The process for developing the statewide CNA required continued collaboration between the CDE, MEP subgrantees, participating OSYs, migratory parents, and contributing partners. California’s Migratory Student Profile--a collection of migratory children and youth demographic, student achievement, and programmatic data--is the result of two complementary efforts designed to capture data in order to help identify strengths and areas of need of California’s migratory children, students, and youths. One effort relied heavily on descriptive analyses of children’s and youths’ demographic, needs assessment, and service data available in the MSIN. The descriptive analysis also utilized statewide assessment files provided by the CDE and DataQuest, California’s kindergarten through grade 12 (K–12) public data reporting system.
The second effort was a mixed-methods analysis of the goals, strengths, and needs of migratory students and youths. This effort involved online surveys administered to OSYs, MEP parents, and local MEP staff; virtual focus group sessions with OSY, MEP parents, and MEP staff; and a thorough analysis of the surveys and focus groups, informed by themes that emerged from each data collection effort.
The Migratory Student Profile and resources on evidence-based practices to address migratory student needs for all ten focus areas. With the data collection completed and analyzed, the CDE initiated Step 4, Gathering Input from Interested Parties. The CNA Committee split into subcommittees who met five times to complete four key objectives for each focus area: 1) review statewide data, 2) identify and prioritize concern statements, 3) develop needs, and 4) review best practices and recommend initial strategies to address the identified needs. These key decision points were then discussed and finalized by the whole CNA SDP Committee. From there the CDE Management and Data Team finalized the key decisions points for each focus area resulting in the basis for the CNA.
[bookmark: _Toc496195904][bookmark: _Toc188361313]Data Limitations
The CDE faced a couple of challenges when collecting and analyzing data including the COVID-19 global pandemic’s effect on assessment data availability and lack of parent engagement data. Because of the COVID-19 global pandemic, assessment data was not available for school year (SY) 2019–20. In addition, because of the low numbers of students with CAASPP assessment scores in SY 2020–21, CAASPP data from that year was not included in the analysis. Additionally, the CDE sought to include a section in this profile on MEP parent engagement as measured by their participation in MEP services. However, the various options explored by the CDE to identify an unduplicated count of parent or guardian participation across the state proved to be unsuccessful. The data collected by the CDE was valuable although it did not specifically address the performance target. With the upcoming SDP, the CDE will be able to gauge parent and family engagement and will begin to increase the MEP’s knowledge of how parents engage with the MEP, how parents feel about the services provided, and how MEP services increased parents’ and families’ capacity to support the children and youths at home. 
Data limitations, or lack of data in some focus areas, prevented the committee from further developing specific concern and needs statements. Currently, the CDE is in the process of developing a plan to collect more robust data where feasible. Plans for meeting future data needs are further discussed in the Results and Findings section of this report. Data limitations for the Migratory Student Profile are identified in the Migratory Student Profile chapter.


[bookmark: _Toc496195905][bookmark: _Toc188361314]Section III: California’s Migratory Student Profile
For the purposes of supporting the key decisions within this report, the CDE included an abridged version of the Migratory Student Profile.[footnoteRef:6] The Migratory Student Profile was designed to assist the CNA SDP Committee in understanding the demographic characteristics and unique educational needs of California’s MEP-eligible children. It provides information about migratory children’s population size, age, home language, and educational outcomes. It also explores characteristics of California’s migratory OSY population, and migratory children’s school readiness, parent involvement, health service needs, and engagement in school. Committee members utilized this profile as they identified migratory student needs. The CNA briefly reviews student achievement data, English language proficiency, high school graduation and dropout rates as well as OSY demographics and MEP health service data. Throughout this report all year spans referring to student achievement data represent school years. Demographic and service data is specific to the performance period (September 1–August 30) which covers both regular school year and summer school for the MEP grant. For a complete look at available migratory child and youth data, please review the complete Migratory Student Profile. [6:  The Migratory Student Profile is a standalone document and can be found on the California Department of Education Migrant web page ] 

[bookmark: _Toc472607005][bookmark: _Toc496195906][bookmark: _Toc188361315]Demographics
[bookmark: _Toc469510905][bookmark: _Toc472607006]Population Size and Trends
[bookmark: _Toc472607004]An examination of recent trends in child and youth counts by age group reveals that 
the number of MEP-eligible children between three and twelve years old has declined since 2017–18. But in recent years, the number of youths between sixteen and twenty-one years old has increased. Figure 3 shows the trend in child counts over the past six years for children aged three through twelve years at the start of the performance period; table 3 shows the same data, but in table form. Figure 4 shows the same trend for youths aged thirteen through twenty-one years; table 4 displays the same data as figure 4 in table form.

[bookmark: _Toc188030502]Figure 3. Number of Migrant Education Program–Eligible Children Aged Three Years Through Twelve Years, by Age Group at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23
[image: Number of Migrant Education Program–Eligible Children Aged Three Years Through Twelve Years, by Age Group at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23. Table 3 shows this data in table format.]
Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23 performance periods.
[bookmark: _Toc160787177][bookmark: _Toc188030568]Table 3. Number of Migrant Education Program-Eligible Children Aged Three Years Through Twelve Years, by Age Group at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23
	Age Group
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	9–12 years
	22,442
	20,745
	19,823
	19,001
	18,396
	18,272

	6–8 years
	15,593
	14,554
	13,620
	12,843
	12,511
	12,480

	3–5 years
	9,801
	9,742
	8,745
	8,043
	7,719
	7,779


Source: The MSIN database for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23 performance periods.


[bookmark: _Toc188030503]Figure 4. Number of Migrant Education Program–Eligible Youths Aged Thirteen Years Through Twenty-One Years, by Age Group at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23
[image: Number of Migrant Education Program–Eligible Youths Aged Thirteen Years Through Twenty-One Years, by Age Group at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23. Table 4 illustrates all this data in table format.]
Source: The MSIN database for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030569]Table 4. Number of Migrant Education Program-Eligible Youths Aged Thirteen Years Through Twenty-One Years, by Age Group at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23
	Age Group
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	13–15 years
	14,953
	14,471 
	14,503 
	14,547 
	14,511 
	14,423 

	16–18 years
	12,962
	12,448 
	11,855 
	11,953 
	12,757 
	13,462 

	19–21 years
	6,057
	6,985 
	4,437 
	4,314 
	5,509 
	5,832 


Source: The MSIN database for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc163813420]Grade-Level Distribution
Between SYs 2017–18 and 2022–23, the grade-level distribution of California’s migratory students and youths shifted in a way that aligns with the changes in age group counts. During the six-year period, the percentage of MEP-eligible students in grades seven through twelve increased, as did the percentage of OSYs. The percentage of MEP-eligible students in preschool through grade three decreased over the same time period. Table 5 shows the change in the distribution of migratory students and OSYs by grade group between 2017–18 and 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030570]Table 5. Distribution of Migratory Students by Grade Group and Out-of-School Youth Status at the Start of the Performance Period, 2017–18 Through 2022–23
	Grade Group
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22
	2022–23

	P3–P5
	10.4%
	10.8%
	10.6%
	10.2%
	9.6%
	9.1%

	K
	10.6%
	10.3%
	10.1%
	9.7%
	9.2%
	9.7%

	Grades 1–3
	18.8%
	18.4%
	18.8%
	18.3%
	17.6%
	17.5%

	Grades 4–6
	19.1%
	18.1%
	19.1%
	19.3%
	19.1%
	18.6%

	Grades 7–9
	18.0%
	18.0%
	19.1%
	19.3%
	18.8%
	18.9%

	Grades 10–12
	15.8%
	15.6%
	16.6%
	17.1%
	17.7%
	17.9%

	OSY
	7.2%
	8.8%
	5.7%
	6.1%
	7.9%
	8.4%


[bookmark: _Toc163813421]Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23 performance periods.
English Learner Status
An English learner (EL) student is one in kindergarten through grade twelve for whom there is a report of a language other than English on the Home Language Survey and who, upon initial assessment in California using an appropriate state assessment (currently the ELPAC) and from additional information when appropriate, is determined to be still developing the clearly defined English language skills of listening, speaking, reading, and/or writing necessary to succeed in a school’s regular instructional programs. 
Per California Education Code Section 313.1(a)(1), a long-term English learner (LTEL) student is an EL student to whom all of the following apply: (1) is enrolled on Census Day (the first Wednesday in October) in grades six to twelve, inclusive; and (2) has been enrolled in a U.S. school for six or more years; and (3) has remained at the same English language proficiency level for two or more consecutive prior years, or has regressed to a lower English language proficiency level, as determined by the ELPAC; and (4) for students in grades six to nine, inclusive, who have scored at the “standard not met” level on the prior year administration of the CAASPP ELA.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  California Department of Education Data Reporting Office, Glossary of Terms for English Learner Reports, accessed April 4, 2024.] 

Statewide, approximately 20 percent of all students are classified as EL students. Among migratory students, the percentage of those classified as EL students are far greater. Across all grades, migratory students are at least three times as likely as all students to be classified as EL students. During SY 2022–23, 65 percent of migratory students in grades kindergarten through twelve were classified as EL students. The highest concentration of students in this group were in grades kindergarten through five (75 to 83 percent).
Figure 5 shows the percentage of migratory students and all students who were classified as EL students, by grade, in SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030504]Figure 5. Percentage of Migratory Students and All Students Who Were Classified as English Learner Students in School Year 2022–23, by Grade
[image: Percentage of Migratory Students and All Students Who Were Classified as English Learner Students in School Year 2022–23, by Grade. Table 6 shows this data in table format.]
Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22.
[bookmark: _Toc160787180][bookmark: _Toc472607011][bookmark: _Toc496195907]The CDE utilizes the term multilingual learners to refer to students who have developed or are developing proficiency in English and one or more other languages, which may be their home language. Multilingual learners may include but are not limited to:
· Dual language learner students,
· Multilingual TK students,
· English learner students,
· Initial Fluent English Proficient students,
· Reclassified Fluent English Proficient students, and
· Native English speaker students learning a non-English language.
Students may be mostly dominant in one language or proficient in both. Many are on a continuum between dominance in one language and full proficiency in two or more. California continues to champion this term because it acknowledges these students’ multilingualism, which deserves recognition as an asset they bring to their schools, classrooms, and communities. Therefore, throughout this document “multilingual learner” is used unless there is a specific need to use the term “EL student” based on past research or test parameters. 


[bookmark: _Toc188030571]Table 6. Percentage of Migratory Students and All Students Who Were Classified as English Learner Students in School Year 2022–23, by Grade
	Grade(s)
	Migratory Students (N=59,190)
	All Students (N=5,852,544)

	K
	80%
	26%

	1
	83%
	26%

	2
	82%
	25%

	3
	82%
	25%

	4
	78%
	24%

	5
	75%
	23%

	6
	67%
	20%

	7
	59%
	17%

	8
	55%
	16%

	9
	49%
	14%

	10
	48%
	13%

	11
	45%
	12%

	12
	41%
	11%

	K–12
	65%
	19%


Sources: The MSIN databases for the MEP, SY 2022–23; CDE DataQuest, 2022–23 “At-Risk” and LTEL by Grade Statewide Report, accessed October 26, 2023.
Figure 6 shows that during SY 2022–23, 17 percent of migratory students in grades six through twelve were classified as LTEL students, at least double the percentage of all students. The 2022–23 LTEL data shows the largest gap between the percent of migratory and all students classified as LTEL students is in sixth grade at 13 percentage points. From there the gap decreases from grades six through nine, until tenth grade when the gap expands again to 12 percent.
[bookmark: _Toc188030505]Figure 6. Percentage of Migratory and All Students Who Were Classified as Long-Term English Learner Students, School Year 2022–23
[image: Figure 6. Percentage of Migratory and All Students Who Were Classified as Long-Term English Learner Students, School Year 2022–23. Table 7 shows the data identified in figure six.]
Source: The MSIN database for the MEP, SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22.
[bookmark: _Toc160787181]

[bookmark: _Toc188030572]Table 7. Percentage of Migratory and All Students Who Were Classified Long-Term English Learner Students, School Year 2022–23
	Grade(s)
	Migratory Students (N=32,202)
	All Students (N=3,251,825)

	6
	21%
	8%

	7
	18%
	7%

	8
	16%
	6%

	9
	14%
	6%

	10
	20%
	8%

	11
	16%
	7%

	12
	18%
	7%

	6–12
	17%
	7%


Sources: The MSIN databases for the MEP, SY 2022–23; and CDE DataQuest, SY 2022–23 “At-Risk” and LTEL by Grade Statewide Report and the 2022-23 Enrollment by English Language Acquisition Status (ELAS) and Grade, accessed October 26, 2023. 
[bookmark: _Toc163813422][bookmark: Demographics_Home_Languages]Home Languages
Between SYs 2018–19 and 2022–23, at least 25 different home languages were reported for California’s migratory students who were also EL students. For the 
2022–23 program year, Spanish was the most prevalent home language (94.99 percent), followed by Mixteco (3.48 percent) and then Punjabi (less than one percent). The two languages that have increased in prevalence over the past six years are Mixteco and Zapoteco. Table 8 details the prevalence of the most common home languages reported for California’s migratory students over the past six program years.
[bookmark: _Toc159782389][bookmark: _Toc163813569][bookmark: Table_9_EL_Home_Languages]

[bookmark: _Toc188030573]Table 8. Home Languages for California’s Migratory English Learners, School Years 2018–19 Through 2022–23
	Home Language
	2018–19
(N=29,939)
	2019–20
(N=29,338)
	2020–21
(N=28,384)
	2021–22
(N=28,181)
	2022–23
(N=28,130)

	Spanish
	95.28%
	94.77%
	94.66%
	94.72%
	94.99%

	Mixteco
	2.86%
	3.26%
	3.44%
	3.51%
	3.48%

	Punjabi
	0.92%
	0.82%
	0.81%
	0.70%
	0.59%

	Zapoteco
	0.12%
	0.18%
	0.18%
	0.21%
	0.22%

	Hmong
	0.10%
	0.07%
	0.05%
	0.07%
	0.07%

	Urdu
	0.03%
	0.06%
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.03%

	Arabic
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.01%
	0.01%

	Ilocano
	0.06%
	0.02%
	0.00%
	0.01%
	0.01%


Note: This table includes home languages that represented at least 0.01 percent of migratory students in SY 2021–22. Reported languages with percentage distributions less than 0.01 percent in that program year included Cebuano (Visayan), Vietnamese, Portuguese, Serbo-Croatian (Bosnian, Croatian, Serbian), and other non-English languages that were not specified. 
Source: CDE DataQuest, English Learner Students by Language by Grade, accessed October 26, 2023.
[bookmark: Demographics_Students_with_Disabilities][bookmark: _Toc163813423]Students with Disabilities
During SY 2022–23, 11.2 percent of migratory students in K–12 received special education program services. This percentage is below the statewide percentage of all California students (13.6 percent) who received these services. The percentage varied by grade span, ranging from 10.5 percent of migratory students in kindergarten through grade three to 11.7 percent of migratory students in grades four through six.
Figure 7 compares the percentage of migratory students with disabilities to that of all students by grade span during SY 2022–23; table 9 shows the same data in table form.
[bookmark: Ex09][bookmark: _Toc159782320][bookmark: _Toc163813508]

[bookmark: _Toc188030506]Figure 7. Percentage of Migratory Students and All Students Who Have a Disability, by Grade Span, School Year 2022–23

Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, SY 2022–23; CDE DataQuest, 2022–23 Special Education Enrollment by Program Setting Report, accessed January 26, 2023. 
[bookmark: _Toc160787183]

[bookmark: _Toc188030574]Table 9. Percentage of Migratory Students and All Students Who Have a Disability, by Grade Span, School Year 2022–23
	Grades
	Migratory Students
(N=59,190)
	All Students
(N=5,852,544)

	K–3
	10.5%
	13.5%

	4–6
	11.7%
	13.8%

	7–8
	11.5%
	13.6%

	9–12
	11.3%
	13.5%

	K–12
	11.2%
	13.6%


Sources: The MSIN databases for the MEP, SYs 2022–23; CDE DataQuest, 2022–23 Special Education Enrollment by Program Setting Report, accessed January 26, 2023, 
[bookmark: _Toc188361316]Academic Achievement
To explore migratory students’ academic needs, the CDE compared migratory students’ CAASPP scores to that of migratory PFS students, and all students for school years for SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23. The CDE also examined migratory multilingual learner students’ performance on the ELPAC and compared it to that of the all student group.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]The following section details several key findings:
· In 2022–23, 15.4 percent of migratory PFS student scored proficient compared to 23.4 percent for migratory students and 46.6 percent for the all students group on the CAASPP ELA Overall Standards.
· [bookmark: _Toc135948113][bookmark: _Toc154499370][bookmark: _Toc168910719][bookmark: Academic_Performance_CAASPP][bookmark: _Toc154499373][bookmark: _Toc135948117][bookmark: _Toc472607014]The 2022–23 CAASPP ELA reading claim data show that 4.2 percent of migratory PFS students, 6.3 percent of migratory students, and 13.3 percent of the all students group scored above standard.
· The 2022–23 writing claim achievement gap between migratory PFS students and the all student group was 6.3 percentage points larger than in reading. Only 3.3 percent of migratory PFS students, 6.8 percent of migratory students, and 18.7 percent of the all students group scored above standard on the CAASPP ELA writing claim.
· Just under 12 percent of migratory students and 9.8 percent of migratory PFS students scored proficient on the ELPAC while 16.5 percent of the all students group who are identified as multilingual learner students scored proficient on the 2022–23 Summative ELPAC. 
· In SY 2022–23, 34.6 percent of all students were proficient on the CAASPP mathematics overall achievement compared to 14.3 percent of migratory students and 6.8 percent of migratory PFS students.
· The 2022–23 CAASPP math concepts and procedures claim had the largest achievement gap for migratory PFS students and migratory students compared to the all students group. Only 2.2 percent of migratory PFS students and 5.8 percent of migratory students scored above standard compared to 19.3 percent of the all students group.
[bookmark: _Toc188361317]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress
The CAASPP is an assessment system that includes ELA and mathematics, the California Science Test (CAST), the California Alternate Assessments for ELA, mathematics, and science, and the optional California Spanish Assessment.[footnoteRef:8] In order to better understand migratory student academic performance and possible needs, this abridged section of the Migratory Student Profile compares migratory students, migratory PFS students, and all students’ performance on the CAASPP ELA and mathematics for grades three through eight and grade eleven. For the purposes of this CNA, only the ELA and math sections of the CAASPP will be covered because no prioritized need for science was identified by MEP staff, parents, and OSY. Please refer to California’s Migratory Student Profile for CAST data. [8:  California Department of Education, About CAASPP and ELPAC, accessed September, 2024.] 

[bookmark: _Toc135948115][bookmark: _Toc154499371]Assessment Years Included
The following assessment years are included in this profile: SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, there were no CAASPP or CAST assessment scores for SY 2019–20. And because of the low number of students with CAASPP and CAST assessment scores in SY 2020–21, that assessment year was not included in the analysis for this profile. Finally, because the CAST was not implemented statewide until SY 2018–19, the only years available for that assessment are SYs 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc135948116][bookmark: _Toc154499372]Achievement Levels Examined
Student scores are reported on overall achievement and by claims (ELA and mathematics) or domains (CAST) that focus on specific knowledge and skills. Overall, ELA, mathematics, and CAST achievement levels consist of level 1 (standard not met), level 2 (standard nearly met), level 3 (standard met), and level 4 (standard exceeded). This profile examines the percentage of migratory PFS, migratory, and all students scoring at level 3 and level 4 on each assessment for the available assessment years.
Student performance on specific claims or domains are also examined to identify specific areas of strengths and weaknesses within ELA, mathematics, and science. For the CAASPP ELA and mathematics claims and the CAST domains, achievement levels consist of below standard, near standard, and above standard. California’s Migratory Student Profile examines the percentage of migratory PFS, migratory, and all students scoring at above standard for each claim and domain across available assessment years. It also examines the distribution of students’ claim or domain scores for SY 2022–23. 
[bookmark: _Toc188361318]English Language Arts
Overall Score on the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for English Language Arts
[bookmark: _Toc135948140][bookmark: _Toc154499553]Between SYs 2017–18 and 2022–23, the percentage of students who met or exceeded the ELA standards declined for migratory (3.9 percentage points) and all (3.2 percentage points) students. For migratory PFS students, the percentage of students who met or exceeded the standard remained steady (0.6 percentage point decline).
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students had narrowed their performance gap with migratory students on the CAASPP ELA overall achievement to a 7.9 percentage point difference (compared with an 11.3 percentage point difference in SY 2017–18).
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 31.2 percentage points less likely than all students to score at standard met or standard exceeded. Migratory students overall were 23.2 percentage points less likely than all students to score at standard met or standard exceeded.
The achievement gap on the CAASPP ELA overall achievement was the highest at 23.2 percentage points since 2017–18, but that was an increase of only 0.1 percentage points from 2021–22. Reviewing data between 2018–19 through 2021–22, the achievement gap grew more rapidly from 21.9 to 23.1 percentage points (a change of 1.2 percentage points). 
Figure 8 (and in a different format, table 10) shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at standard met or standard exceeded for overall achievement on the CAASPP ELA for SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23.


[bookmark: _Toc188030507]Figure 8. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Standard Met or Exceeded for Overall Achievement on California’s English Language Arts Assessment for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc135948173][bookmark: _Toc154499624][bookmark: _Toc160787206][bookmark: _Toc188030575]Table 10. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Standard Met or Exceeded for Overall Achievement on California’s English Language Arts Assessment for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	49.8%
	51.1%
	47.0%
	46.6%

	All
	Migratory students
	27.3%
	29.2%
	23.9%
	23.4%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	16.0%
	16.0%
	16.0%
	15.4%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
In addition to identifying students’ overall ELA proficiency, students’ CAASPP ELA Smarter Balanced Assessment scores cover specific areas in ELA called claims. As a reminder, the claims for ELA are:
· Claim 1 - Reading
· Claim 2 - Writing
· Claim 3 - Speaking and Listening
· Claim 4 - Research and Inquiry
Based on their assessment performance, students are assigned one of three claim achievement levels: below standard, near standard, or above standard.
Across the four ELA claims, migratory students were consistently less likely than all students to perform near or above standard, and consistently more likely to perform below standard. 
[bookmark: _Toc135948118][bookmark: _Toc154499374]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for English Language Arts Reading Claim
From SYs 2017–18 through 2018–19, all three student populations increased the percentage of students scoring above standard for the CAASPP ELA reading claim. Between SYs 2018–19 and 2021–22, the percentage of students who were above standard on the reading claim declined for migratory and all students, but it increased slightly for migratory PFS students.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students narrowed their earlier performance 
gap with migratory students on the CAASPP ELA reading claim to a 3.3 percentage point difference (compared with a 5.4 percentage point difference in SY 2017–18).
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 15.4 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard on the CAASPP ELA reading claim. Migratory students overall were 11.9 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
The COVID-19 pandemic greatly affected proficiency levels for all students and migratory students as illustrated in the following claim data. 
Figure 9 shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP ELA reading claim over the past four assessment years.
[bookmark: _Toc188030508]Figure 9. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress English Language Arts Reading Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2021–22, and 2022–23

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030576]Table 11. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the English Language Arts Reading Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	25.0%
	26.1%
	19.5%
	18.7%

	All
	Migratory students
	9.2%
	10.6%
	6.9%
	6.8%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	3.8%
	3.8%
	3.6%
	3.3%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN database for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc135948119][bookmark: _Toc154499375]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for English Language Arts Writing Claim
From SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22, migratory PFS students narrowed their performance gap with migratory students on the writing claim from a 5.7 percentage point difference to a 2.8 percentage point difference. Between SYs 2017–18 and 
2018–19, the percentage of students who were above standard on the writing claim remained steady for migratory PFS and all students but increased for migratory students. Between SYs 2018–19 and 2022–23, the percentage of students who were above standard on the writing claim decreased for all three student populations, with migratory PFS students experiencing the smallest decline.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students narrowed their earlier performance gap with migratory students on the CAASPP ELA writing claim to a 3.2 percentage point difference (compared with a 5.7 percentage point difference in 
SY 2017–18).
Of the claims, migratory PFS student had the second to lowest proficiency (3.6 percent) rate in writing after the reading claim (3.3 percent).
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 15.6 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard on the CAASPP ELA writing claim. Migratory students overall were 11.9 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
Figure 10 shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP ELA writing claim over the past four assessment years. Table 12 presents the same data as figure 10 in a different way.


[bookmark: _Toc188030509]Figure 10. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the English Language Arts Writing Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022– 23

[bookmark: _Toc135948176][bookmark: _Toc154499627]Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030577]Table 12. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the English Language Arts Writing Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022– 23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	26.7%
	26.2%
	19.4%
	19.2%

	All
	Migratory students
	9.9%
	11.5%
	6.7%
	6.8%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	4.2%
	5.4%
	3.9%
	3.6%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc135948120][bookmark: _Toc154499376]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for English Language Arts Listening Claim
[bookmark: _Toc135948145][bookmark: _Toc154499558]From SYs 2017–18 through 2018–19, all three student populations experienced an increase in the percentage of students who were above standard on the CAASPP ELA listening claim. Between SYs 2018–19 and 2022–23, migratory and all students experienced a decline in the percentage who were above standard, but migratory PFS students experienced a slight increase in the percent who scored above standard.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students narrowed their earlier performance 
gap with migratory students on the CAASPP ELA listening claim to a 2.2 percentage point difference (compared with a 3.7 percentage point difference in SY 2017–18). 
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 9.1 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard. Migratory students overall were seven percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
Approximately six percent of migratory students and four percent of migratory PFS students scored at above standard in SY 2022–23.
Figure 11 shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP ELA listening claim over the four assessment years referenced. Table 13, below figure 11, shows the same data in a more accessible way. 


[bookmark: _Toc188030510][bookmark: _Toc188016097]Figure 11. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the English Language Arts Listening Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030578]Table 13. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the English Language Arts Listening Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	17.7%
	18.7%
	13.3%
	13.3%

	All
	Migratory students
	7.0%
	8.0%
	6.5%
	6.3%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	3.3%
	3.6%
	4.3%
	4.2%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc154499377]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for English Language Arts Research/Inquiry Claim
Between SYs 2017–18 and 2021–22, the percentage of students who were above standard on the CAASPP ELA research/inquiry claim decreased for all three student populations, with migratory and migratory PFS students experiencing smaller declines than all students. Between SYs 2021–22 and 2022–23, these percentages remained steady for all three student groups.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students narrowed their earlier performance 
gap with migratory students on the CAASPP ELA research/inquiry claim to a 3.2 percentage point difference (compared with a 6.5 percentage point difference in SY 2017–18).
In SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students were 13.5 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard. Migratory students overall were 10 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
Of the four CAASPP ELA claims, migratory and migratory students had the highest proficiency scores for the research/inquiry claim. Eight and a half percent of migratory students scored at above standard and approximately five percent of migratory PFS students scored at above standard in 2022–23. 
Figure 12 (and table 14) shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP ELA research/inquiry claim over the past four assessment years.


[bookmark: _Toc188030511]Figure 12. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring above standard on the English Language Arts Research/Inquiry Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030579]Table 14. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring above standard on the Research/Inquiry Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	29.4%
	27.2%
	18.5%
	18.5%

	All
	Migratory students
	14.8%
	13.4%
	8.2%
	8.5%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	8.3%
	6.0%
	5.0%
	4.9%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc496195909][bookmark: _Toc188361319]Mathematics
[bookmark: _Toc135948121][bookmark: _Toc154499378][bookmark: _Toc163813433][bookmark: _Toc472607035][bookmark: _Toc496195911][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Overall Score on the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for Mathematics
[bookmark: _Toc135948149][bookmark: _Toc154499562]Between SYs 2018–19 and 2021–22, the percentage of students who met or exceeded the standard for overall achievement declined for all three student populations. Migratory students experienced the largest decline, while migratory PFS students had the smallest decline and narrowed their performance gap with migratory students. From SYs 2021–22 through 2022–23, all three student groups experienced an increase in the percentage of students who met or exceeded the standard.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students narrowed their performance gap with migratory students for the CAASPP overall mathematics achievement to a 7.5 percentage point difference (compared with a 13.7 percentage point difference in SY 2018–19).
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 27.8 percentage points less likely than all students to score at standard met or standard exceeded for the CAASPP overall mathematics acheivement. Migratory students overall were 20.3 percentage points less likely than all students to score at standard met or standard exceeded.
An achievement gap of 20.3 percentage points, the largest gap between migratory students and all students from 2017–18 through 2022–23, was recorded in SY 2022–23. 
Figure 13 shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at standard met or standard exceeded for overall achievement on the CAASPP mathematics for SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23. Table 15 displays the same information as figure 13 in table form.


[bookmark: _Toc188016099][bookmark: _Toc188030512]Figure 13. Figure 13. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Standard Met or Exceeded for Overall Achievement on California’s Mathematics Assessment for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030580]Table 15. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Standard Met or Exceeded for Overall Achievement on California’s Mathematics Assessment for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	38.6%
	39.7%
	33.3%
	34.6%

	All
	Migratory students
	19.3%
	20.7%
	13.5%
	14.3%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	7.0%
	7.0%
	6.0%
	6.8%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
The remainder of this section provides displays data for the percentage of students who scored above standard on each of the three claims of the CAASPP mathematics assessment across four SYs (2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23). For the most recent SY (2022–23), the section also provides the distribution of students who scored above standard, near standard, or below standard.
[bookmark: _Toc135948122][bookmark: _Toc154499379]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for Mathematics Concepts and Procedures Claim
Between SYs 2018–19 and 2021–22, the percentage of students who were above standard on the CAASPP mathematics concepts and procedures claim decreased across all three student populations, with migratory PFS students experiencing the smallest decline. Between SYs 2021–22 and 2022–23, this percentage of students remained steady for all three student groups.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students had narrowed their earlier performance gap with migratory students on the CAASPP mathematics concepts and procedures claim to a 3.3 percentage point difference (compared with a 9.1 percentage point difference in SY 2018–19).
Down from three percent in 2017–18, only about two percent of migratory PFS students scored above standard on the CAASPP matematics concepts and procedures claim. Only 5.8 percent of migratory students scored above standard on the same claim.
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 17.1 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard, and migratory students overall were 13.5 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard. Figure 14 shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP mathematics concepts and procedures claim over the past four assessment years. Table 16 shows the same data in table form.


[bookmark: _Toc188030513]Figure 14. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the Mathematics Concepts and Procedures Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030581]Table 16. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the Mathematics Concepts and Procedures Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	26.5%
	27.5%
	18.2%
	19.3%

	All
	Migratory students
	11.2%
	12.1%
	5.3%
	5.8%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	3.0%
	3.0%
	2.0%
	2.2%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc135948123][bookmark: _Toc154499380]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for Mathematics Problem Solving/Modeling and Data Analysis Claim
From SY 2017–18 through SY 2018–19, all students and migratory students had a slight increase in the percentage of students who were above standard for the CAASPP mathematics problem solving/modeling and data analysis claim. In SY 2021–22, all students and migratory students experienced a decline in the percentage of students who were above standard. During this same time period, the percentage of migratory PFS students who were above standard remained steady. In SY 2022–23, both migratory and all students experienced a slight increase in this percentage, while migratory PFS students experienced a slight decline.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students had narrowed their earlier performance gap with migratory students on the CAASPP mathematics problem solving/modeling and data analysis claim to a 2.1 percentage point difference (compared with a 5.6 percentage point difference in SY 2018–19).
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 14.7 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard. Migratory students overall were 11.9 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
Of all the claims, migratory PFS students had the lowest proficiency on the CAASPP mathematics and problem solving claim with only 1.6 percent of migratory PFS students scoring at proficient in SY 2022–23.
Figure 15 (and in a different format, table 17) shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP mathematics problem solving/modeling and data analysis claim over the past four assessment years.


[bookmark: _Toc188030514]Figure 15. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the Mathematics Problem Solving/Modeling and Data Analysis Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030582]Table 17. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring above standard on the Mathematics Problem Solving/Modeling and Data Analysis Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	20.7%
	21.3%
	15.5%
	16.3%

	All
	Migratory students
	7.1%
	7.6%
	4.1%
	4.4%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	2.0%
	2.0%
	2.0%
	1.6%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc135948124][bookmark: _Toc154499381]California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress for Mathematics Communicating Reasoning Claim
From SYs 2017–18 through 2018–19, migratory and all students had a slight increase in the percentage of students who scored above standard on the CAASPP mathematics communicating reasoning claim. Between SYs 2018–19 and 2021–22, the percentage of migratory and all students who scored above standard for this claim declined noticeably and then increased slightly in SY 2022–23. Over these same assessment years, the percentage of migratory PFS students who scored above standard remained steady.
Key Findings
By SY 2021–22, migratory PFS students had narrowed their earlier performance gap with migratory students on the CAASPP mathematics communicating reasoning claim to a 1.8 percentage point difference (compared with a 6.2 percentage point difference in SY 2018–19).
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 13.5 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard. Migratory students overall were 11.0 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
Equal to the CAASPP mathematics problem solving/modeling and data analysis claim, only 4.4 percent of migratory students scored above standard on the communicating reasoning claim in SY 2022–23. Migratory PFS student group only had 1.9 percent of students scoring above standard.
Figure 16 shows the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at above standard on the CAASPP mathematics communicating reasoning claim over the past four assessment years. Table 18 exhibits the data from figure 16 in table form.


[bookmark: _Toc188030515]Figure 16. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the Mathematics Communicating Reasoning Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022– 23

Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030583]Table 18. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the Mathematics Communicating Reasoning for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
	Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18 
	2018–19 
	2021–22 
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	21.2%
	21.5%
	14.8%
	15.4%

	All
	Migratory students
	7.7%
	8.2%
	3.9%
	4.4%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	2.0%
	2.0%
	2.1%
	1.9%


Source: CDE CAASPP data files, SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188361320]English Language Proficiency Assessments for California
[bookmark: _Hlk159165212]The Summative ELPAC is the required state test to assess current EL students’ English language proficiency. The overall composite score of this assessment consists of scores from four domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Students receive an Overall score that falls into one of four levels (for more on ELPAC scoring, please visit the CDE’s ELPAC Scoring Sheet). To be considered proficient, eligible for reclassification, or exit from EL status, students currently identified as EL students must score at level 4 for their overall composite score.
To identify the potential needs of migratory student in English language proficiency, this profile examines differences in ELPAC performance overall and by domain for migratory PFS students, migratory students, and all students who are identified as EL students for SYs 2017–18 through 2018–19 and SYs 2020–21 through 2022–23. No ELPAC assessment data is available for SY 2019–20 because of the COVID-19 pandemic.
[bookmark: _Toc135948108][bookmark: _Toc154499365]Overall English Language Proficiency Assessment for California Score
Between SYs 2017–18 and 2018–19, all three student populations experienced declines in the percentage of students scoring at level 4 for overall performance on the Summative ELPAC. The percentage of migratory students and all students scoring at level 4 continued to decline between SYs 2018–19 and 2020–21. They did not start to increase until SY 2021–22, when, over the five school years examined, the percentage of migratory PFS students scoring at level 4 increased, leading to a narrower performance gap between migratory and all students on overall performance.
Key Findings
By SY 2020–21, migratory PFS students narrowed their earlier performance gap with migratory students from a difference of 13.6 percentage points in SY 2017– 18 to a difference of 0.4 percentage point on the overall performance of the ELPAC.
In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 6.7 percentage points less likely than all students to score at level 4. Migratory students overall were 4.7 percentage points less likely than all students to score at level 4.
[bookmark: _Toc188030516]Figure 17 (and in a different format, table 19) illustrates the percentage of all students, migratory students, and migratory PFS students who scored at level 4 for overall performance for SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2020–21, 2021–22, and 2022–23.
Figure 17. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Level 4 for Overall Performance on the Summative English Language Proficiency Assessments for California for All Grades, by Student Population, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2020–21 Through 2022–23

Source: CDE ELPAC data files, SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030584]Table 19. Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Level 4 for Overall Performance on the Summative English Language Proficiency Assessments for California for All Grades, by Student Population, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2020–21 Through 2022–23
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK9]Grade
	Student Population
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2020–21
	2021–22
	2022–23

	All
	All students
	30.6%
	16.4%
	14.0%
	15.6%
	16.5%

	All
	Migratory students
	21.6%
	11.5%
	8.4%
	10.5%
	11.8%

	All
	Migratory PFS students
	8.0%
	5.0%
	8.0%
	9.0%
	9.8%


Source: CDE ELPAC data files, SY 2017–18 through SY 2022–23, and the MSIN databases for the MEP, 2017–18 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed February 2023 for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and December 2023 for SY 2022– 23.
[bookmark: _Toc188361321]High School Graduation and Dropout
High School Graduation and Dropout Rates
Although the COVID-19 pandemic increased consequences for student populations who were disproportionately affected by virtual learning, the graduation and dropout rate gaps between migratory and all students increased only minimally. For this focus area, the CDE reviewed the longitudinal data for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation and dropout outcome data from DataQuest. Examining the trends in migratory and all students’ graduation and dropout rates revealed several key findings.
[bookmark: _Toc154499386][bookmark: _Toc163813435]Key Findings
· In 2022–23, migratory students were 3.4 percent less likely to graduate and 1.9 percent more likely to drop out of high school than their peers in the all students group.
· Compared with all students, migratory students had lower four-year cohort graduation rates for SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23. 
· The gap in graduation rates increased from SYs 2018–19 through 2020– 21 and then narrowed in SY 2021–22, when both student populations experienced marked increases in their graduation rates. 
· The gap increased again in SY 2022–23, when migratory students experienced a larger decline in their graduation rate. 
· In SY 2022–23, the four-year dropout rate for migratory students was 1.9 percentage points higher than that of all students. 
· The dropout rates for both student populations (i.e., migratory students and all students) declined over the past six school years. 
Figure 18 shows the four-year cohort graduation rates for migratory and all students for SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23. Figure 19 shows the dropout rates for migratory and all students from SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23. Tables 20 and 21 display the data from figures 18 and 19 respectively, in table form.
[bookmark: _Toc188016104][bookmark: _Toc188030517]Figure 18. Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rates for Migratory and All Students, School Years 2017–18 Through 2022–23
Source: CDE Dataquest, “Four-Year Cohort Adjusted Cohort Outcome” Table for SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23. Accessed September 14, 2022, for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and January 26, 2024, for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc154499644][bookmark: _Toc160787229][bookmark: _Toc188030585]Table 20. Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rates for Migratory and All Students, School Year 2017–18 Through School Year 2022–23
	Graduation Rate
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22
	2022–23

	All students
	83.0%
	84.5%
	84.2%
	83.6%
	87.0%
	86.2%

	Migratory students
	81.7%
	81.6%
	81.5%
	79.4%
	85.0%
	82.8%


Source: CDE Dataquest, “Four-Year Cohort Adjusted Cohort Outcome” Table for SY 2017–18 through SY 2022–23. Accessed September 14, 2022, for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and January 26, 2024, for SY 2022–23.


[bookmark: _Toc188030518]Figure 19. Dropout Rates for Migratory and All Students, School Years 2017–18 Through 2022–23

Source: CDE Dataquest, “Four-Year Cohort Adjusted Cohort Outcome” Table for SYs 2017–18 through 2022–23. Accessed September 14, 2022, for SYs 2017–18 through 2021–22 and January 26, 2024, for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc188030586]Table 21. Dropout Rates for Migratory and All Students, School Year 2017–18 Through School Year 2022–23
	Dropout Rate
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20
	2020–21
	2021–22
	2022–23

	All students
	9.6%
	9.0%
	8.9%
	9.4%
	7.8%
	8.2%

	Migratory students
	10.5%
	11.2%
	11.1%
	10.7%
	9.4%
	10.1%


[bookmark: _Toc135994084]Source: CDE Dataquest, “Four-Year Cohort Adjusted Cohort Outcome” Table for SY 2017–18 through SY 2022–23. Accessed September 14, 2022, for SY 2017–18 through SY 2021–22 and January 26, 2024, for SY 2022–23.
[bookmark: _Toc469510915][bookmark: _Toc472607017][bookmark: _Toc496195912][bookmark: _Toc188361322]Out-of-School Youth
California’s migratory OSY are youths aged up to twenty-one years who are currently not enrolled in a K–12 school, and have not graduated from high school, or passed a high school equivalency examination. Migratory OSY may include youths who have dropped out of school, are working on credit recovery outside of a K–12 school or are here-to-work. Here-to-work OSY are youths who have moved to the United States with the primary purpose of working, many of whom are traveling and working without a guardian. 
[bookmark: _Toc154499396][bookmark: _Toc163813444]Changes in Out-of-School Youths’ Interest in Migrant Education Program Educational Services
Because OSYs are no longer enrolled in school, the local MEPs cannot rely on academic performance data to help identify the educational needs of these youths. The Individual Needs Assessment (INA)/Individual Learning Plan (ILP) forms for OSYs ask youths specifically about their interest in certain educational services, including English literacy, home language literacy, and general education diploma (GED)/high school equivalency program (HEP). 
Key Findings
· Between the 2020–21 and 2022–23 performance periods, the percentage of OSYs who indicated an interest in an educational service on their INA/ILP forms decreased from 77 percent to 44 percent. 
· The number of completed INAs for OSY has increased considerably from 2020– 21 with the implementation of the standardized, electronic INA.
· Measured as a percentage of youths who indicated an interest in a type of service on their INA/ILP, OSYs’ interest in English literacy declined by 27 percentage points between the 2020–21 and 2022–23 performance periods (from 60 percent to 33 percent). 
· Their interest in GED/HEP also declined during that time, from 35 percent to 24 percent. Despite these large declines, English literacy and GED/HEP services continue to be the educational services that OSYs are most interested in.
Table 22 shows the number of OSYs who completed an INA/ILP each performance period and the number and percentage who indicated an interest in educational services. Figure 20 illustrates the percentage of OSYs who indicated an interest in a particular educational service type from the 2020–21 through the 2022–23 performance periods. Table 23 displays data from figure 20 in table format.

[bookmark: _Toc188030587]Table 22. Number and Percentage of Out-of-School Youths Indicating an Interest in an Educational Service, 2020–21 Through 2022–23 Performance Periods
	Performance Period
	Number of OSYs Completing an INA/ILP
	Number Indicating an Interest in Educational Services
	Percentage Indicating an Interest in Educational Services

	2020–21
	1,724
	1,324
	77%

	2021–22
	3,086
	1,764
	57%

	2022–23
	3,017
	1,318
	44%


Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2020–21 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed December 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc188030519]Figure 20. Percentage of Out-of-School Youths Indicating an Interest in an Educational Service, by Service Type, 2020–21 Through 2022–23 Performance Periods

Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2020–21 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed December 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc188030588]Table 23. Percentage of Out-of-School Youths Indicating an Interest in an Educational Service, by Service Type, 2020–21 Through 2022–23 Performance Periods
	Educational Service 
	2020–21
(N=1,724)
	2021–22
(N=3,086)
	2022–23
(N=3,017)

	English literacy
(ELA, ESL, ELD)
	60%
	45%
	33%

	GED/HEP
	35%
	21%
	24%

	Home language literacy
	2%
	2%
	4%


Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2020–21 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed December 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc496195913][bookmark: _Toc188361323]Health
[bookmark: _Toc154499389][bookmark: _Toc163813438][bookmark: _Toc496195915]Changes in Migratory Children’s Health Needs
The CDE does not have access to any health data other than what is collected through the INA. Measured as a percentage of children with a health need (e.g., dental, vision, medical, mental health) indicated on their INA/ILPs, migratory children have had an increasing need for vision services, fluctuating needs for dental services, and a declining need for medical services.
Key Findings
· During the 2020–21 performance period, 3.7 percent of migratory children with a completed INA/ILP indicated a need for vision services. That percentage increased to 4.1 percent during the 2021–22 and 2022–23 performance periods. 
· Between the 2020–21 and 2021–22 performance periods, the need for dental health services declined from 3.5 percent to 2.7 percent of children who had an INA/ILP. During the 2022–23 performance period, that need increased slightly to three percent of children. 
· Over the same three-year period, the need for medical services declined from 1.9 percent to 1.3 percent. The need for mental health services remained steady at about 0.9 percent.
[bookmark: _Toc135994144]Figure 21 (and in another format, table 24) shows the prevalence of health needs among migratory children with an indicated health need on their INA/ILPs during the past three performance periods.
[bookmark: _Toc188030520]Figure 21. Prevalence of Health Needs Among Migratory Children and Youths with an Indicated Health Need on an Individual Needs Assessment and Learning Plan, by Need Type, 2020–21 Through 2022–23 Performance Periods

Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2020–21 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed December 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc188030589]Table 24. Prevalence of Health Needs Among Migratory Children with an Indicated Health Need on an Individual Needs Assessment and Learning Plan, by Need Type, 2020–21 Through 2022–23 Performance Periods
	Health Need
	2020–21
(N=4,173)
	2021–22
(N=4,921)
	2022–23
(N=4,728)

	Vision
	3.7%
	4.1%
	4.1%

	Dental
	3.5%
	2.7%
	3.0%

	Medical
	1.9%
	1.3%
	1.3%

	Mental health
	0.9%
	0.8%
	0.9%


Source: The MSIN databases for the MEP, 2020–21 through 2022–23 performance periods. Accessed December 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc188361324]Section IV: Results and Findings
This section of the statewide CNA identifies the outputs developed by the CNA SDP Committee, including the SPAC subcommittees, and the CDE Management and Data Team for each of the ten focus areas. CNA SDP Subcommittees were charged with developing the following outputs for their specific focus areas:
· Data summaries highlighting the data findings relative to an identified concern
· Concern statements based on statewide data
· Need statements establishing a numerical gap (when possible) of “what is” and “what should be”
· Initial strategies selected based on a review of evidence-based best practices to address specifically identified needs 
The discussion of the following focus area illustrates the process that took place as the committee reviewed data to develop concern and need statements as well as selected initial strategies. In addition to the narrative of the process, key decision points are outlined in tables for ease of review. Subsequent focus areas begin by identifying the key data points discussed at the stakeholder subcommittee meetings and key decision points for each focus area are summarized.
[bookmark: _Toc496195917][bookmark: _Toc188361325]English Language Arts
The 2015 English Language Arts and English Language Development Framework for California Public Schools Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve (Framework) emphasize the need to develop both literacy and language to increase readiness for college, careers and civic life.[footnoteRef:9] As noted in the Framework, reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language is interdependent. Reading allows children to gain, revise, or expand their knowledge, while writing is a way to express understanding of concepts or to communicate ideas. Children verbally express their opinions, clarify information, collaborate on projects, and engage in the learning process. Utilization of language arts throughout the content areas develops language skills at all grade levels. [9:  California Department of Education. 2015. English Language Arts/English Language Development Framework for California Public Schools Kindergarten through Grade Twelve, Sacramento: California Department of Education, pg. 4.] 

To develop the key decision points for ELA included in this report, the ELA subcommittee reviewed the statewide results for the ELA Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment overall standards and all claims. Through discussion, the ELA subcommittee identified three priority concern statements for the ELA focus area. Subcommittee members then developed the needs statements and selected initial evidence-based strategies to address those needs as reported in the tables within this section. A review of the data is necessary to understand the selection of these specific concerns. 
Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
Identifying migratory student needs in ELA included a review of the overall ELA achievement levels and all the ELA claim data from the CAASPP from 2017–18 through 2022–23.[footnoteRef:10] As noted earlier in the report, claim data for the CAASPP includes four areas: 1) reading, 2) writing, 3) listening, and 4) research/inquiry. Below are the key data points discussed while reviewing the CAASPP ELA data. [10:  Student scores are reported on overall achievement and by claims that focus on specific knowledge and skills. Overall, ELA and math achievement levels consist of: Level 1 – standard not met, Level 2 – standard nearly met, Level 3 – standard met and Level 4 – standard exceeded. The three scoring levels for the claim data include: below standard, near standard, and above standard.] 

Figure 8 (p. 24) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Standard Met or Exceeded for Overall Achievement on California’s English Language Arts Assessment for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 shows that:
· In 2022–23, 23.4 percent of migratory students were proficient on the CAASPP Smarter Balanced Overall ELA Standards.
· Demonstrating a 23.2 percent gap with migratory students’ proficiency level, 46.6 percent of all students were proficient on the CAASPP Smarter Balanced Overall ELA Standards in 2022–23. 
Figure 9 (p. 26) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress English Language Arts Reading Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 illustrates the following data points:
· In 2022–23, 6.8 percent of migratory students scored above standard on the reading claim. Ninety-three percent of migratory students are near or below standard in reading. 
· Approximately 19 percent of the all student group scored above standard on the reading claim in 2022–23 demonstrating a gap of nearly 12 percentage points.
Figure 10 (p. 28) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Above Standard on the English Language Arts Writing Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23
illustrates these key data points:
· Similar to the reading claim, only 6.8 percent of migratory students scored above standard on the 2022–23 CAASPP ELA writing claim.
· In 2022–23, 19.2 percent of the all-student group scored above standard on the writing claim.
· The gap between migratory and all students is slightly bigger for writing than in reading with a 12.4 percentage point difference.
The ELA subcommittee generated the following priority concerns based on the data above. Given that almost half of California’s migratory students are multilingual students, and that writing is the last skill developed in English language acquisition, the CDE and the CNA SDP Committee decided to include three priority concerns for ELA to support ELD as well as overall academic achievement.
English Language Arts: Concern Statement #1
Overall ELA proficiency for all students across California in 2022–23 was not high regardless of student population (e.g., all students, migratory students, socioeconomically disadvantaged students, etc.) with the exception of Asian students who had the highest proficiency levels at 74.7 percent followed by Filipino students at 70.05 percent and white students at 60.72 percent as shown on the CAASPP Dashboard[footnoteRef:11]. Unfortunately, overall ELA proficiency levels for underserved populations such as migratory students are significantly lower as noted in the key data points section above. After reviewing CAASPP overall ELA proficiency and all claim data, the ELA subcommittee was concerned about the gap in overall ELA performance between migratory and all students. This concern was expressed as: [11:  English Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics Smarter Balanced Summative Assessments Results by Student Group for 2022–23.] 

We are concerned the achievement gap between migratory students and all students was 23.2 percent on the overall ELA standards in 2022–23.
The subcommittee reasoned that migratory students might fall behind in ELA overall achievement because of limited English proficiency, struggling with grade level material, lack of explicit writing instruction involving a thorough teaching of the writing process, limited access to academic English, and minimal opportunities for high-quality genre writing. Additionally, a couple of committee members advised the committee that younger migratory students might not have the technology skills needed to be successful with an online exam, as the CAASPP is administered exclusively online. 
Need Statement
As mentioned previously, the present need is defined as the gap between “what is” and “what should be.” In 2022–23, 23.4 percent of migratory students, compared with 46.6 percent of all students, met or exceeded the ELA achievement standards demonstrating a 23.2 percent gap. The ELA subcommittee articulated the need statement as such:
Migratory students need to improve their proficiency on the overall ELA standards by an additional 23.2 percent.
The subcommittee discussed the possibility of MEPs refocusing on targeting ELA services towards migratory students with the purpose of moving from below standard to proficiency and supporting ELA proficient migratory students to increase their knowledge of and skillset of the ELA standards. Ultimately, the subcommittee decided to leave those policy decisions (i.e., deciding which group of students within the greater population of students who scored below proficiency) to each MEP subgrantee as long as the MPO for the strategy is met. The following strategies were suggested for the need to increase overall ELA proficiency.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
Based on their analysis of the CAASPP data, reflection and discussion as well as the research on evidence-based practices for the focus area, the ELA subcommittee suggested the following strategy to improving overall ELA achievement:
1. Provide supplementary ELA services focused on foundational skills (e.g., phonological awareness, phonics, language comprehension, reading fluency, and writing) for migratory students who are scoring below standard or standard nearly met in ELA achievement.
a. Instruction should be differentiated and meet students at their readiness levels.
b. Explicitly teach academic, content-specific vocabulary and provide numerous opportunities for students to engage with the vocabulary.
c. Group students according to interests or individual skill levels.
d. Services must be long enough in duration for students to engage with the standards-based content multiple times. Instructional services for ELA must be at least 18 hours over a nine-week period or 30 hours during the regular school year and 20 hours in the summer.
Many of these strategies lend themselves well to the second priority concern focused on reading fluency and comprehension.
English Language Arts: Concern Statement #2 
Included in the previous SDP, reading strategies continue to be a top priority for this CNA SDP Committee given the large, persistent achievement gap between migratory and all student groups. The ELA subcommittee expressed their concern for the reading achievement gap as:
We are concerned that in 2022–23 only 6.8 percent of migratory students met or exceeded the standard for the reading claim compared to 18.7 percent of all students demonstrating a gap of 11.9 percent.
The subcommittee recognized that while the state would identify statewide strategies, the difference is really made within local services. Therefore, the committee prioritized an emphasis on reading, focusing on high-quality reading instruction as the most effective way to yield gains in reading fluency and comprehension. The need statement for reading is articulated in the next section.
Need Statement
In 2022–23, approximately seven percent of migratory students, compared with close to 19 percent of all students, scored near or above standard on the reading claim demonstrating a 12-percentage point difference between migratory students and the all students comparison group. The ELA subcommittee articulated the needs statement for reading as:
[bookmark: _Hlk186216846]MEP students need to increase their proficiency on the CAASPP ELA reading claim by an additional 11.9 percent.
Students require ample opportunities to practice reading (e.g., using their knowledge of phonics and phonological awareness) for purpose and understanding. Intentional, standards-based instruction centered on foundational reading skills is paramount to create a solid foundation for literacy, and especially important to migratory students who are also identified as PFS, newcomer students in all grade levels (e.g., elementary and secondary), and/or multilingual learners whose primary language is not English.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
Based on their analysis of the CAASPP data, reflection and discussion as well as the research on evidence-based practices for the focus area, the ELA subcommittee suggested the following strategies to improving reading proficiency:
1. Provide supplementary ELA services for migratory students with targeted instruction on foundational skills for students who are scoring below or near standard in reading.
2. During reading instruction, use model texts to teach the purpose, structure, and typical language of one of the following genres (and subgenre examples):
a. Kindergarten through fifth grade (California Common Core State Standards for ELA, p. 41)
i. Literature 
1. Stories (e.g., children’s adventure stories, folktales, legends, fables, fantasy, realistic fiction, and myth)
ii. Informational 
1. Literary Nonfiction (e.g., biographies and autobiographies; books about history, social studies, science and the arts; technical texts, including directions, forms, and information displayed in graphs, charts, or maps; and digital sources on a range of topics).
b. Sixth through twelfth grade (California Common Core State Standards for ELA, p. 77)
i. Literature 
1. Stories (e.g., adventure stories, historical fiction, mysteries, myths, science fiction, realistic fiction, allegories, parodies, satire, and graphic novels)
ii. Informational 
1. Literary Nonfiction (e.g., expository, argument, and functional text in the form of personal essays, speeches, opinion pieces, essays about art or literature, biographies, memoirs, journalism, historical, scientific, technical or economic accounts). 
All these strategies indicate the need for multiple opportunities to read for fluency and comprehension. In preparing for these opportunities, students need to have a solid foundation in phonological awareness and phonics so they may read for understanding. High-quality reading instructional strategies including building foundational literacy skills and in-depth exploration of genres is necessary for multilingual learners with limited English language proficiency regardless of grade level enrollment (i.e., elementary or secondary). A strong foundation in reading and understanding will ultimately be a benefit as students develop their writing skills.
English Language Arts: Concern Statement #3 
Finally, the ELA subcommittee expressed interest in focusing on the writing claim data because of the gap in performance between migratory, migratory PFS, and all student groups. This concern was specifically expressed as:
We are concerned the majority of migratory students are performing at below standard in writing.
The subcommittee reasoned that migratory students might be behind their peers in writing due to developing English proficiency, struggles with grade level material, lack of explicit instruction in writing in different genres and limited opportunities to practice writing across genres at their independent writing level. 
Need Statement
Fifty percent of migratory students, compared with 29 percent of all students, are below standard in writing creating a 21 percentage point difference between migratory students and the all students comparison group. First and foremost, the MEP needs to work with parents to reduce chronic absenteeism. Once students are present at school, ELA instruction needs to focus on foundational writing skills. The ELA subcommittee articulated the needs statement as such:
An additional 21 percent of migratory students will move from below standard to near or above standard in writing.
MEPs need to elevate current ELA instructional writing services to assist migratory students in closing the achievement gap in near standard or above standard achievement levels for the Smarter Balanced ELA assessment writing claim. Similar to the need in reading, the committee recognized the only way to improve writing was to ensure high-quality instruction on the purpose of different genres and the writing process (e.g., prewriting/brainstorming, drafting, revising, editing, publishing). Although students need numerous opportunities to practice their writing, genre writing needs to be taught thoroughly to build students’ foundational writing skills that will set them up for success in later years of their educational journeys.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
Based on their analysis of the CAASPP data, reflection, and discussion on evidence-based practices to address the need in writing, the ELA subcommittee suggested the following strategies to improve student writing achievement:
1. Provide thorough, explicit writing instruction for one genre of writing (excluding poetry) using the writing process, using a model text from the reading strategy, and using a student-friendly rubric.
a. Instruction should be differentiated and meet students at their readiness level.
b. Explicitly teach the development of rich language and the structure of writing in different genres. 
i. Kindergarten through fifth grade (California Common Core State Standards for ELA, p. 41)
1. Literature 
a. Stories (e.g., children’s adventure stories, folktales, legends, fables, fantasy, realistic fiction, and myth)
2. Informational 
a. Literary Nonfiction (e.g., biographies and autobiographies; books about history, social studies, science and the arts; technical texts, including directions, forms, and information displayed in graphs, charts, or maps; and digital sources on a range of topics).
ii. Sixth through twelfth grade (California Common Core State Standards for ELA, p. 77)
1. Literature 
a. Stories (e.g., adventure stories, historical fiction, mysteries, myths, science fiction, realistic fiction, allegories, parodies, satire, and graphic novels)
2. Informational 
a. Literary Nonfiction (e.g., expository, argument, and functional text in the form of personal essays, speeches, opinion pieces, essays about art or literature, biographies, memoirs, journalism, historical, scientific, technical or economic accounts).
c. Provide a rubric for students that outlines the elements required by the genre (e.g., engaging introduction, main idea, specific text organization, etc.) to write a proficient example. The rubric should be based on the standards for the grade level and identifies what is needed for different levels of writing proficiency.
2. [bookmark: _Toc496195918]Provide professional learning opportunities for the writing genre selected training teachers the purpose and definition of each genre, the specific text organization for the genre, grade specific standards included in the genre (e.g., sensory language, transitional words and phrases, use narrative techniques such as dialogue, etc.).
Best practices like use of a model text for reading and writing instruction and student-friendly rubrics further reinforce student learning of the purpose, structure and typical language of different genres. These evidence-based strategies illustrate a direct connection to students between reading and writing and provide a model for writing for a specific genre. MEPs should consider centering professional learning around integrating reading and writing using evidence-based instructional strategies that engage all students of varying abilities. 
[bookmark: _Toc188361326]Mathematics
Mathematics is essential to living in and understanding the world. As the Mathematics Framework for California Public Schools: Kindergarten Through Twelve (Framework) notes, we apply mathematics when we check our wallets to make a purchase, measure ingredients when we cook or evaluate the evidence in a debate on local government spending.[footnoteRef:12] Students who learn mathematics based on the California Common Core State Standards Mathematics (CA CCSSM) now have increased language demands during mathematics instruction that reflect the skills necessary to fully participate in today’s world. Students are asked to engage in discussions about mathematics topics, explain their reasoning, demonstrate their understanding and listen to and critique the reasoning of others. These increased language demands may pose challenges for all students and even greater challenges for migratory students, especially those who are multilingual learner students, and students who perform below grade level in reading and writing. [12:  California Department of Education. 2023. Mathematics Framework for California Public Schools Kindergarten through Grade Twelve, Sacramento: California Department of Education.] 

The CA CCSSM calls for students to describe, explain, demonstrate and understand mathematical content and requires students to engage in speaking and writing about mathematics at all grade levels. Thus, learning how to connect mathematical content to language is imperative.
Instruction must consider the students’ mathematical knowledge and skillset as well as their proficiency in English and/or their primary language. Moschkovich (2012) cautions that communication through mathematics is more than learning vocabulary.[footnoteRef:13] Students must also be able to participate in discussions about mathematical ideas, generalize, and support their claims. [13:  Moschkovich, Judit. 2012. “Mathematics, the Common Core, and Language: Recommendations for Mathematics Instruction for ELs Aligned with the Common Core.” Understanding Language: Commissioned Papers on Language and Literacy Issues in the Common Core State Standards and Next Generation Science Standards, April 5  2012.] 

Even students with good conversational English skills may lack the academic language necessary to fully access mathematics curriculum (Francis et al. 2006).[footnoteRef:14] Francis et al. (2006) examined research on instruction and intervention in mathematics for EL students. The consensus among the researchers was that a lack of development of academic language is a primary cause of EL students’ academic difficulties and that more attention needs to be paid to the development of academic language. Like Moschkovich, Francis et al. (2006) notes that understanding and using academic language involves many skills, which include using increasingly complex words, correctly using sentence structures and syntax, understanding text organization and producing grade, and content, appropriate writing. [14:  Francis, David J., Mabel Rivera, Nonie Lesaux, Michael Kieffer, and Hector Rivera. 2006. Practical Guidelines for the Education of English Language Learners: Research-Based Recommendations for Instruction and Academic Interventions. Portsmouth, NH: RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction. ] 

Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
After reviewing the overall math achievement and all claim data, the Math subcommittee finalized their top two concerns for overall math achievement and proficiency in concepts and procedures (math claim 1). The following key data points reflect the subcommittee’s discussion around the data for these two figures. 
[bookmark: _Hlk178607770]Figure 13 (p. 34) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Standard Met or Exceeded for Overall Achievement on California’s Mathematics Assessment for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 demonstrates the following data:
· While the achievement gap for the CAASPP overall math standards has remained fairly consistent from 2018–19 through 2022–23, the largest achievement gap of 20.3 percentage points was recorded in SY 2022–23.  
· In 2022–23, 14.3 percent of migratory students met or exceeded the CAASPP overall math standards while 34.6 percent of all students met or exceeded the overall math standards. 
· In 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 27.8 percentage points less likely than all students to score at standard met or standard exceeded. Migratory students overall were 20.3 percentage points less likely than all students to score at standard met or standard exceeded.
Figure 14 (p. 36) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring above standard on the Mathematics Concepts and Procedures Claim for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23 show that:
· Just over 19 percent of all students, 5.8 percent of migratory students, and 2.2 percent of migratory PFS students scored above standard on the Mathematics concepts and procedures claim for all grades.
· In SY 2022–23, migratory PFS students were 17.1 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard, and migratory students overall were 13.5 percentage points less likely than all students to score at above standard.
The following concern statements, need statements and initial strategies address these key data points for the Mathematics focus area.
Mathematics: Concern Statement #1
The Math subcommittee noted similar concerns in math as the ELA Subcommittee did in ELA prioritizing overall proficiency and foundational skills. The subcommittee saw a persistent gap in the CAASPP overall math achievement data between migratory, migratory PFS, and all students. Subcommittee members expressed their concern as the following:
We are concerned the achievement gap for the CAASPP overall math achievement is not decreasing.
The subcommittee believed the implementation of Common Core State Standards and the requirement for students to explain their reasoning behind solving problems through English may negatively affect migratory multilingual students; however, the claim data reveals there are opportunities to elevate performance on foundational skills (e.g., concepts and procedures) to support migratory students’ ability to build their knowledge and skills for more complex mathematical concepts and procedures.
Need Statement
Just over 14 percent of migratory students, in comparison to approximately 35 percent of all students, scored below standard on the overall math achievement resulting in a 20 -percentage point difference. When comparing migratory PFS and all students groups, the gap widens to nearly 28 percentage points. Intentional, standards-based instruction with high rigor that engages students is needed to move migratory students from below standard to meeting or exceeding the standard to close the overall math achievement gap. The Math subcommittee articulated the needs statement as such:
An additional 20.3 percent of migratory students need to be proficient in mathematics as measured by the CAASPP math assessment.
The MEP needs to either develop new, or focus current, math services on building knowledge and skills for key standards in mathematics in order to increase students’ proficiency levels and increase future access to math-dependent career and college opportunities.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussing the student achievement data and evidence-based practices, the subcommittee suggested the following strategies to improve student overall math achievement:
1. Offer math services that focus on locally identified standards-based, data-driven needs (e.g., math claims with largest achievement gap, math benchmark data). 
2. [bookmark: _Hlk179896081]All math services must include curriculum with culturally sustaining pedagogy embedded within lessons.
Instruction needs to be responsive to the specific mathematical needs of migratory students. Educators need to provide differentiated instruction to meet students where they are with the purpose of developing strong foundational skills allowing students to build their mathematical skillset annually.
Math: Concern Statement #2 
After reviewing the CAASPP math claim data the Math subcommittee identified a significant need for claim 1 – mathematical concepts and procedures. Subcommittee members expressed their concern as the following:
We are concerned the achievement gap isn’t closing for the CAASPP Math claim 1 – concepts and procedures.
The subcommittee agreed that the requirement to explain the reasoning behind solving problems through the English language may negatively affect migratory EL students’ overall 
Need Statement
In 2022–23, 5.8 percent scored at above standard on claim 1 which is a 6.3 percent decrease from 2017–18. Migratory students are 13.5 percent less likely to score at above standard level than the all students group in mathematical concepts and procedures. Migratory PFS students are about 17 percentage points less likely to score above standard when compared to all students. The Math subcommittee expressed the following need:
An additional 13.5 percent of migratory students need to score above standard on the CAASPP Math concepts and procedures.
To address this need, MEPs need to restructure their current math intervention services to focus on accelerating learning in concepts and procedures to support migratory students in closing the achievement gap.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
Once a review of the student achievement data and literature on evidence-based practices was completed, the Math subcommittee suggested the following strategies to improve student math concepts and procedures:
1. Offer supplemental math services with a focus on mathematical concepts and procedures for students scoring below standard.
2. Include math literacy activities for parents focused on understanding their students’ assessment data, why proficiency is important, and how they can support student achievement.
Like ELA, focus is needed on developing math foundational skills to prepare students to meet increasingly complex mathematical standards as they progress through kindergarten through grade twelve education. Increasing students’ English language proficiency is key to reducing language barriers to teaching and learning all content areas including math. The next section reviews the committee’s key decisions for ELD.
[bookmark: _Toc496195919][bookmark: _Toc188361327]English Language Development
The purpose of ELD is to learn and acquire the English language to a level of proficiency that minimizes the language barriers when engaging in the academic content. As multilingual students progress through school, the language they encounter in texts, both oral and written, becomes increasingly complex. Their continuing development of academic usage of English depends on highly skilled teachers who understand how to identify and address the particular language learning needs of their EL students.[footnoteRef:15] Students build confidence and proficiency in demonstrating their content knowledge through oral presentations, writing and creating, collaborative conversations, and using multimedia. In addition, when teachers support children’s development of language awareness, or knowledge of how English works in different situations, EL students gain an understanding of how language functions as a complex, dynamic, and social resource for making meaning.14 Daily and across subject matter, multilingual children develop proficiency in understanding and using increasingly advanced levels of English through intellectually rich practices and activities. [15:  California Department of Education. 2015. English Language Arts/English Language Development Framework for California Public Schools Kindergarten through Grade Twelve, Sacramento: California Department of Education.
] 

Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
Participants serving on the ELD subcommittee reviewed ELPAC data from SYs     2017–18 through 2022–23. Although participants had ELPAC data from 2017–18, it should be noted that the cut scores identifying levels of English language proficiency were redone for the 2018–19 assessment year; therefore, data from 2017–18 does not accurately reflect student English language proficiency. As stated in the abridged Migratory Student Profile contained in this document, the ELPAC measures a student's English language proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing, and scores students on a five-point scale ranging from beginning to advanced levels. The ELD subcommittee analyzed the overall ELPAC proficiency as well as data for the specific ELPAC domains for migratory multilingual learners and all students groups who are learning English. Key data, by Figure, for the ELPAC is listed below:
Figure 17. (p. 42) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring at Level 4 for Overall Performance on the Summative English Language Proficiency Assessments for California for All Grades, by Student Population, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2020–21 Through 2022–23 shows that:
· Migratory students’ proficiency of 21.6 percent in 2017–18 fell to 11.8 percent in 2022–23 on their overall performance on the ELPAC; however, this data is somewhat misleading as the cut scores for the newly developed ELPAC were changed for the 2018–19 school year. Therefore, from 2018–19 when the new scores were implemented, through 2022–23, there is a three percent increase overall. 
· From 2018–19 to 2022–23, the gap between all and migratory students decreased from 4.9 percent to 4.7 percent.  
· In 2022–23, 11.8 percent of migratory students were proficient overall on the ELPAC compared with 16.5 percent of all students were proficient overall on the ELPAC.
Figure 28 (only included in the full Migratory Student Profile) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory Priority-for-Service Students Scoring Well Developed on English Language Proficiency Assessments for California Reading Domain for All Grades, School Years 2017–18, 2018–19, and 2020–21 Through 2022–23 illustrates the following:
· Just under eight percent of migratory students, compared to 11 percent of all students, are proficient in the 2022–23 ELPAC reading domain.
· In 2022–23, the achievement gap on the reading domain between migratory students and all students was 3.2 percent; however, the gap between migratory PFS students and all students grew to 4.5 percent.
After reflecting on the data above, the committee finalized two concern and need statements for the ELD focus area.
English Language Development: Concern Statement #1
After evaluating the data from the overall ELPAC scores and each domain by grade, the ELD subcommittee members discussed their top concerns for ELD. The subcommittee expressed their primary concern for migratory students’ English language proficiency as follows:
We are concerned that only 7.8 percent of migratory students are proficient in the ELPAC reading domain. 
With this concern in mind, the subcommittee worked on developing a need statement to reflect the achievement gap on the ELPAC reading domain.
Need Statement
While just under eight percent of migratory EL students are proficient in the reading domain of the ELPAC, 11 percent of all students scored proficient in the ELPAC reading domain. This demonstrated a gap of 3.2 percent between the groups for the 2022–23 school year. The ELD subcommittee identified the following need:
An additional 3.2 percent of migratory students need to be proficient in the reading domain of the ELPAC.
Even though the achievement gap is only approximately three percent, proficiency in the reading domain is extremely low for the migratory, migratory PFS, and all student groups. In fact, during the last two school years reported, the ELPAC reading domain had the lowest percentages of proficiency for all three student groups compared to other ELPAC domains.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
Once a review of the literature on evidence-based practices for ELD was completed, the subcommittee proposed the following strategies to improve student English language proficiency:
1. Strategic teaching of various categories (domain, discipline, and genre specific language) of vocabulary.
2. Provide opportunities for students to learn through collaboration and academic discourse.
3. Teach independent word learning skills and phonological awareness.
Reading fluency and comprehension, in addition to overall proficiency, continue to be a key theme throughout several focus areas (e.g., ELA, math, ELD) discussions held by the CNA SDP Committee. 
English Language Development: Concern Statement #2 
The second concern statement related to overall English language proficiency for all students in grades K–12. ELD subcommittee members expressed their second concern as the following:
We are concerned that the gap between all students and migratory students’ proficiency has not significantly decreased from 2018–19 to 2022–23.  
On the basis of this concern statement, the committee focused on developing the need statement to address the need for increased English language proficiency.
Need Statement
Overall English language proficiency was a prioritized concern for the ELD subcommittee. There is close to a five percentage point gap between migratory EL students and all EL student groups who scored proficient in the overall ELPAC. The ELD subcommittee identified the following need based on their second concern:
[bookmark: _Hlk175844112]An additional 4.7 percent of migratory students need to score at Level 4 on the overall ELPAC.
Migrant programs need to evaluate their program services and instructional practices to ensure that teachers provide the language support and practice necessary to improve students’ English language proficiency especially at the high school level. In addition, the teachers need to embed integrated ELD into lessons in a thoughtful way to maximize students’ opportunity to practice meaning making, effective expression, language development, content knowledge, and foundational skills.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
Continuing the work in English language proficiency from the previous CNA and SDP, the subcommittee recommended that California continue to implement integrated ELD, but revise the strategy for more clarity and specificity:
1. All instructional services provide integrated ELD to support academic language development and content knowledge. Teachers need to ensure that integrated ELD:
a. Is differentiated according to student language proficiency levels (e.g., student grouping, Bloom’s taxonomy, and scaffolds).
b. Is integrating and making connections among the four domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.
c. Teaches independent word learning skills and phonological awareness.
d. Provides opportunities for students to learn through collaboration and academic discourse.
These strategies seek to address the needs of migratory students in ELD at the primary and secondary levels of education. Migratory students with higher levels of English language proficiency in high school have an advantage over their peers with lower English language proficiency peers. Therefore, the MEP needs to ensure that high school migratory students also have opportunities to develop their English that support their graduation from high school.
[bookmark: _Toc496195920][bookmark: _Toc188361328]High School Outcomes
Research suggests that children in the U.S. with low reading test scores in grade three were less likely to graduate from high school than children with higher reading scores (Hernandez, 2011).[footnoteRef:16] Third grade is a pivotal year as there is a shift from “learning to read” to “reading to learn.” Interventions for struggling readers after third grade are seldom as effective as those interventions implemented in the early years. Hernandez (2011) reports that “one in six children who are not reading proficiently in third grade do not graduate from high school on time, a rate four times greater than that for proficient readers (p. 5).” The rates are highest for the low, below-basic readers: 23 percent of these children drop out or fail to finish high school on time, compared to nine percent of children with basic reading skills and four percent of proficient readers. Therefore, efforts on early intervention should be a focus when trying to improve high school graduation rates. [16:  Hernandez, Donald J. 2011. Double Jeopardy: How Third Grade Reading Skills and Poverty Influence High School Graduation. Foundation for Child Development. The Annie E. Casey Foundation.] 

The High School Outcomes subcommittee members reviewed several data sets representing different outcomes for high school students and then developed the concern and need statements and selected initial evidence-based strategies to address those needs. Several concerns were identified supported by the key data points outlined in the next section.
Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
The High School Outcomes subcommittee reviewed statewide high school graduation rates and dropout rates included in California’s Migratory Student Profile, which provided data for migratory and all students (including migratory students) over the past five years. Additionally, data on four-year adjusted cohort outcome data (e.g., type of completion such as regular high school diploma or GED), the college-going rate for California high school students (e.g., based on institution type, whether it was in-state or out-of-state, etc.) provided the subcommittee with some information on students’ plans after high school. The subcommittee also reviewed such MEP programmatic data as annual case management and credit accrual participation in order to speak to different supports students in obtaining their high school diploma. 
Figure 18 (p. 44) Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rates for Migratory and All Students, School Years 2017–18 Through 2022–23 shows that:
· The gap in high school graduations rates from 2010–11 through 2013–14 was stable at approximately five percent with all students graduating at slightly higher rates.
· Migratory students closed the high school graduation gap in the school year 2014–15 to a one percent gap. 
In addition to identifying the cohort graduation and dropout rates, the subcommittee analyzed high school outcome data for migratory and all students. Outcome data included the percentage of migratory and all students who met the UC/CSU requirements, the percentage who earned a Seal of Biliteracy or a Golden State Seal Merit Diploma, and what types of colleges graduates attended. Table 25 displays some of this high school graduation outcome data for migratory and all students. 


[bookmark: _Toc188030590]Table 25. Percentage of Migratory and All Students Meeting High School Graduation Requirements for Various Achievements in the 2022–23 Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Report
	Race / Ethnicity
	Cohort Students
	Regular High School Diploma Graduates
	Cohort Graduation Rate
	Graduates Meeting UC/CSU Requirements
	Graduates Earning a Seal of Biliteracy
	Graduates Earning a Golden State Seal Merit Diploma

	All Students
	495,492
	427,241
	86.20%
	52.40%
	12.40%
	31.40%

	Migratory Students
	5,574
	4,618
	82.80%
	31.10%
	13.10%
	18.80%


Source: CDE DataQuest, “Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate” SY 2022–23
As identified by the DataQuest 2022–23 Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Report, the subcommittee identified the elevated the following data points: 
· In 2022–23, only 31.1 percent of migratory students met the UC/CSU requirements. 
· In 2022–23, 52.4 percent of all students met the UC/CSU requirements.
· In 2022–23, the gap between migratory and all students who received the State Seal of Biliteracy was .7 percent meanwhile migratory students were 12.6 percent less likely to earn the State Golden Seal Merit Diploma. 
The High School Graduation subcommittee generated the following two priority concerns, needs and initial strategies on the basis of discussions during the subcommittee meeting and review of key high school student data.
High School Outcomes: Concern Statement #1 
While reviewing high school student outcome data, the High School Outcome subcommittee were especially concerned in the discrepancy between migratory students and all students who met the UC/CSU requirements. Subcommittee members expressed their concern as the following:
We are concerned that only 31.1 percent of migratory students met the UC/CSU requirements compared to 52.4 percent of all students who met the requirements in 2022–23. 
Recognizing the discrepancy in college-going outcomes between migratory and all students, the subcommittee crafted a need statement to reflect the opportunity gap for students meeting the UC/CSU requirements.
Need Statement 
Concerned that migratory students were not receiving the support necessary to meet the UC/CSU requirements and thus having their college opportunities limited by default, the subcommittee identified the following need as:
An additional 21.3 percent of migratory students need to meet the UC/CSU requirements.
Articulated by the subcommittee and confirmed by the CNA SDP Committee, the initial strategies identified below seek to provide a safety net for migratory students at-risk of dropping out and encourage high school graduation.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After considering the data and the best practices to support students in graduating high school, the subcommittee recommended the strategies below to improve migratory students’ graduation rate:
1. Provide case management services that cover a range of opportunities (e.g., A-G requirements, transcript review, UC/CSU requirements, career and technical education, State Seal of Biliteracy, development of future career/educational goals).
2. Provide training for staff to learn how to implement case management services according to the requirements in the case management strategy.
3. Provide family workshops on the importance of student attendance, engagement, and proficiency and strategies to keep students engaged with school.
4. Mentor-mentee relationship: Identify migratory students experiencing challenges and pair them with a staff member to provide support and guidance.
5. Provide Migrant Student Leadership Institute opportunities to expose migratory students to transformative experiences.
6. Provide career technical opportunities that can result in credit accrual.
7. Provide immersive extracurricular activities and academic excursions to migratory students to keep them engaged.
The subcommittee discussion and strategy development focused on supporting migratory students in graduating high school and meeting other four-year cohort graduation outcomes (e.g., obtaining the State Seal of Biliteracy). While these discussions focused on advocating for increased migratory student graduation rates, they agreed strategies selected to encourage graduation rates could simultaneously discourage migratory students from dropping out. 
High School Outcomes: Concern Statement #2 
Similar to the high school graduation rate, the dropout rate is an area where migratory and all students are fairly consistent with one another with a 1.9 percent gap separating the two groups. Subcommittee members expressed their concern as the following:
We are concerned that migratory students have a dropout rate of 10.1 percent compared to 8.2 percent of all students.
On the basis of this concern, the subcommittee developed the need statement to support efforts to reduce dropout rates.
Need Statement
Migratory students’ dropout rate has been fairly steady from 2017–18 through 2020–21. In 2021–22, dropout rates for both migratory and all students decreased with all students seeing a larger decrease of 1.6 percentage points compared to the 1.3 percentage point decrease for migratory students. However, the dropout rate increased slightly in 2022–23 for both groups as did the achievement gap between the two groups. The High School subcommittee identified the following need:
The percentage of migratory students dropping out needs to be reduced by at least 1.9 percent.
This need prompted the CNA SDP Committee to select the initial strategies laid out in the following Initial Strategies to Address Need section targeting high school dropout rates.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
As noted previously, the subcommittee suggested the following strategies intended to improve the high school graduation rate while reducing the dropout rate:
1. The MEP will provide multiple pathways for students to recover credits based on learning needs, local partnerships, and available, school board approved curriculum. All opportunities must be approved by the local school board as the district is the only entity able to award credits.
2. Provide immersive opportunities/develop partnerships with higher education institutions that create connectedness and enhance students’ agency and sense of belonging (e.g., Migrant Student Leadership Institute).
The CNA SDP Committee (including the SPAC) will provide additional feedback on this focus area, as well as the outcome-based focus areas, once the CDE presents the draft CNA and SDP.
[bookmark: _Toc496195921][bookmark: _Toc188361329]Output-Based Focus Areas
The output-based focus areas are additional target areas included in the SSDP. These target, or focus, areas will guide the MEP in the planning and service delivery at the state, regional, and local levels. The identified needs described in this section were better suited to be measured by outputs (i.e., what the program produces through services) than outcomes (i.e., changes in knowledge, skills, and behaviors). Unlike focus areas with performance targets based on standardized assessments (e.g., ELA, math, ELD), the CDE does not require any other standardized assessments; therefore, outputs are the best form of measurement in the following six focus areas: 1) School Readiness, 2) OSY, 3) Health, 4) Parent and Family Engagement, 5) Social and Emotional Learning, and 6) Student Engagement.
Please note that the SDP will contain both outcomes and outputs for high school graduation, outputs for the measurable program objectives, and an outcome for the graduation and dropout rates. The SDP will identify specific outputs, measurable program objectives, and performance targets for these focus areas based on the needs outlined in this CNA. 
[bookmark: _Toc496195922][bookmark: _Toc188361330]School Readiness
It is commonly understood that children’s cultures, experiences, interests, and needs help shape their development. As the basis to all learning, language supports learning in all domains. For multilingual learners, their primary language development also supports learning English through the transfer of skills. Early education must have safeguards in place to ensure that children are in supportive, inclusive, culturally responsive environments that foster feelings of both physical and emotional safety. By developing these safe spaces and meaningful connections, early learning can be more easily integrated across the domains because learning that takes place in one domain supports the development of skills in another domain. The CDE’s Preschool/Transitional Kindergarten Learning Foundations (PTKLF) identified the following nine domains as necessary elements of school readiness programs and helpful in closing the achievement gap: 
1. Approaches to Learning
2. Social and Emotional Development
3. Language and Literacy (Foundational Language Development and ELD)
4. Mathematics 
5. Science 
6. Physical Development
7. Health
8. History-Social Science
9. Visual and Performing Arts
Together, these domains represent crucial areas of learning and development for young children.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  California Department of Education. 2021. California Preschool/Transitional Kindergarten Learning Foundations. Sacramento, California: California Department of Education.] 

As noted by the survey data included in California’s Migratory Student Profile, migratory children also need to possess social and emotional skills to prepare them for formal education. Webster-Stratton and Reid (2004) state that “the ability of young children to manage their emotions and behaviors and to make meaningful friendships is an important prerequisite for school readiness and academic success (p. 96).”[footnoteRef:18] The article adds, “socially competent children are also more academically successful and poor social skills are a strong predictor of academic failure (p. 96).” [18:  Webster-Stratton, Carol and M. Jamila Reid. 2004. Strengthening Social and Emotional Competence in Young Children–The Foundation for Early School Readiness and Success: Incredible Years Classroom Social Skills and Problem-Solving Curriculum. Infants and Young Children 17, no. 2:96-113.] 

Because ESSA requires the MEP to provide services to preschool migratory children, the MEP’s current primary responsibility is to ensure that students have access to high-quality center-based preschool programs. If there is no room or parents cannot enroll their children in these programs, the MEP offers various school readiness services, including center-based programs and family biliteracy services (the Family Biliteracy Program is an optional service where parents learn alongside their preschool aged children to support their children’s early learning as they get ready for school).
Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
Due to the absence of statewide preschool assessment data, much of the discussion regarding achievement centered on reviewing CAASPP data for ELA, math, and ELD in kindergarten through grade three. Additionally, the School Readiness subcommittee also reviewed student participation data in school readiness services with a focus on dual language development. The School Readiness subcommittee identified the following discussion points from the 2022–23 CAASPP ELPAC data: 
· In 2022–23, 7.9 percent of migratory kindergarten students who were identified as English learner students were proficient on the ELPAC overall.
· About 16 percent of all kindergarten students who were identified as English learner students were proficient on the ELPAC overall in 2022–23. 
Figure 8 (p. 24) illustrates a 23.2 percent performance gap in overall ELA proficiency with only 23.4 percent of migratory students scoring proficient compared with 46.6 percent of all students scoring proficient on the CAASPP Smarter Balanced Overall ELA Standards 2022–23. For School Readiness, the subcommittee wanted to review grade-specific data for kindergarten through third grade resulting in the subcommittee focusing on the key data points for proficiency on the 2022–23 CAASPP overall ELA achievement below:
· Seventeen percent of migratory students were proficient in ELA by the end of third grade.
· Just under 43 percent of all students were proficient in ELA by the end of third grade.
The School Readiness subcommittee had similar concerns for student math proficiency in kindergarten through grade three. Figure 13 (see p. 34) Percentage of All Students, Migratory Students, and Migratory PFS Students who Scored at Standard Met or Standard Exceeded for Overall Achievement on the CAASPP Mathematics for SYs 2017–18, 2018–19, 2021–22, and 2022–23. 
· As noted earlier in Section III, 14.3 percent of migratory students scored proficient meanwhile 34.6 percent of all students scored proficient in math resulting in a 20.3 percent gap. 
When reviewing the data for younger elementary students, the subcomiittee prioritized the following data points to center their concerns about the 2022–23 math proficiency rate of third grade students:
· Twenty-one percent of migratory students were proficient in math by the end of third grade.
· Forty-five percent of all students were proficient in math by the end of third grade.
Based on these key data points for ELA, ELD, and math, the School Readiness subcommittee selected three concerns and corresponding needs of migratory children (ages three to four years) for school readiness. Initial strategies for each concern and aligning need are discussed below.
School Readiness: Concern Statement #1 
Rich discussions on school readiness took place during the School Readiness subcommittee session focused on English language proficiency. After subcommittee members reviewed all the CAASPP ELPAC data for all domains and grades, they expressed their concern as follows:
We are concerned that in 2022–23, 7.9 percent of migratory kindergarten students scored at level 4 on the ELPAC overall.
Considering this data, the School Readiness subcommittee articulated the achievement gap on overall English language proficiency as measured by the ELPAC in the subsequent need statement.
Need Statement
Multilingual students who develop literacy in their primary language can more easily transition skills to English. As a result of a migratory lifestyle, many migratory preschool-aged children face disruptions in their education and many migratory preschool children do not enroll in full-time non-MEP preschool programs. Some barriers children have to participation in non-MEP preschool programs include lack of adequate transportation and  programs in the area not connecting with families for various reasons. Acknowledging the important role of English language development, the School Readiness subcommittee identified the following need:
An additional 8.1 percent of migratory kindergarten students need to score at level 4 on the ELPAC overall proficiency.
This gap demonstrated the need to focus on English language proficiency within MEP school readiness services. The subcommittee also noted that other factors such as social and emotional learning may also need to be addressed for students to develop additional skills that support their engagement in school.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After the discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for school readiness services, the subcommittee recommended including the following strategies to address the English language proficiency needs of migratory multilingual students:
1. Provide dual language (home language and English) instruction, foundational literacy and math school readiness services to migratory prekindergarten children.
2. Provide at least one parent workshop covering the following topics:
a. The benefits of being bilingual and strategies to develop primary language skills
b. Strategies that support early learning at home
c. Strategies to increase social and emotional learning at home
3. Provide professional learning opportunities to prekindergarten teachers on best practices for preschool foundational skills.
School Readiness: Concern Statement #2 
Another point discussed by the subcommittee for school readiness centered on the need to develop the migratory prekindergarten children’s ELA foundational knowledge and skills. After analyzing the CAASPP ELA grade specific claim data, the subcommittee members expressed the following concern:
We are concerned that only 17 percent of migratory students scored proficient in ELA Smarter Balanced assessment by the end of third grade.
The ELA CAASPP data led the subcommittee to further consider the achievement gap between migratory and all students third grade assessment data as a priority need.
Need Statement
Many students are not developmentally ready to start kindergarten, so the MEP school readiness services are an opportunity to build knowledge and skills in various content areas including in ELA. To support early literacy, the School Readiness subcommittee identified the following need:
An additional 25.9 percent of third grade migratory students need to score proficient on the CAASPP ELA Smarter Balanced summative assessment.
Similar to the first concern, the School Readiness subcommittee further stressed the need for ELA instruction as an early intervention.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After the discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for school readiness services, the subcommittee identified the following strategies to support the development of foundational reading skills for migratory prekindergarten children:
1. Provide instruction in foundational understanding of letters and sounds.
Phonological awareness, concepts of print, phonics, and word recognition are the foundation for reading fluency and comprehension. Because instruction on foundational skills is so important, only one strategy was identified. This strategy will be embedded into a larger school readiness service strategy that includes several key elements within the SDP.
School Readiness: Concern Statement #3 
Analysis of math data showed a need to focus on migratory students’ mathematical proficiency. Development of early mathematical skills is one of the most important factors in students’ academic success.[footnoteRef:19] The math concepts that students learn at home and during preschool set the foundation for their elementary learning; such a foundation sets students up to achieve grade level standards and reduces their likelihood of falling behind. The Math subcommittee members expressed their concern for early learning in math as: [19:  G. J. Duncan et al., “School Readiness and Later Achievement.” Developmental Psychology 43, no. 6 (November 2007): 1428; A. Claessens and M. Engel, “How Important Is Where You Start? Early Mathematics Knowledge and Later School Success,” Teachers College Record 115, no. 6 (June 2013): 1–29; T. Nguyen et al., “Which Preschool Mathematics Competencies Are Most Predictive of Fifth Grade Achievement?” Early Childhood Research Quarterly 36 (3rd quarter 2016): 550–560.] 

We are concerned that only 21 percent of migratory students scored proficient on the math Smarter Balanced assessment by the end of third grade.
With this data in mind and knowing that early math knowledge and skills are essential to creating a strong foundation for learning more complex concepts and procedures, the Math subcommittee developed a third need statement for School Readiness.
Need Statement
Similar to ELA, foundational math literacy is essential for students’ ability to master grade level standards year after year. The School Readiness subcommittee identified the following need:
An additional 24.1 percent of migratory students need to score proficient on the math Smarter Balanced summative assessment by the end of third grade.
The initial strategies finalized by the CNA SDP Committee to address the need to offer math instruction for preschool aged children are outlined in the next section.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
The identified need led the subcommittee to identify the following strategy for migratory pre-k children:
1. Provide math services focused on foundational skills (i.e., strands and sub-strands found in the California Preschool/Transitional Kindergarten Learning Foundations: 1) Counting and Cardinality, 2) Operations and Algebraic Thinking, 3) Measurement and Data, 4) Geometry and Spatial Thinking).
Like the strategy identified in the second concern, the subcommittee identified an initial strategy focused on foundational skills. This strategy will be embedded into a larger school readiness service strategy that includes several key elements within the SDP.
[bookmark: _Toc496195923][bookmark: _Toc188361331]Out-of-School Youth
Little research has been found that directly relates to migratory OSY. However, the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) and the Graduation and Outcomes for Success for OSY (GOSOSY) have a few suggestions to support OSY. Hill and Hayes (2007) from the PPIC note that MEPs should target services to OSY. Many Spanish-speaking OSYs desire to further their education, especially in English. Services designed to help students obtain a GED or high school diploma should be considered for OSY with higher levels of English. Multilingual learners whose home language is an indigenous one should consider course work in developing literacy in Spanish or taking the Spanish language GED.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Hill, Laura E. and Hayes, Joseph M. 2007. Out-of-School Immigrant Youth (accessed on November 14, 2016). Public Policy Institute of California. San Francisco, CA.] 

The OSY population faces additional challenges to migratory students who are enrolled in school. While some OSY live with family members, many do not have a family support system locally. Financial responsibilities, lack of transportation and long work hours make it difficult for OSY to continue their education.[footnoteRef:21] Some of the young adults who are migratory workers have limited schooling, have limited English proficiency, and have dropped out of school for various reasons. If OSYs do not have a sibling in the school system, they can also be difficult to identify and recruit for MEP services. To assist MEPs, the GOSOSY report identifies key strategies to assist migratory OSY: [21:  Graduation and Outcomes for Success for OSY. OSY Literature Review Update. Strategies Opportunities Services for Out-of-School Youth. ] 

· Understanding adult learners with limited educational experiences or backgrounds
· Using effective strategies to teach basic reading and writing to adults with low literacy skills.
· Understanding second language acquisition and teaching methods to work with beginning middle and advanced language learners
· Helping disengaged youth to re-engage in education
· Helping OSY make career and educational goals
The OSY subcommittee reviewed limited statewide OSY demographic and referral data from the Migratory Student Profile. Through discussion, each subcommittee, including the OSY subcommittee, identified and prioritized a list of concerns based on quantitative or qualitative data. (see a complete list of all concern statements in Appendix B). The key decision points for the OSY focus area were developed based on the data elevated by the committee as noted below.
Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
The OSY subcommittee examined trends in California’s migratory OSY demographic data including population size, home languages, referral needs, here-to-work versus credit recovery status, and unmet health needs. The OSY subcommittee also reviewed OSY participation data around GED, English, and primary language literacy services. The top concerns for OSY primarily focused on two priorities that were identified through the data review: 1) increasing OSY participation in services aligned to their needs and 2) ensuring as many OSY INA/ILPs are completed as possible. The OSY subcommittee discussed the following key findings for these two priorities:
· As reported by the SSDP MPO Reports, there is a consistent gap in the number of students who indicate an interest in instructional services and those who receive services in 2022–23.
· Of the approximately 1,000 OSYs who stated they were interested in learning English, only 654 received ELA services or referrals.
· Of the 718 OSYs who stated they were interested in obtaining their GED, 536 participated in GED services or referrals.
· Out of 128 OSYs who were interested in primary language literacy services, 118 received services or referrals.
· OSY survey data identified the need to learn more about career technical education (CTE) to expand future career possibilities.
· Table 22 (p. 47) displayed Individual Needs Assessment Report data showing that the percent of OSY with a completed INA/ILP grew from 39 percentage points to 48 percentage points from 2020–21 to 2022–23 with a caveat:
· In 2022–23, 48 percent of OSY had completed INA/ILPs. This is down from the previous year in which 53 percent of OSY had a completed INA/ILP.
The information below details the key decision points made by the OSY subcommittee including their major concerns, migratory OSY needs, and initial strategies selected to address this need.
Out of School Youth: Concern Statement #1 
The OSY subcommittee’s first concern focuses on their instructional needs. For those OSY who are here to pursue their education, including a high school diploma, it is imperative that the MEP quickly identify the needs of OSYs and support their enrollment into services since OSYs are an extremely mobile population. The OSY subcommittee members communicated their first concern for instructional services as:
We are concerned that there is a significant gap between the number of students who request academic services and those who receive them.
The MSIN participation data for instructional services serving OSYs provided the necessary information to identify a gap between the number of OSYs with a completed INA identifying an interested in ELA/ESL, GED, or primary language literacy services compared with OSY with an indicated need on the INA and participated in a service aligning to the need.
Need Statement
MEP staff face additional challenges when it comes to recruiting OSYs for services. OSYs are extremely mobile with some OSYs only staying in one area for a few weeks. OSYs also change their phone numbers often making outreach more difficult. Out-of-school-youths face barriers to participation because of their high mobility, language barriers, lack of transportation, and long work hours. The OSY subcommittee acknowledged the following need:
The percentage of instructional services provided needs to reach a minimum of 75 percent based on the interest identified on completed OSY INA/ILPs.
English and GED services were a focus of the previous SDP, and the committee agreed that focusing on these instructional needs continued to be a need for OSYs in California. Over the course of three years, the MEP met the MPOs for each of these instructional services. This next SDP will expand upon these efforts to broaden OSYs’ knowledge, skillset, and access to future educational and career opportunities. Strategies identified by the OSY subcommittee to expand the participation of OSY in services aligned to their identified needs are reviewed in the next session.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After the discussion, analyzing programmatic data, and reviewing evidence-based practices for OSY, the Subcommittee suggested the following strategies to increase OSY participation in instructional services:
1. Increase OSY participation in literacy classes (e.g., ELA, English as a Second Language, or ELD).
2. Provide GED or high school equivalency services for OSY who have dropped out of school but want to obtain a GED.
3. Provide one workshop on CTE offerings in the area and enrollment support to get into these programs for OSY who have indicated a need on the INA/ILP.
4. Provide an annual training to staff implementing INA/ILPs to explain:
a. The purpose of the INA
b. Benefits of attending services (e.g., support goals and increased access to opportunities)
c. Available service options
5. One-on-one meetings with OSYs who identified an instructional need on the INA to provide more support after the initial INA/ILP meeting.
The CDE will offer annual training to MEP staff conducting INA/ILPs to ensure that new staff have a live training option available and returning staff can participate in a refresher training. The CNA SDP Committee will finalize the strategies for the OSY and the other focus areas in the upcoming SDP.
Out of School Youth: Concern Statement #2 
The second priority for the OSY subcommittee centered on INA/ILP completion. INA/ILP completion is the foundation of service delivery. Services are designed to meet the needs of migratory children and youths. If the INA/ILPs are incomplete, then the MEP does not have the complete information to support deciding which services to offer to children and youths. Without this data, the MEP would not have the information needed to ensure children and youths obtain the services that address their particular needs. The OSY subcommittee members identified the following concern:
We are concerned that less than 50 percent of OSY have a completed INA/ILP.
The MEP needs to review processes to identify ways to increase the number of OSY with completed INAs. Additionally, California state law asserts that INAs are completed within 30 days of enrollment into the MEP; therefore, more needs to be done to identify and meet the needs of OSYs. Getting INAs completed quickly allows services to be provided swiftly before OSYs move on to their next job.
Need Statement
As reported by the CNA SDP Committee and MEP staff during the annual continuous improvement meeting, many OSYs leave prior to staff even being able to reach out and complete the INA/ILP. Therefore, the OSY subcommittee communicated the following need:
An additional 52 percent of OSY should have a completed INA/ILP.
Although OSY are difficult to reach, the MEP will continue to focus on identifying and recruiting OSY for services that specifically address their educational and health needs to increase their employability.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion, programmatic data, and reviewing evidence-based practices for OSY, the Subcommittee identified the following strategies to increase completion of OSY INA/ILPs:
1. Provide training for all staff who conduct INAs/ILPs for OSY.
2. Conduct a home visit after an OSY has been identified.
As noted in the first concern, the CDE will support the needs of OSY by offering annual training on implementing the INA/ILP, best practices, and use of the INA Report that allows the MEP to identify a list of students by specific need included on the INA.
[bookmark: _Toc496195924][bookmark: _Toc188361332]Health
Students with the ability to engage in healthy behaviors (e.g., physical activity; eating regular, nutritious meals; brushing their teeth; getting enough sleep) are better equipped to perform better in school. In the report, Health and Academic Achievement (2014), the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) discusses the evidence linking dietary and physical activity behaviors with academic achievement. The consumption of healthy foods as well as ensuring that students do not skip meals (especially breakfast) is associated with increased academic performance. The CDC also notes that poor oral health can have a detrimental effect on children’s school performance, attendance, and quality of life. Tooth decay, or cavities, is one of the most common chronic childhood conditions in the U.S. If left untreated, poor oral health can negatively affect students’ confidence, ability to participate and learn at school, and overall health.[footnoteRef:22] If unmanaged, other chronic conditions such as diabetes, asthma, and food allergies can have a huge effect on student overall well-being and academic achievement. Students with optimal health behaviors are able to arrive at school ready to engage in learning. [22:  Holt K, Barzel R. 2013. Oral Health and Learning: When Children’s Oral Health Suffers, So Does Their Ability to Learn (3rd ed.). Washington, DC: National Maternal and Child Oral Health Resource Center.] 

Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
The Health subcommittee reviewed the 2024 Migratory Student Profile health data, California Healthy Kids Survey data, and unaddressed health needs which compared the total need for each health category against the number of those migratory children and youth with a health need who received a service. California’s Migratory Student Profile health need data identified the health need in vision, dental, medical , and/or mental health service on the INA. Figure 21 (p. 49) which shows the prevalence of health needs among migratory children with an indicated health need on their INA/ILPs from 2020–21 to 2022–23:
· The needs for all health services except for vision decreased slightly from   2020–21 to 2022–23. 
· The need for vision services as identified on the INA increased marginally from 3.7 percent in 2020–21 to 4.1 percent in 2022–23.
California’s Migratory Student Profile identified the unaddressed health needs of migratory children and youths. While extremely helpful, the profile slightly undercounts the number of services provided as only certain services (i.e., those where services are reported using a state code instead of a local code) were counted because of data limitations; however, opportunity gaps persisted as noted below: 
· In 2020–21, 435 migratory students and youths indicated a mental health need and only 68 students and youths received services or mental health referrals. 
· Parents noted a large discrepancy during the 2020–21 school year: the CDE began collecting data on mental health needs in 2020 – 21, so there was a large gap between the need and the students whose needs were met. 
· In 2022–23, of the 507 children and youths who identified a mental health need, 408 migratory children and youth received mental health services. 
· During this time where data was being collected, and monitored, parents noticed that many more children and youth had their mental health needs met.
· During discussions, parents communicated that mental health remained to be a need that could be supported by the MEP.
· Parents discussed the need for healthier food at school during the day and during after school programs. They wonder about the root problem that causes the need for health services.
· Nutritional information and offerings from community-based organizations should be disseminated to families and students.
· Parents are concerned that poorer quality food is negatively impacting children’s physical and mental health.
The section below identifies key decision points for the top health concern identified by the Health subcommittee. Children’s mental health and nutrition were identified as the parents’ top priority concerns.
Health: Concern Statement #1 
Health data from MSIN only contains student participation data and does not identify health outcome data; therefore, listening to migratory parents’ concerns was an important aspect for this focus area. After review of the programmatic data documenting unmet needs, participants engaged in discussion about what parents are seeing regarding the health needs of students. Although the MEP has made significant progress on meeting the mental health needs of migratory children and youth, mental health continues to be a high priority for parents. The Health subcommittee members identified the following concern for mental health:
We are concerned that in 2020–21, when the state started focusing more on mental health, only 68 of the 435 migratory children and youth received necessary mental health services.
When the CDE started to collect data on mental health needs and evaluate whether services were provided to address those needs, data showed that there was a large percentage of unmet mental health needs. By identifying this concern, parents are ensuring mental health services continue to be a focus.
Need Statement
In 2016, the MEP received a large increase in the feedback from parents and staff regarding heighted anxiety and depression as well as increased stress and anxiety among the migratory student population (e.g., deportation, fear of loss of parents). Additional stressors from the COVID-19 pandemic further exacerbated the anxiety within the migratory farm worker community. In 2024, political rhetoric around immigration has once again heightened fears around deportation and family separations. Parents noted that students and families need training on how to identify mental health issues (e.g., depression) and strategies to maintain positive mental health behaviors. Based on the feedback provided by parents, the Health subcommittee communicated the following need:
One hundred percent of migratory children and youth with an identified mental health need should receive mental health services/referrals.
The initial strategies included for this focus area strive to provide a continued focus on mental health issues facing migratory students.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion, analyzing programmatic data, and reviewing evidence-based practices for health, the Subcommittee suggested including the following strategies:
1. Offer mental health information sessions for all migratory students and parents so they can identify when help is needed.
2. [bookmark: _Toc496195925]Provide mental health workshops so that parents and students learn how to support the students’ mental health needs.
3. Provide professional learning opportunities to support MEP students with mental health needs (e.g., bullying, eating disorders, suicide, drugs, guns, depression, anxiety).
4. Provide mental health services and referrals to migratory children and youths with an identified mental health need on the INA.
Many OSY are parents themselves, so in those cases, these individuals are not only continuing their education to enhance their lives, but they are also showing their children that education is important. This parental modeling is an excellent way to encourage student participation and engagement in their own educational journeys.
[bookmark: _Toc188361333]Parent and Family Engagement
Research shows that when students’ parents, guardians, or caretakers are involved in their children’s education there is a positive effect on student achievement. Parents are their children’s first educators; therefore, it is important that they be engaged with their children’s education from preschool through high school and beyond. [footnoteRef:23],[footnoteRef:24] Schools and districts have a responsibility and incentive to develop authentic partnerships with students’ parents or guardians. According to a report by the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, which synthesizes research from 51 studies, students who have a parent or guardian who are involved in the students’ academic life benefit in many ways:[footnoteRef:25] [23:  Caspe, Margaret, M. Elena Lopez, and Cassandra Wolos. 2007. “Family Involvement in Elementary School Children’s’ Education.” Family Involvement Makes a Difference. Cambridge: Harvard Family Research Project, Harvard Graduate School of Education.]  [24:  Kreider, Holly, Margaret Caspe, Susan Kennedy, and Heather Weiss. 2007. “Family Involvement in Middle and High School Students’ Education.” Family Involvement Makes a Difference. Cambridge: Harvard Family Research Project, Harvard Graduate School of Education.]  [25:  Henderson, Anne T., and Karen Mapp. 2002. A New Wave of Evidence: The Impact of School, Family, and Community Connections on Student Achievement. Southwest Education Development Laboratory.] 

· Attend school regularly
· Obtain better grades and enroll in higher-level programs
· Promote, pass classes and earn credits 
· Show improved behavior
· Adapt well to school
· Graduate and enroll in post-secondary education 
With chronic absenteeism for migratory students at 22.5 percent for 2022–23 and low ELA and math proficiency rates, it is more important than ever to invest in school to home connections. For migratory children and youth to make the gains they need towards proficiency, a strong support system comprised of core instructional staff, MEP staff, and parents needs to be developed and maintained.
Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
Since the MEP is a student-centered program, California does not collect any statewide parent data. For that reason, the CDE presented the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) at WestEd’s Parental Involvement and Family Engagement: A Snapshot of California’s 2019 Local Indicator Data for review where parents were specifically interested in the focus areas for improvement:
· Only 26 percent of LEAs supported underrepresented students and families.
· Only 24 percent of LEAs engage underrepresented families.
· Thirty-six percent of LEAs provide families with opportunities to give input.
Parents responded to discussion questions created based on this data found in the REL California’s 2019 Local Indicator Data with the following comments:
· Migratory families fall within the category of underrepresented students and families; therefore, more work needs to be done providing language and cultural support, individual outreach, and in various other areas. 
· Schools should survey parents to identify what days/times work best for parents to participate in activities/events (e.g., after school and on Saturdays). 
· There is a lack of information and supports (e.g., interpretation, translation of materials, childcare) for parents to participate more. Parents are hesitant to ask for information for fear of being discriminated against.
· Parents noted that communication is a high area of need indicating that school staff members’ communication could be better all around. Office personnel could be more welcoming to parents and reported feelings of discrimination from office staff based on language and origin. A few parents said that meetings or events were only held in English which limited the parents’ participation.
· Many parents identified a need for the MEP to disseminate more information on services and events to parents. Parents noted a lack of information on service/even offerings.
· Parents want to know how they can evaluate their children’s needs and better support their students’ success. Parents want more involvement in services and training to support their children and want to provide more feedback on service offerings.
The information below identifies the concern, migratory parent priority need, and the initial strategies to address this need to increase parent and family engagement.
Parent and Family Engagement: Concern Statement #1 
Although there is limited data on parent and family engagement within the MEP outside of parent attendance at district and regional parent involvement activities (e.g., parent conferences, Family Math Literacy Nights, Family Biliteracy Program, etc.), migratory parents serving on the SPAC provided insight into parental needs that would build their capacity to support their children’s academics and overall well-being. The Parent and Family Engagement subcommittee members articulated the first concern for the Parent and Family Engagement focus area as:
We are concerned that workshops and training are not provided to migratory families. 
When the SPAC members participating on the CNA SDP Committee reviewed the Parent and Family Engagement focus area reviewed the REL data they also discussed MEP outreach in their own program areas. It is important to note that MEP subgrantees across California vary greatly as far as the number of eligible migratory families, funding, the cultures represented in the population, population density (e.g., rural vs. urban), etc. This variance means that a subgrantee with a large population and geographic area may provide ten workshops for one area (e.g., mental health) and still not be able to provide a workshop for every district in the program area compared to a direct-funded district who serves itself. Therefore, it is possible that more services are being provided at the regional level that all the districts’ parents are unaware of all these services because it is not occurring at the district their children attend. Nevertheless, it is imperative that subgrantees support parents’ understanding of the full range of services provided by the MEP and to ensure services are implemented, using a variety of outreach methods, in districts with high populations of migratory families.
Need Statement
Parents should receive training to build their capacity to support their children at school and at home; however, as noted above, parent training varies by subgrantee. Some parents do not know about MEP services. To show how much their involvement matters, parents need training on the effect of parent involvement on student achievement. To develop parent capacity, subcommittee members identified the following need:
LEAs need to offer workshops with appropriate scheduling (e.g., school or district–when parents are available) and use various methods to communicate with parents. 
Many subgrantees survey their parents to identify when services should be implemented, but this need suggests there may need to be additional opportunities to collect parent input at the local level. The initial strategies included for this focus area focus on building parent capacity to aid parents in supporting students at school and at home.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for parent engagement, the Parent and Family Engagement subcommittee suggested the following strategies:
1. Offer a series of six workshops for parents that are in line with the needs of the region.
2. Provide workshops to build parents’ ability to support and advocate for their children with special needs.
3. Parents should receive a certificate or some type of recognition for completing workshops. 
While California is unable to implement all the identified strategies, several strategies such as recognizing parents for completing workshops or using parents as program advocates will be recorded as recommended practices within the SDP. 
Parent and Family Engagement: Concern Statement #2 
Acting as an extension of the CNA SDP Committee, the SPAC recognized the need to increase the MEP’s visibility within the districts being served by the MEP and for migratory parents. Parents noted that many times school and district staff were unfamiliar with the MEP serving their students making it sometimes more difficult to obtain information on the program and services offered:
We are concerned that the districts and parents don’t have information about the MEP and the services it offers.
With the variance in program size, it is quite possible that some districts with low populations of eligible migratory families may not be fully aware of the MEP and the supports it offers to their shared students. Additional exploration is needed to identify the root causes of this issue and propose change ideas to expand knowledge and participation in the MEP. 
Need Statement
Districts who do not personally implement the MEP are served by their regional MEP. Since these districts are not responsible for the day-to-day implementation of the program, it is understandable if all school staff do not know about the MEP. However, the MEP needs to continuously expand its reach. When districts and parents are aware of the MEP, they can act as liaisons to refer families to the MEP. To increase MEP visibility, the Parent and Family Engagement subcommittee identified the following need:
More parents and district personnel need to be informed of the MEP and what services are offered.
It is clear that additional support is needed around MEP educational outreach efforts and/or increased communication between the MEP and parents. Currently the MEP employs various outreach efforts (e.g., texts, phone calls, flyers, WhatsApp, emails, etc.), but additional parent feedback is needed to ensure the MEP is optimizing communication to parents.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for parent and family engagement, the Parent and Family Engagement subcommittee suggested the following strategies for the second concern:
1. Educate district personnel and parents on the purpose of the MEP and what services are offered. 
2. Implement various parent outreach methods: calls, tables at events, flyers of what is being offered, advertise MEP services on the school marquee, etc.
3. Offer childcare services and sandwiches during meetings/services or other motivation.
4. Parents should act as promoters of the program.
While all these strategies are considered best practices, the CDE would not be able to measure several of these strategies. For that reason, the CDE will include any strategy unable to be measured to be included in focus area specific guidance in the upcoming SDP. Where possible, the CDE will also implement strategies on a statewide basis and develop statewide resources (e.g., communication toolkit to raise awareness of MEP services).
[bookmark: _Toc496195926][bookmark: _Toc188361334]Student Engagement
Student engagement is not an attribute of the student, but rather an alterable state of being that is highly influenced by the capacity of school, family and peers, to provide consistent expectations and supports for learning (Reschly & Christenson, 2006a, 2006b).[footnoteRef:26],[footnoteRef:27] As discussed earlier, parent and family engagement is critical to student achievement and has been shown to have a positive relationship with student engagement. Similarly, teacher-student relationship and peer support are essential to student engagement. [26:  Reschly, A., & Christenson, S. L. 2006a. “Prediction of Dropout Among Students with Mild Disabilities: A Case for the Inclusion of Student Engagement Variables.” Remedial and Special Education 27: 276–292.]  [27:  Reschly, A., & Christenson, S. L. 2006b. “Promoting School Completion.” In Children’s needs III: Understanding and Addressing the Developmental Needs of Children, edited by G. Bear, & K. Minke. Bethesda, MD: National Association of School Psychologists.] 

Teacher-student and student-student relationships are an important factor in determining student engagement. Students reported both that they would learn more if their teachers cared about them personally and that such connections are rare (Public Agenda, 1997).[footnoteRef:28] Research also shows that when teachers make an effort connect with students, they can dramatically enhance student engagement and emotional health outside of school (Roeser, Eccles, & Sameroff, 1998; Skinner, Zimmer-Gembeck, & Connell, 1998).[footnoteRef:29],[footnoteRef:30] Teacher efforts to support students’ social and emotional functioning in the classroom through positive teacher-student and peer interactions are key elements of effective classroom practice (Pianta, Hamre & Allen, 2012).[footnoteRef:31] [28:  Public Agenda. 1997. Getting by: What American Teenagers Really Think about Their Schools. New York: Public Agenda. ]  [29:  Roeser, R. W., Eccles, J. S., & Sameroff, A. J. 1998. Academic and Emotional Functioning in Early Adolescence: Longitudinal Relations, Patterns, and Prediction by Experience in Middle School. Development and Psychopathology 10(2): 321–352.]  [30:  Skinner, E. A., Wellborn, J. G., & Connell, J. P. 1990. What it Takes to do well in School and Whether I’ve got it: The Role of Perceived Control in Children’s Engagement and School Achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology 82: 22–32.]  [31:  Pianta, R.C., Hamre, B. K., & Allen, J. P. 2012. “Teacher-Student Relationships and Engagement: Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Improving the Capacity of Classroom Interactions.” In Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, edited by S.L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie. New York, NY: Springer Science + Business Media.] 

When interviewed about reasons for dropping out, one out of four youth reported that they did not belong at school (U.S. Department of Education, Center for Education Statistics, 1993). Generally, stronger associations were documented in schools serving the most economically disadvantaged families, suggesting that school belonging might be particularly important for students from disadvantaged homes (Juvonen, Espinoza & Knifsend, 2012).[footnoteRef:32] Increased sense of school belonging happens through building long-term friendships with well-rounded peers and actively participating in extracurricular activities. Peer rejection is commonly defined as peers’ social avoidance of or dislike of student. Therefore, rejection by classmates may threaten school belonging even more than lack of friends, in as much as rejection affects group membership at the classroom level (Furman & Robbins, 1985). Sampling an ethnically diverse group of seventh through twelfth grade students, Brown and Evans (2002) showed that extracurricular participation was significantly associated with greater school connection, which was measured with school belonging as one of its main dimensions.[footnoteRef:33] [32:  Juvonen, J., Espinoza, G., & Knifsend C. 2012. “The Role of Peer Relationships in Student Academic and Extracurricular Engagement.” In Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, edited by S.L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie. New York, NY: Springer Science + Business Media.]  [33:  Brown, R., & Evans, W. P. 2002. “Extracurricular Activity and Ethnicity: Creating Greater School Connection among Diverse Student Populations.” Urban Education 37: 41–58.] 

Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
The CDE reviewed high school graduation and dropout rates as well as data on school climate and connectedness from the California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS). The subcommittee also had access to student attendance data for ELA and math services targeted towards students who were below proficiency in the respective content area(s). This data was specifically developed for the SSDP Professional Learning Network continuous improvement methodology to focus on improving sustained student attendance in MEP services. 
Key data points discussed were as follows:
As identified in the SSDP Professional Learning Network participation distribution data for MPOs 1.0 and 2.0, in 2021–22:
· Eleven percent of migratory 9th and 10th graders who are not proficient participated in an ELA service. 
· Five percent of migratory 9th and 10th graders who are not proficient attended a math service.
· In 2021–22, 68 percent of students in kindergarten through 3rd grade (K–3) who are below proficiency in ELA did not participate in an ELA service as identified in the SSDP Professional Learning Network participation distribution data for MPO 1.0.
· Six percent of migratory K–3 grade students participated between 1 and 9 hours and an additional six percent participated between 10–19 hours.
· Five percent of migratory K–3 graders attended 20 to 29 hours while 15 percent of migratory K–3 graders completed the 30-hour requirement during the regular school year.
As identified in the 2024 California Healthy Kids Survey:
· Fifty-five percent of elementary school students feel like they do not participate meaningfully in school.
· Seventy-seven percent of high school students feel like they do not participate meaningfully in school.
The subcommittee also explored California’s chronic absenteeism data. The CDE DataQuest Statewide Chronic Absenteeism for 2022–23 indicated that 22.5 percent of migratory students were chronically absent compared with 24.9 percent of all students. The subcommittee used all this information to develop the key decisions for the Student Engagement focus area.
Student Engagement: Concern Statement #1 
The Student Engagement focus area remains a high area of need and is thus included in the SSDP. The Student Engagement subcommittee members acknowledged the data by developing the following concern:
We are concerned 68 percent of MEP K–3 students scoring below standard on the CAASPP ELA Overall standards are not attending MEP services in regular school year. 
Along with the subcommittee’s concern, the CDE’s chronic absenteeism data signals a need to support attendance during the core instructional program and in supplemental services.
Need Statement
For the first need statement in the Student Engagement focus area the subcommittee discussed at length the need for students to be present for teaching and learning to occur. Instruction needs to be interesting enough to students so students are naturally engaged and want to come back to school because they know learning will be fun. Therefore, the subcommittee communicated the following need:
An additional 18 percent of migratory K–3 students who are below proficiency need to attend ELA services.
Creating a safe and welcoming environment includes embedding the students’ cultures into the physical environment and into the curriculum. When the curriculum is relevant to the students, there is typically more engagement and interest.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for student engagement, the Student Engagement subcommittee proposed the following strategies:
1. Culturally sustaining pedagogy (with a focus on being linguistically relevant) should be included in all instructional services excluding credit accrual services.
2. Provide professional learning opportunities to instructional staff on culturally sustaining pedagogy annually. Ensure that learning opportunities build upon prior knowledge and extend staff’s knowledge and skillset each year.
The CNA SDP Committee believe that students have been more engaged in MEP services since implementing culturally and linguistically responsive teaching techniques and recommended that the California MEP expand its breadth of knowledge and skills around culturally sustaining pedagogy.
Student Engagement: Concern Statement #2 
Like the first concern around student attendance in MEP ELA and math services, the subcommittee were also extremely concerned by the lack of participation from ninth and tenth grade migratory students who scored at below proficiency in ELA. Subcommittee members acknowledged the following concern:
We are concerned that 89 percent of ninth and tenth graders did not participate in an RSY ELA service and 95 percent did not participate in a math service in 2021–22.
The subcommittee identified the need statement specific to high school migratory student participation in MEP ELA and math services in the next section.
Need Statement
Since there was no comparison group for the migratory student ELA and math service attendance data, the subcommittee discussed a gap that seemed on par with the achievement gap in other areas. Hence, the Student Engagement subcommittee communicated the following need:
An additional 14 percent of migratory ninth and tenth graders who are below proficiency in ELA need to participate in an ELA service. An additional 20 percent of migratory students in grades ninth and tenth who are below proficiency in math need to participate in a math service.
Service monitoring is a regular activity for MEP administrators. In addition to monitoring migratory students’ attendance, the MEP will also need to regularly observe ELA and math services at different points throughout the year to provide teachers with timely feedback on student engagement strategies. 
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for student engagement, the Student Engagement subcommittee proposed the following strategies:
1. Culturally sustaining pedagogy (with a focus on being linguistically relevant) should be included in all instructional services excluding credit accrual services.
2. Provide professional learning opportunities to instructional staff on culturally sustaining pedagogy annually. Ensure that learning opportunities build upon prior knowledge and extend staff’s knowledge and skillset each year.
Discussion around student engagement ranged from the importance of sustained student attendance in MEP services (and during core instruction) and teaching standards through the interests of students to active learning in the classroom. With these strategies, the committee reinforced the need to reflect students’ cultures in MEP services to engage students and illustrate that the MEP values the families’ cultures which is a characteristic of relationship and trust building. 
Student Engagement: Concern Statement #3 
The Student Engagement subcommittee members found the data in the 2024 CHKS to be concerning. Students reported not participating meaningfully in school or having any meaningful connections at school. The subcommittee noted the final concern for this focus area:
We are concerned that only 45 percent of elementary and 23 percent of high school students indicated they experience meaningful participation in school. 
When preparing the presentation materials for the initial CNA SDP Committee meeting, the CNA Project Lead solicited feedback from former migratory children and youths to learn what insights needed to be elevated for the CNA SDP Committee to consider as they identify needs and choose strategies to attend to those needs. One of the main insights was the value of one-on-one support provided to migratory students to help them reach individual goals. Coupled with the 2024 CHKS data, the subcommittee focused on developing a need to address a lack of meaningful participation at school.
Need Statement
Based on the data presented in the CHKS, migratory students lack meaningful connection at school compared to non-migratory students. Whether a child or youth feels connected to school is an indicator School connectedness is considered a factor in the level of engagement exhibited by students. Therefore, the Student Engagement subcommittee communicated the following need:
An additional 15 percent of elementary and an additional 17 percent of high school students should experience meaningful participation in school.
As much as possible, MEP staff should seek out opportunities to connect with migratory students who may be struggling. Case management services and meeting with parents and students to complete INAs/ILPs provide appropriate times for MEP staff to check in to ensure students have meaningful connections at school (e.g., mentor teacher, group of friends, sports or music teams). MEP subgrantees are encouraged to identify a process to monitor student engagement for those students who cite a lack of connection or meaningful participation at school.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After discussion and reviewing evidence-based practices for student engagement, subcommittee proposed the following strategies:
1. Identify students who do not feel a meaningful connection at school and reach out to students to make those connections.
Although this strategy could offer individual students significant support, it is also costly and difficult to measure and evaluate. More thoughtful discussion about the feasibility of implementing this strategy is needed before its inclusion in the SDP.
[bookmark: _Toc188361335]Social and Emotional Learning
The Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) identifies social and emotional learning (SEL) as the process through which people acquire and apply knowledge and skills to develop healthy identities, manage emotions and obtain individual and collective goals, feel and show empathy, establish and maintain healthy relationships, and make responsible decisions. The CASEL developed a SEL framework that “advances educational equity and excellence through authentic school-family-community partnerships to establish learning environments and experiences that feature trusting and collaborative relationships, rigorous and meaningful curriculum and instruction, and ongoing evaluation”. This framework includes five interrelated areas for SEL including 1) self-awareness, 2) self-management, 3) social awareness, 4) relationship skills, and 5) responsible decision making. Research shows that SEL leads to positive student outcomes including academic achievement, the ability to manage stress, and maintaining friendships and relationships with teachers and can help reduce bullying and violence.
Key Data Points from Committee Discussions
The SEL subcommittee first spent a fair amount of time building their knowledge of SEL and how it can be applied in the classroom. Without specific SEL outcome data, the SEL subcommittee reviewed the 2024 CHCKS data. The 2024 CHKS asked students multiple questions about mental health and school climate that was reviewed by the committee. Additionally, the SEL subcommittee spent a significant amount of time discussing SEL needs in the absence of more quantitative data. The key data points from CHKS reflecting on SEL needs include:
· Although the 2024 chronic sadness data have decreased from the 2019–21 state average, 25 percent of seventh graders, 28 percent of ninth graders, and 31 percent of eleventh graders reported experiencing chronic sadness.
· Between 12 and 13 percent of students in seventh, ninth, and eleventh grades reported considering suicide in the 2024 CHKS Mental Health Indicators.
· Optimism decreases with age. Fifty-eight percent of seventh graders reported feeling optimistic, while only 49 percent and 45 percent of ninth and eleventh graders respectively.
Key points from the subcommittee’s discussion on SEL include:
· Only some regions offer SEL workshops and support parents’ attendance.
· All MEP subgrantees should support parents, OSY, and students with evidence-based SEL workshops.
· Migratory parents and OSYs aren’t aware of resources for SEL and how to navigate them.
· All MEPs should inform MEP parents, OSY, and students about SEL resources and how to navigate them. 
· Students are struggling with feelings of belonging at school, especially in the classroom and school community.
· Staff employed by the MEP and one parent noted that they see low self-esteem, confidence and therefore motivation within students.
· The subcommittee reported a need to support students’ self-regulation and development of caring adult relationships.
The information below details the key decision points made by the SEL subcommittee including their major concerns, needs, and initial strategies selected to address the needs in SEL.
Social and Emotional Learning: Concern Statement #1 
The SEL subcommittee’s first concern focuses on basic understanding of SEL and availability of resources for MEP staff, youths, and parents. The SEL subcommittee members communicated their first concern for SEL as:
We are concerned MEP parents, students, and OSY are not receiving enough SEL content (e.g., services, workshops, curricula, practice) at home and school.
The high need of SEL instruction paired with the increased mental health issues associated with social media use, political and social unrest, lingering effects from the pandemic, the subcommittee diligently worked on developing a need statement for the first concern in SEL.
Need Statement
While SEL is being implemented within select program areas, it is not being implemented statewide. After dealing with the emotions from the pandemic, social isolation, and reintegration into in-person schooling, SEL has never been needed more. The SEL subcommittee identified the following need:
More MEP parents, students, and OSY need access to evidence-based SEL content in all regions and direct-funded districts.
First, on the basis of committee discussions, the California MEP should spend some time gaining a collective understanding of SEL and possible ways to embed and teach SEL throughout the program. Vetting and collecting instructional materials for staff and parents will be essential to furthering everyone’s comfortability in teaching and learning about SEL.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
After reviewing best practices and discussing possible data collection methods, the SEL subcommittee identified the following initial strategies to address the group’s first concern:
1. Provide evidence-based, developmentally appropriate services for parents, students, and OSY. 
2. Integrate SEL lessons (focus on CASEL’s framework) into supplemental instructional services. 
3. Provide professional learning opportunities using evidence-based SEL curriculum and strategies learning how to integrate it into supplemental instructional services.
The CDE will offer initial training on SEL for MEP administrators and instructional staff. Additionally, in an effort to further support SEL implementation, the CDE will also prepare resources (e.g., presentation materials) for MEP subgrantees to implement locally. Moreover, in addition to training, building knowledge about SEL resources for MEP children, youths, and parents is imperative to building collective knowledge about SEL.
Social and Emotional Learning: Concern Statement #2 
The second priority for the SEL subcommittee centered on identifying SEL resources. SEL is new to many of the educators working for the MEP, so there is a need to ensure all staff have a solid understanding of the purpose and benefits of SEL and how to implement it in the classroom. Parents are also very curious about SEL and how they can support students social and emotional development. The SEL subcommittee members identified the following concern:
We are concerned there is a lack of information for navigating SEL resources.
Articulating a specific need for SEL proved to be somewhat daunting because of a lack of available data for migratory children and youths. Moreover, the CNA SDP Committee stressed the importance of thoroughly teaching about SEL as many people mistake it for mental health which is inaccurate, even if SEL strategies for managing emotions may support mental health.
Need Statement
Given the limited experience implementing SEL within MEP services, the subcommittee identified the following need:
MEP parents, OSYs, and students aren’t aware of resources for SEL and how to navigate them.
Building our collective knowledge around SEL, its benefits, and the various ways it can be used in the classroom is necessary, especially today. So many feel isolated by technology, children and youths are envious of seemingly perfect lives on social media, and parents worry about their children’s future opportunities. Being able to learn how to form and maintain relations as well as manage emotions can contribute to a healthy sense of self. For these reasons, the subcommittee selected the strategies in the next section.
Initial Strategies to Address Need
The SEL subcommittee intentionally repeated a couple of the initial strategies for the SEL focus area for the second concern to underscore the importance of building the collective knowledge around SEL and available resources:
1. Provide workshops on SEL resources to build parents, OSY, and student knowledge and skills around SEL. 
2. Connecting with community-based organizations to identify SEL resources. 
3. Offer staff training on SEL, what resources are available, and how best to support parents with SEL at home.
For the draft SDP, many of these strategies will be combined to guarantee that all training needs are being met for staff and parents. With this knowledge, MEP staff and parents can focus efforts to support SEL at school and at home.
[bookmark: _Toc188361336]Next Steps
With the statewide CNA complete, the CDE Management and Data Team will finalize the key decisions for the SDP. Each focus area will have a set of evidence-based strategies that need to be implemented annually to address a particular need. Every strategy will have an aligning measurable program objective that measures the strategy’s implementation. Performance targets, or end-of-project goals, will also be developed for the SDP. A draft of the key decisions of the SDP will be presented to the CNA SDP Committee including the SPAC. During these final meetings, the CNA SDP Committee will provide the last round of feedback on strategies, MPOs, performance targets and any identified CDE requirements accompanying certain SDP strategies. Once the final round of feedback has been completed, the CDE will finalize and publish the SDP in July 2025. 
Improving data collection processes and procedures will further assist the MEP in providing tailored, high-quality services to address the unique educational needs of California’s migratory children, youths, and families. With the development of the last SDP, California led such innovations as the creation of a standardized, electronic INA/ILP capable of identifying groups of students by specific needs (e.g., mental health, credit accrual). Building electronic measurable program objective reports in the MSIN allowed MEP subgrantees to streamline enrollment for migratory PFS students and migratory students who are below proficiency as well to check progress in real-time. 
Moreover, these reports quickly identify which services should be offered and how many students need this service on the basis of either student achievement data or needs identified on the INA/ILP. With this upcoming SDP, the CDE has plans to innovate yet again with the development of a communications toolkit to support the MEP’s visibility, encourage intrastate coordination, and support relationship building between the MEP and the districts they serve. Furthermore, the CDE will improve upon measurable program objective reports already in existence and develop new reports to streamline California’s ability to meet the needs of its migratory students in a timely fashion. The California MEP will continue to elevate its ability to meet an increased percentage of student needs as identified by the CNA and through the annual continuous improvement processes that takes place at the state and local levels.

[bookmark: _Toc496195927][bookmark: _Toc188361337]Appendix A – Calendar of Activities for Development of the Comprehensive Needs Assessment
The major activities conducted during the development of the statewide CNA are listed below according to the following calendar:
	Timeline
	Activity

	July 2023
	CDE started planning for the next iteration of the CNA and SDP including the development of California’s Migratory Student Profile (MSP) and other necessary resources for the CNA SDP development process.

	July 2023–June 2025
	CNA/SSDP Bi-monthly Planning Meetings

	July 2023
	Establishment of CDE Management and Data Team

	August 2023–April 2024
	Intensive data collection period (collection of survey data identifying migratory children’s and youths’ needs 

	Dec. 2023–Jan. 2024
	Conduct and analyze data from interviews with MEP Directors and Coordinators, OSY, and MEP parents

	Dec. 2023
	Notification for participation on the CNA SDP Committee sent to MEP Directors

	Jan. 2024
	Participants for the CNA SDP Committee are selected

	Sept. 2023–April 2024
	Review research on evidence-based practices and develop a best practices’ guide for each focus area

	Feb.–April 2024
	Conducted OSY, MEP staff, and MEP parents focus groups on the strengths and needs of migratory children and youth to collect additional data for the MSP

	May 2024
	Migratory Student Profile and Best Practice Guides finalized

	May–June 2024 
	Creation of CNA SDP development process and instructional materials for the CNA SDP Committee meetings

	July 2024
	First two (of eight) CNA SDP Committee Meetings were held in-person

	August 2024
	CNA SDP Committee Meetings #3 and #4 were held virtually

	Sept. 2024
	CNA SDP Committee Meeting with the SPAC for Meeting #5

	October 2024
	CDE Data and Management Team meets to discuss CNA SDP key decisions and identify how to move forward with the data

	October–Dec. 2024
	Writing the draft CNA including concern statements based on data, need statements, and the identification of best practices to address the need

	Nov. 2024
	MEP Directors’ Presentation: Developing the New CNA and SDP

	Nov.–Dec. 2025 
	Development of the draft SDP including strategies, measurable performance objectives, and performance targets for each focus area

	Dec. 2024
	Present the draft CNA and SDP to the CNA SDP Committee for final round of feedback during meetings #6 and #7

	Jan. 2024
	Presented the draft CNA and SDP to the SPAC for final round of feedback (Meeting #8)

	Jan.–March 2025
	Finalize draft statewide CNA and SDP

	May 2025
	MEP Directors’ Presentation: California’s Statewide CNA and SDP At-a-glance

	Sept.–Oct. 2025
	Presentations and Webinars: California’s Statewide CNA and SSDP At-a-glance (SPAC, Bilingual Coordinators Network, etc.)

	July–Dec. 2025
	Four Local Trainings: Aligning MEP services and application with the New SDP




[bookmark: _Toc496195928][bookmark: _Toc188361338]Appendix B – Complete List of Concern Statements
[bookmark: _Toc188361339]English Language Arts
Theme: Academic Achievement
· We are concerned that in 2022–23 the gap between migrant education students for overall ELA achievement was 23.2 percent. 
· We are concerned that in 2022–23 only 6.8 percent of migratory students met or exceeded the reading claim compared to 18.7 percent of all students demonstrating a gap of 11.9 percent
· We are concerned that in 2022–23 93.2 percent of migratory students performed near or below standard in writing.
· We are concerned that the data indicates a 12 percent gap between MEP students and the all-student group on the writing claim in 2022–23. 
· We are concerned that 93.8 percent of migratory students performed near or below standard in listening for 2022–23.
· We are concerned about migratory students’ performance in reading and writing.
· We are concerned that MEP students are not closing the gap on the CAASPP ELA Summative Assessment.
· We are concerned that a low number of MEP students are proficient (6.8 percent) in the CAASPP ELA reading claim compared with all students.
· We are concerned by the large achievement gaps in the reading and writing claims.
[bookmark: _Toc188361340]English Language Development
Theme: English Language Proficiency
· We are concerned that of all migratory students, only 7.8 percent are proficient on the ELPAC reading domain.
· We are concerned about the drop in third grade reading proficiency due to COVID-19.
· We are concerned the gap between MEP students and all students on overall achievement in English language proficiency is not decreasing.
[bookmark: _Toc188361341]Mathematics
Theme: Academic Achievement 
· We are concerned the migratory students overall are performing below all students in mathematics achievement.
· We are concerned that all students’ (i.e., all students and migratory students) proficiency levels are so low.
· We are concerned the achievement gap isn’t closing for claim 1–concepts and procedures.
· We are concerned migratory PFS students had the lowest proficiency on the CAASPP mathematics and problem solving claim; only 1.6 percent of migratory PFS students scored proficient in SY 2022–23.
· We are concerned that migratory children and youth who need math services are not attending math services.
Theme: Potential Educational Needs of Parents
· We are concerned parents do not understand the math data included in the CAASPP.
· We are concerned parents do not understand the importance of being proficient in math.
[bookmark: _Toc188361342]High School Graduation and Dropout Prevention
Theme: Data Reliability and Availability
· We are concerned that migratory students have a dropout rate of 10.1 percent compared to 8.2 percent of all students.
· We are concerned that only 13.1 percent of MEP students are graduating with a Seal of Biliteracy.
· We are concerned that in 2022–23, only 31 percent of four-year cohort MEP students were meeting the University of California and California State University requirements.
Theme: Parental and Family Support
· We are concerned that staff and parents are reporting a need for supports in graduating from high school. 
[bookmark: _Toc188361343]School Readiness
Theme: Need for Early Learning Support
· We are concerned with the lack of impactful growth from 2018–19 through 2022–23 on ELPAC scores.
· We are concerned with the low English language proficiency for migratory students in grades K–3. 
· We are concerned about the impacts of low English language proficiency affecting student performance.
· We are concerned only 21 percent of migratory students are proficient on the Math Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment by the end of third grade in 2022–23. 
· We are concerned only 17 percent of migratory students were proficient in the ELA Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment by the end of 3rd grade in 2022–23.
· We are concerned that there was no increase in overall English language proficiency between the kindergarten and third grade in 2022–23.
· We are concerned that migratory kindergarten students are 8.1 percent less likely to be proficient on the ELPAC.
[bookmark: _Toc188361344]Out-of-School Youth
Theme: Access to Services
· We are concerned that 71 percent of OSY have a conflict between work and services we offer.
· We are concerned that 58 percent of OSY need transportation to receive services.
· We are concerned that less than 50 percent of OSY have a completed INA/ILP.
· We are concerned that there is a gap between the number of students who requested academic services and those who receive them.
· We are concerned OSY students do not understand the services offered by the regions and therefore are unable to ask the MEP to address their needs.
· We are concerned that only 102 OSY asked for dental services as there is most likely a greater need.
· We are concerned that the number of OSY who wished to receive a GED/HEP service, as indicated on their INA, has not increased appreciably in the three-year timeline.
Theme: Miscellaneous
· We are concerned the number of high school aged OSY has increased.
· We are concerned about the lack of knowledge/resources for career technical education.
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Theme: Student Health Support Services
· We are concerned that migratory parents’ health needs are not being met and therefore affecting the child(ren) is some way (e.g., if a parent is sick, the child may have to make their own dinner or go without food).
· We are concerned by the gap in the indicated medical needs and the number received, services aligned to this need during the years 2021–22 and 2022–23 were very low and similar.
· We are concerned that at school children or young people do not want to go to use the bathrooms for fear of the older students, and that [anxiety from bullying] is a mental problem that needs to be addressed.
· We are concerned that out of 921 migrant students who needed help with mental health services, only 16 students obtained the help in 2020.
· We are concerned that in 2020–21 and 2021–22, very few children received mental health services.
· We are concerned that there are many mental health needs at different ages and very few treated (talking specifically about anxiety, stress, depression, and suicide).
· We are concerned that out of 1,794 migrant students who needed help with dental services, only 859 students got help in 2022.
· We are concerned that young people with dental problems today will have very serious problems with dental health when they reach adulthood and therefore will have low self-esteem.
· We are concerned about the high percentage of need for health services, regardless of whether students received help.
· We are concerned that so many 'migrant-only' students are in such need of health care.
· We are concerned with identifying the 'root problem' that causes the need for health services.
· We are concerned that parents agree that it is difficult to access health benefits.
Theme: Nutrition
· We are concerned that young people will be provided with more adequate food by the investment of motivation once they eat well, they will give better results in school and less medical expenses.
· We are concerned that there is a nutritional need at home and that it affects the physical and mental performance of the student.
· We are concerned parents, being farm workers, lack access to fresh vegetables to offer our children or that they don't like them.
[bookmark: _Toc188361346]Parent and Family Engagement
Theme: Lack of Knowledge/Awareness about the MEP
· We are concerned that there is not a lot of communication due to the lack of understanding between the two languages spoken by parents and members of the school.
· We are concerned that parents don’t have the information about how to qualify.
· We are concerned that schools don’t communicate information about MEP services.
· We are concerned the majority of districts aren’t aware of the Migrant Program.
· We are concerned that a lot of families are not benefiting from the Migrant Program because schools are not providing that information.
· We are concerned about the percentage of parents that don’t know the benefits of the Migrant Program.
· We are concerned that although many families qualify for the Migrant Program, they are not aware of the services offered.
Theme: Parent and Family Activities
· We are concerned that 81.7 percent don’t have the support to obtain mental health services.
· We are concerned that due to the lack of parent participation we are receiving less programs.
· We are concerned that there are not enough workshops or trainings since those would help us as parents.
· We are concerned that there are not any workshops or camps that include the family.
[bookmark: _Toc188361347]Student Engagement
Theme: Attendance
· We are concerned that 68 percent of MEP kindergarten through grade three students scoring below proficiency in ELA are not attending MEP services during the regular school year.
· We are concerned that 89 percent of ninth and tenth graders (who scored below standard in ELA) did not participate in an ELA regular school year service. We are concerned that 95 percent of ninth and tenth graders (who scored below standard in math) did not participate in a math service during the regular school year.
· We are concerned 43 percent of four-year-old students are served by MEP services.
· We are concerned high school students are scoring below standard in ELA and math and that they are not participating in larger numbers in regular school year services.
Theme: Students’ Feelings about Meaningful Participation and Suicidal Ideation
· We are concerned that only 45 percent of elementary and 23 percent of high school students indicated they experience meaningful participation in school. 
· We are concerned that the suicide rates for students are between 13 and 16 percent for K–12 students.

[bookmark: _Toc188361348]Social and Emotional Learning
Theme: Need to Address SEL
· We are concerned that MEP students are not feeling connected to school as demonstrated by a 22 percent absentee rate.
· We are concerned that MEP students do not regularly feel their voices elevated, experience agency, belonging or self-confidence.
· We are concerned that an average 82.3 percent of parents of students prekindergarten through grade twelve stated that SEL is a need.
· We are concerned that migratory students do not feel like their voices are elevated, [they have a] sense of agency, and [they lack] confidence.
· We are concerned that MEP parents are not receiving enough SEL workshops to empower them at home and school.
· I am concerned that only 80 percent of parents from prekindergarten through grade twelve are expressing a need for SEL workshops.
· We are concerned that there is lack of education for navigating resources and how to access them.
Theme: Staffing Shortages 
· We are concerned that there is not enough staff capacity to support SEL. 
· We are concerned about the lack of one-on-one time staff have with students.
Theme: Miscellaneous
· We are concerned that 71 percent of OSY have a scheduling conflict between work and services we offer.
· We are concerned that 58 percent of OSY need transportation to receive services.
· We are concerned about the lack of technology in rural areas and how availability of technology is often times compared to urban areas.
Migratory Students
(N=59,190)	
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(N=5,852,544)	
K–3	4–6	7–8	9–12	K–12	0.1345752741705894	0.13833154089603403	0.13555576345597431	0.13490320242141102	0.13566493477024691	
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2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.27316229816924453	0.29168704953853181	0.23918144799503072	0.23442044038221854	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.16	0.16	0.16	0.15384615384615385	



All Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.24950428527980728	0.26086461395480076	0.19490411822197423	0.18744550678269339	Migratory Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	9.1940519986397504E-2	0.10557951130275708	6.8590808416389815E-2	6.7744846255292562E-2	Migratory PFS Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	3.8221653606268988E-2	3.8282160901671199E-2	3.5758323057953144E-2	3.3386895197286201E-2	



All Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.26711839036468499	0.26170350889242899	0.1942405634265206	0.19205045153118475	Migratory Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	9.8937521296038167E-2	0.11513308482113661	6.6897746967071056E-2	6.7801319902744003E-2	Migratory PFS Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	4.1887337506018293E-2	5.353319057815846E-2	3.8841807909604523E-2	3.5548410146480885E-2	



All Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.17673430343532481	0.18684525789928436	0.13324267622220956	0.13266153319100107	Migratory Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	7.048131317815079E-2	8.0116271474296161E-2	6.4539571581825106E-2	6.2666990527082828E-2	Migratory PFS Students	[VALUE]

2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	3.2944186790340634E-2	3.5950252623396815E-2	4.3317485472794508E-2	4.194930382006426E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.2943980888390062	0.2723067777321842	0.18479305500570903	0.18503937141000268	Migratory Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.14769459133500323	0.13401522826051437	8.2295558322955584E-2	8.5455554784539589E-2	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	8.2574126221633265E-2	0.06	0.05	4.8723897911832945E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.38627917592855493	0.39703443129999016	0.333458436114348	0.34592467935670151	Migratory Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.19328545889767598	0.20725916956119944	0.13478349257979264	0.14273142663733288	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	7.0000000000000007E-2	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.06	6.7715231788079464E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.26487398357513325	0.27461078278753809	0.18222062380160547	0.19252372514592708	Migratory Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.11152912621359223	0.12088052320944329	5.3135179153094465E-2	5.7725532707747551E-2	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.03	0.03	0.02	2.2391773096699288E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.20726352019622582	0.21339718289961793	0.15510090863553858	0.16251837801459199	Migratory Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	7.0696348416838528E-2	7.6236044657097282E-2	4.0655381059215449E-2	4.416596104995766E-2	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.02	0.02	0.02	1.5751948267285692E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.2117033647008654	0.21488273429487301	0.14766737256969237	0.1543610762097529	Migratory Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	7.7287066246056788E-2	8.2214069229542192E-2	3.9076015060547468E-2	4.3998103238043623E-2	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2021–22	2022–23	0.02	0.02	2.1280379371665679E-2	1.9233957884264633E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	0.30559777157798385	0.16396723499742513	0.13976289442148801	0.15570354000378142	0.16498426023084994	Migratory Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	0.21603357706623025	0.11455356122099006	8.3534185556945417E-2	0.10477335853162673	0.11791266575217192	Migratory PFS Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	0.08	0.05	0.08	0.09	9.8155787430235383E-2	



All Students	
2017–18	2018–19	2019–20	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	0.83	0.84499999999999997	0.84199999999999997	0.83599999999999997	0.87	0.86199999999999999	Migratory Students	

2017–18	2018–19	2019–20	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	0.81699999999999995	0.81599999999999995	0.81499999999999995	0.79400000000000004	0.85	0.82799999999999996	



Migratory Students	2017–18	2018–19	2019–20	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	0.105	0.112	0.111	0.107	9.4E-2	0.10100000000000001	All Students	2017–18	2018–19	2019–20	2020–21	2021–22	2022–23	9.6000000000000002E-2	0.09	8.8999999999999996E-2	9.4E-2	7.8E-2	8.2000000000000003E-2	



English literacy 
(ELA, ESL, ELD)	[SERIES NAME],
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=1,724)	2021–22
(N=3,086)	2021–22
(N=3,017)	0.59744779582366592	0.45074530136098512	0.32780908186940672	Home language literacy	[SERIES NAME], 
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=1,724)	2021–22
(N=3,086)	2021–22
(N=3,017)	2.4361948955916472E-2	2.2359040829552819E-2	4.1763341067285381E-2	GED/HEP	[SERIES NAME],
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=1,724)	2021–22
(N=3,086)	2021–22
(N=3,017)	0.35266821345707655	0.21062864549578741	0.24096784885647995	


Medical	[SERIES NAME], 
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=48,418)	2021–22
(N=55,510)	2022–23 
(N=55,847)	1.9021851377586847E-2	1.3114754098360656E-2	1.2731212061525238E-2	Dental	[SERIES NAME],
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=48,418)	2021–22
(N=55,510)	2022–23 
(N=55,847)	3.5379404353752739E-2	2.6643847955323364E-2	3.0010564578222643E-2	Vision	[SERIES NAME], 
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=48,418)	2021–22
(N=55,510)	2022–23 
(N=55,847)	3.7052335908133338E-2	4.0785444064132592E-2	4.1309291457016492E-2	Mental 
health	[SERIES NAME], 
[VALUE]

2020–21
(N=48,418)	2021–22
(N=55,510)	2022–23 
(N=55,847)	8.984262051303234E-3	8.1606917672491439E-3	9.0783748455601915E-3	
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