
 
 

   
 

       
    

     
    

 
     

   
 

  
   

    
     

    
 

     
     

 
  

 

     
 

      
  

   
   

  
   

      
   

  
   

      
   

 
     

   
  

 
      

 
     

      

MISSOURI’S ESSA CONSOLIDATED STATE PLAN 

Access to a wide variety of education opportunities in safe and healthy environments improves the lives 
of Missouri’s children creating education citizens and a competitive workforce. Missouri’s ESSA 
Consolidated State Plan details specific strategies and initiatives the Missouri Department of Elementary 
and Secondary Education (MO-DESE) uses to serve all our children and accomplish this work. 

Prior to the submission of MO-DESE’s ESSA Consolidated State Plan, MO-DESE convened regional 
feedback sessions that included a wide variety of stakeholders (parents, students, community members, 
higher education faculty, business leaders, and community members) to participate in feedback 
sessions. The feedback generated by these sessions reflected a wide variety of perspectives; however, 
central themes emerged: Individualized learning needs, problem-based learning, and access to 
opportunities were noted as academic priorities. However, in all of the meetings, there was a clear 
sense of the importance of education in a larger societal context. Participants spoke to economic 
growth, engaged citizens and thriving communities as evidence of the effectiveness of public education. 

Missouri’s ESSA Consolidated State Plan is a component of and complement to our overall state plan 
under the Missouri School Improvement Program (MSIP). MO-DESE is committed to the success of all 
children and stands ready to assist educators and school leaders in developing and sustaining strong 
LEAs and schools. Missouri’s children deserve high-quality educational opportunities that will prepare 
them for a successful future. 

A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) 

Understanding that the purpose of Title I, Part A of Every Student Succeeds Act is to ensure that 
all students have a significant opportunity to have a fair and equitable, high-quality education 
and to close educational achievement gaps, MO-DESE provides the following information 
relative to this title. First, Missouri has had academic and performance standards since 1986. 
Core-content academic standards for some, but not all, subjects underwent revision from 2014 
through 2015, prior to the directive in ESSA. New assessments aligned to the recently adopted 
standards were implemented on a phased-in basis beginning with the 2017-18 school year. MO-
DESE completed the revision of School improvement standards as part of the Missouri School 
Improvement Program (MSIP) update with State Board of Education Approval in February 
2020.While MSIP is often seen primarily as a tool for district accreditation, the ancillary reports 
provide summary analysis of achievement data for all students, subgroups (student groups) and 
super-subgroups (student group) for LEAs and schools. These reports can and do drive 
improvement for all students, helping to close educational achievement gaps. These actions and 
the process of annual review under MSIP are closely aligned to the purposes of Title I, Part A. 

1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(1) and (2) 
and 34 CFR §§ 200.1−200.8.)1 

2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4)): 

1 The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34 CFR § 
200.2(d).  An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and assessments at this time.   
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• Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment to meet 
the requirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA? 

☒ Yes 
□  No 

• If a State responds “yes” to question 2(i), does the State wish to exempt an 
eighth-grade student who takes the high school mathematics course associated 
with the end-of-course assessment from the mathematics assessment typically 
administered in eighth grade under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(aa) of the ESEA 
and ensure that: 

a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics assessment 
the State administers to high school students under section 
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA; 

b. The student’s performance on the high school assessment is used in the 
year in which the student takes the assessment for purposes of 
measuring academic achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the 
ESEA and participation in assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the 
ESEA; 

c. In high school: 
1.The student takes a State-administered end-of-course 

assessment or nationally recognized high school academic 
assessment as defined in 34 CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematics that 
is more advanced than the assessment the State administers 
under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA; 

2.The State provides for appropriate accommodations consistent 
with 34 CFR § 200.6(b) and (f); and 

3.The student’s performance on the more advanced mathematics 
assessment is used for purposes of measuring academic 
achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and 
participation in assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the 
ESEA. 

☒ Yes 
□  No 

iii. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4), 
describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to provide all students in 
the State the opportunity to be prepared for and to take advanced mathematics 
coursework in middle school. 

MO-DESE will continue its implementation of its “right test, right time” 
administration of End-of-Course (EOC) assessments, particularly in the area of 
mathematics. 

MO-DESE’s plan encourages LEAs to offer students access to courses that 
prepare them for college and a career, and similarly to offer elementary 
students access to courses that prepare them for high school. For many 
students, an accelerated course pattern is optimal because it keeps them 
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engaged in rigorous content. Further, this approach provides subsequent 
flexibility in high school schedules for advanced mathematics, dual 
credit/enrollment coursework, and/or advanced career and technical 
opportunities. It is imperative that students be provided the opportunity to 
move into the advanced content once individual readiness has been established. 

The following will be used for accountability purposes: 

• Proficient Algebra I in middle school + Algebra II in high school 
• Proficient Algebra I and Geometry in middle school + Algebra II in high 

school 
• Proficient Algebra I and Algebra II in middle school + Geometry in high 

school 
• Proficient Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebra II in middle school + plan 

from LEA that includes advanced math content in high school with 
participation in a nationally recognized high school mathematics 
assessment that meets the requirements in 34 C.F.R. 200.3(d). 

For accountability purposes, LEAs and schools will need to determine which 
assessment, the Grade-Level assessment (GLA) or EOC, is the most appropriate 
measure for each individual student. 

Students are able to participate in the assessment that is most appropriate to 
the content they have successfully completed at the middle school/junior high 
level.  For example, students who take the Algebra I EOC in grade 7 and 
subsequently complete either Geometry or Algebra II content participate in the 
appropriate EOC, rather than the GLA.   

The Missouri Course Access and Virtual School Program (MOCAP), that began 
operation in 2007, provides classes virtually on a statewide basis. Among the 
courses offered through MOCAP are AP classes in mathematics. MOCAP ensures 
that MO-DESE’s approach to advanced mathematics is available to all students, 
regardless of the availability of classes locally. 

3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(2)(ii)): 
i. Provide its definition for “languages other than English that are present to 

a significant extent in the participating student population,” and identify 
the specific languages that meet that definition. 

MO-DESE defines “languages other than English that are present to a 
significant extent in the participating student population” as five percent 
of the statewide tested population and the most prevalent language. MO-
DESE’s definition of tested population is the unduplicated count of 
students who participated in a given content assessment in the prior year. 
The numerator is defined as the number of students LEAs report as having 
a specific non-English language code in the statewide data system. 
Missouri’s greatest reported language other than English, while below this 
threshold, is Spanish. This constitutes 2.41 percent of the tested 

12 



  
 
 

    
    

 
     

    
  

 
 

  
 

      
   

   
 

   
  
  

    
      

  
    

    
  

  
  

    
   

  
 

   
  

   
   

      
 

  
   

  

    
 

   
  

  
   

   

population in ELA and 2.45 percent of the population in mathematics. All 
other reported languages are below .25 percent of the tested population. 

ii. Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English and 
specify for which grades and content areas those assessments are 
available. 

MO-DESE does not have any existing academic assessments in languages 
other than English. 

iii. Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly student 
academic assessments are not available and are needed. 
No languages other than English meet this definition. 

iv. Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a 
minimum, in languages other than English that are present to a significant 
extent in the participating student population including by providing 
a. The State’s plan and timeline for developing such assessments, 

including a description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR § 
200.6(f)(4); 

b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input 
on the need for assessments in languages other than English, collect 
and respond to public comment, and consult with educators; parents 
and families of English learners; students, as appropriate; and other 
stakeholders; and 

c. As applicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been 
able to complete the development of such assessments despite 
making every effort. 

a. If a specific language other than English reaches the five percent 
threshold, MO-DESE will make every effort to develop and administer 
required assessments in a reasonable time frame. In the event the 
threshold is reached, MO-DESE will include such languages in the 
Request for Proposal (RFP) for assessment procurement process in 
accordance with State of Missouri purchasing requirements. MO-DESE 
will require its assessment vendors to incorporate and document 
industry-accepted best practices and federal peer-review 
requirements. Based on Missouri’s statutory requirements for and 
recent experience with assessment development, a reasonable 
timeline for this process is three academic years from the issuance of 
the RFP to implementation. 

b. MO-DESE gathered input on assessments in languages other than 
English as a part of the ESSA assessment work group process 
subsequent to the statewide meetings in the fall of 2016. Seventy-five 
stakeholders participated in four work group meetings in November 
and December regarding standards and assessments. 
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In addition, MO-DESE’s Director of Migrant and English Language 
Programs and the Director of English language Development 
conducted three additional regional meetings, two in the fall of 2016 
and one in February of 2017, to gain feedback related to the need for 
assessments in languages other than English. 

Should language(s) other than English approach or reach the 
“significant extent threshold, MO-DESE will provide new opportunities 
for public comment and actively involve stakeholders in order to 
gather meaningful input. 

c. Until a significant change in funding is available for assessments, the 
likelihood of developing high-quality assessments in other languages 
will remain compromised. 

4. Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities (ESEA 
section 1111(c) and (d)): 

i. Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)): 
a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a 

subgroup of students, consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B). 

MO-DESE will continue to use the following student groups in its 
accountability system:  Black (not Hispanic), Asian/Pacific Islander, 
Hispanic, American Indian/Alaska Native, White (not Hispanic), and 
Multi-Racial. 

b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other 
than the statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically 
disadvantaged students, students from major racial and ethnic 
groups, children with disabilities, and English learners) used in the 
Statewide accountability system. 

MO-DESE does not include any additional student groups other than 
those statutorily required in the statewide accountability system. MO-
DESE will report on other groups including Homeless, Foster, Military 
Dependent, and Gifted. However, these groups will not be included in 
accountability determinations. 

c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the 
results of students previously identified as English learners on the 
State assessments required under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) for 
purposes of State accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B))? Note 
that a student’s results may be included in the English learner 
subgroup for not more than four years after the student ceases to be 
identified as an English learner. 
☒ Yes 
□  No 
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If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived 
English learners in the State: 
☒ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or 
☐ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or 
☐ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or 
under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii).  If this option is selected, 
describe how the State will choose which exception applies to a 
recently arrived English learner. 

ii. Minimum N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)): 
a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines 

are necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any 
provisions under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that require disaggregation 
of information by each subgroup of students for accountability 
purposes. 

MO-DESE has determined that 30 is the minimum number of students 
necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any 
provision under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that require disaggregation 
of information by each group of students for accountability purposes. 

b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically sound. 

MO-DESE uses 30 as the minimum number of students in a student 
group for accountability. This is consistent with Title I regulations 
issued on April 9, 2007. 

c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by 
the State, including how the State collaborated with teachers, 
principals, other school leaders, parents, and other stakeholders when 
determining such minimum number. 

MO-DESE convened an accountability work group specifically to 
address accountability measures required by ESSA. The group 
represented teachers; librarians, district and building leaders; 
specialists in assessment, ESL, federal programs, special education; 
and charter school sponsors. The work group discussed the topic of 
the minimum number of students. The consensus of the group was 
that 30 is the advisable number for decision making and 
accountability. 

d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is 
sufficient to not reveal any personally identifiable information.2 

2 Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and 
disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of the General Education Provisions 
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MO-DESE’s rules around protection of personally identifiable 
information are based on the best practices of the National Center for 
Education Statistics Data Quality Campaign. Statistical analysis will 
exclude populations of less than 30. 

B. If the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is lower than the minimum 
number of students for accountability purposes, provide the State’s minimum number of 
students for purposes of reporting. 

MO-DESE’s minimum number of students for reporting purposes is5. MO-DESE’s data 
suppression policy was revised after examining its previous reporting group size of 10 and 
determining that in practice, the policy suppressed more data than necessary. Lowering the 
reporting group size provides more transparency in the data while allowing MO-DESE to protect 
against unintentional disclosures. 

i. Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)): 
a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(aa)) 

1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic 
achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual 
statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments, 
for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (1) 
the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term 
must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and 
for each subgroup of students in the State, and (2) how the 
long-term goals are ambitious. 

Missouri and Missouri stakeholders seek to be competitive 
nationally as evidenced by input received during MO-DESE’s 
regional meetings of 2016. MO-DESE believes that one of the 
most important ways to achieve that outcome is to address the 
rate at which students achieve success, as reflect in graduation 
and achievement. Said another way, MO-DESE believes that our 
students will be successful and competitive if we address their 
learning rather than simply the competitive standing of the 
state. 

MO-DESE’s strategic priorities include a focus on Early Learning, 
Early Literacy, and Success-Ready Students & Workforce 
Develop, with a goal of ensuring that all students graduate from 
high school ready for college, career, and life. MO-DESE 
currently measures progress toward this goal by examining 
achievement and improvement on several standards, with data 
aggregated at the school and LEA levels. MO-DESE’s work is 

Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, commonly known as the “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974”).  When selecting a 
minimum n-size for reporting, States should consult the Institute for Education Sciences report “Best Practices for Determining 
Subgroup Size in Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Information” to identify appropriate 
statistical disclosure limitation strategies for protecting student privacy. 
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guided by a strategic plan that includes targets for academic 
achievement and graduation rates, as well as other metrics. 
MO-DESE has set a 10-year target of reducing by half the rate at 
which students fail to graduate. MO-DESE has set a 10-year 
target of reducing by half the rate at which students fail to 
achieve proficiency. 

These targets and measures of yearly improvement are 
expressed in the Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) 
Performance Index (MPI). The MPI is a measure of achievement 
that examines four levels of achievement, including proficiency. 
An explanation of the calculation of MPI is contained in 
Appendix B. MO-DESE emphasizes the use of MPI for goal 
setting and school evaluation because it continues to value 
improvement. The goals are expressed primarily in terms of 
current and future MPI targets and proficiency rates. 

Missouri’s state assessments continue to be evaluated as 
rigorous when mapped against the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). However, MO-DESE and the 
stakeholders of Missouri are not satisfied that current 
performance indicates that all students are prepared to be 
competitive in their futures. We believe that cutting the rate at 
which all students fail to achieve proficiency, as measured by 
MPI scores, is a critical issue for each student and for all of 
Missouri. While these goals are for all students, each student 
group has a goal set in the same manner. The goals, expressed 
both in MPI and proficiency rates, are available in Appendix A as 
a part of the measures of interim progress. 

MO-DESE notes that once the implementation of new 
assessments or state accountability system has been fully 
realized, these goals may require recalculation. The ultimate 
aim of reducing failure to achieve is not negotiable, but 
proficiency rates on the new assessment may not be 
comparable to the current ones. 

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting 
the long-term goals for academic achievement in Appendix A. 

3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim 
progress toward the long-term goals for academic achievement 
take into account the improvement necessary to make 
significant progress in closing statewide proficiency gaps. 

Long-term goals for academic achievement in Missouri are to 
reduce the percentage of students scoring below proficient or 
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advanced in both ELA and mathematics by half in the next 10 
years. These goals are for all students and for each student 
group. By taking this approach, student groups with an average 
score less than that of the whole group will necessarily have a 
rate of improvement (reduction of percentage less than 
proficient) greater than the group of total. 

b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(bb)) 
1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate for all students and for each subgroup of 
students, including: (1) the timeline for meeting the long-term 
goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of 
time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the 
State, and (2) how the long-term goals are ambitious. 

MO-DESE’s first goal in its strategic plan is that all students 
graduate ready for college, career and life. This goal embodies 
the belief that all students should graduate from high school. 
While readiness is addressed in MO-DESE’s goals for academic 
achievement and college-and-career readiness, graduation rate 
expectations are made explicit in the metrics associated with 
the graduation rate goals. 

The ambitious long-term goals and interim-progress measures 
for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate were 
established in a manner similar to the method for establishing 
academic achievement goals. MO-DESE has set the goal of 
reducing the rate of failure to graduate by half over the next 10 
years. Again, parallel to the academic achievement goals, the 
goals for each student group is to cut the rate of failure to 
graduate in half over the next 10 years. 

2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-
year adjusted cohort graduation rate, including (i) baseline data; 
(ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the 
term must be the same multi-year length of time for all 
students and for each subgroup of students in the State; (iii) 
how the long-term goals are ambitious; and (iv) how the long-
term goals are more rigorous than the long-term goal set for the 
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate. 

Not applicable. 

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-
term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate 
and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate in 
Appendix A. 
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4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim 
progress for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and 
any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate take into 
account the improvement necessary to make significant 
progress in closing statewide graduation rate gaps. 

MO-DESE used a similar approach to the one used for goal 
setting for academic achievement in setting the long-term goals 
and measures of interim progress for the four-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rate. The goal is to reduce the percentage of 
students failing to graduate in four years by half in the next 10 
years. The goals are set similarly for each student group so that 
gaps will close because of differential rates of improvement. 
Similar to the academic achievement goals, the goals for 
students with disabilities are aligned to Missouri’s Statewide 
Special Education Performance Plan but result in gap closure by 
the end of the ten-year window, per the requirement of 
coordination with other laws, including IDEA, found in ESSA. 

c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii)) 
1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases in 

the percentage of such students making progress in achieving 
English language proficiency, as measured by the statewide 
English language proficiency assessment, including: (1) the 
State-determined timeline for such students to achieve English 
language proficiency and (2) how the long-term goals are 
ambitious.  

MO-DESE has developed student-level targets, the basis for 
long-term goals and measures of interim progress, by reviewing 
research and analyzing data. The following steps were taken to 
establish these targets. First, a standard measure of academic 
English proficiency (AEP) was established. For the sake of clarity, 
AEP does not connote proficiency on the English language arts 
assessment. AEP indicates that a student is proficient in English 
at a level that allows them to properly use and process 
academic language. This is distinct from being proficient in 
English at an everyday functional level. Next, research was 
reviewed to determine rigorous yet realistic timelines for 
attaining AEP. Finally, data was analyzed to examine whether 
the research conclusions could be applied to Missouri ELs in a 
manner that ensured annual progress for all. 

MO-DESE established that a composite score of 4.7 on the 
WIDA ACCESS 2.0© assessment constitutes AEP. This was 
determined through examining data analysis performed by the 
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WIDA Consortium. MO-DESE supplied MAP data for both ELs 
and English-only students to WIDA. WIDA then created a box 
plot analysis that allowed the comparison of MAP scale scores 
across subsets of students. English-only students were 
compared to ELs with outcomes aggregated by ACCESS 2.0© 

bracket (1=1.0 to 1.9, etc.). MAP data included both ELA and 
mathematics scale scores. Box plots are included in Appendix C. 
The box plots illustrate that ELs scoring just below the 5th level 
bracket (5.0-5.9), have MAP outcomes that are congruent with 
English-only students scoring proficient. More specifically, the 
top three quartiles of ELs scoring in this bracket were proficient. 
The exceptions to these analyses were at third grade, where an 
ACCESS 2.0©bracket score of 4.0 was congruent to English-only 
students, and in eighth grade mathematics, where 5.0 ELs far 
outperformed English-only students. The later data were 
skewed because eighth grade Algebra I scores were not present 
in the data. 

To determine how quickly ELs could be expected to become 
AEP, MO-DESE reviewed research performed by the WIDA 
Consortium and the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL). While 
WIDA bases its research on student outcomes from consortium 
members, CAL examines the same data on a nation-wide scale. 
MO-DESE compared outcomes for Missouri students to the CAL 
data. The primary conclusion was that Missouri students 
perform very similarly to those in the national datasets. For an 
English learner (EL) to become AEP, research indicates that ELs 
become AEP orally more quickly than they do in written form. 
MO-DESE does not discount the former modality but has 
determined to use the written form due to schools’ reliance on 
abilities in writing. According to Hakuta, Butler and Witt (2000)3, 
even under the best of circumstances, attaining AEP may take 
four to seven years. MO-DESE has determined that student 
targets built on a six-year expectation, and further divided to 
consider length of time in an English language instructional 
program, provide both equity and rigor as a basis for 
expectations. 

MO-DESE determines a starting proficiency level at the time of 
the first English language proficiency assessment, which is 
administered within five months of the student’s initial 
identification. MO-DESE also takes into consideration grade 
level and time in an English language acquisition program. It is 
important to understand that while many other factors affect 

3 Hakuta, K., Butler, Y.G., Witt, D. (2000) How Long Does it Take English Learners to Attain Proficiency? The 
University of California Linguistic Minority Research Institute, Policy Report 2000-1. 
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the rate at which learners attain AEP, they do not lend 
themselves to accurate or consistent data collection. Therefore, 
research tends to present its conclusions in ranges rather than 
precise time frames. The students who have received less than 
four years of English language instruction have different targets 
for AEP than those receiving four or more years. To be specific, 
the probability of becoming academically English proficient is 
less for students receiving less than four years of instruction 
than it is for those receiving four or more years of instruction. 
As a reminder, AEP indicates that a student is functional in 
English using academic language, not that they are proficient on 
the ELA assessment. 

With a metric for AEP established, MO-DESE determined that it 
would use two mechanisms to ensure that all students made 
progress in acquiring the English language. First, the long-term 
goals and measures of interim progress in Appendix A establish 
increasing expectations for the entire population. Second, MO-
DESE proposes an accountability structure that rewards LEAs for 
the progress each student makes. 

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-
term goal for increases in the percentage of English learners 
making progress in achieving English language proficiency in 
Appendix A. 

ii. Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B)) 
a. Academic Achievement Indicator.  Describe the Academic 

Achievement indicator, including a description of how the indicator (i) 
is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is measured by proficiency on the 
annual Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics 
assessments; (iii) annually measures academic achievement for all 
students and separately for each subgroup of students; and (iv) at the 
State’s discretion, for each public high school in the State, includes a 
measure of student growth, as measured by the annual Statewide 
reading/language arts and mathematics assessments. 

Indicator Measure(s) Description 
Academic Achievement ELA and mathematics MAP 

Performance Index (MAP 
MPI) 

The academic indicator for Title I 
accountability will consist of single year 
MPIs for ELA and mathematics. The MPI 
scale ranges from 100 to 500. 

As previously mentioned, MO-DESE uses 
the MPI to evaluate outcomes on 
statewide assessments. The MPI takes into 
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Indicator Measure(s) Description 
account the achievement of students at 
four achievement levels. An explanation of 
the MPI calculation is found in Appendix B. 
Missouri’s long-term goals and measures of 
interim progress are expressed primarily in 
MPI, with proficiency rates provided for 
simplicity. The use of the MPI in ELA and 
mathematics allows the MO-DESE to 
evaluate a school’s performance and 
improvement over time as well as its 
distance from the state’s goals. 

MO-DESE collects data in sufficient detail 
to calculate MPI for all students and for 
each student group. 

Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are Not 
High Schools (Other Academic Indicator). Describe the Other 
Academic indicator, including how it annually measures the 
performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of 
students. If the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of student 
growth, the description must include a demonstration that the 
indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic indicator that 
allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance. 

Indicator Measure(s) Description 
Academic Progress MO-DESE uses the results MO-DESE’s growth calculation is a Value-
(Academic Growth) derived from the growth 

calculation associated with 
MAP assessments in ELA 
and mathematics. 

Added Model (VAM) that compares 
individual student results to predictions 
based on statewide results in ELA and 
mathematics. MO-DESE will use a 
percentile ranking. 

Technical information on the calculation of 
the growth model are contained in 
Appendix D. 

Assessments are given annually and growth 
results are calculated annually as well. 
Results can be disaggregated for all student 
groups required by ESSA. 

b. Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator, including a 
description of (i) how the indicator is based on the long-term goals; (ii) 
how the indicator annually measures graduation rate for all students 
and separately for each subgroup of students; (iii) how the indicator is 
based on the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the 
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State, at its discretion, also includes one or more extended-year 
adjusted cohort graduation rates, how the four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate is combined with that rate or rates within the 
indicator; and (v) if applicable, how the State includes in its four-year 
adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rates students with the most significant cognitive 
disabilities assessed using an alternate assessment aligned to 
alternate academic achievement standards under ESEA section 
1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a State-defined alternate diploma under 
ESEA section 8101(23) and (25). 

Indicator Measure(s) Description 
Graduation Rate Four-year graduation rate Student demographics are included in the 

annual cycle of data collection and results 
can be disaggregated by student group. 

MO-DESE will average the most recent 
three years of graduation rates. 

Missouri does not have a state-defined 
alternate diploma. Section (v) of question c. 
is not applicable in Missouri. 

c. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) Indicator. 
Describe the Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, including the State’s 
definition of ELP, as measured by the State ELP assessment. 

Indicator Measure(s) Description 
Progress in Achieving MO-DESE will employ an MO-DESE has developed an index score 
English Language English Acquisition Index that provides an incentive for schools to 
Proficiency (EAI) that credits schools 

for the percentage of 
students attaining AEP and 
growth on WIDA ACCESS 
2.0© . 

address the needs of English learners by 
including two factors in the index. An 
explanation of this index is found in 
Appendix A. The total scale of this indicator 
ranges from 0 -200. 

The first factor credits schools for the 
percentage of students achieving AEP. This 
factor is given 50 points. 

The second factor credits schools for the 
growth shown by each EL on WIDA ACCESS 
2.0© as shown in Appendix A. This factor is 
given up to 150 points. 
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d. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each School 
Quality or Student Success Indicator, including, for each such 
indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful differentiation in school 
performance; (ii) that it is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide 
(for the grade span(s) to which it applies); and (iii) of how each such 
indicator annually measures performance for all students and 
separately for each subgroup of students. For any School Quality or 
Student Success indicator that does not apply to all grade spans, the 
description must include the grade spans to which it does apply. 

Indicator Measure(s) Description 
i. School Quality or 

Student Success 
The percentage of 
students attending school 
90% of the time. 

One year of data will be used to determine 
the percent of students attending school at 
least 90% of the time. 

iii. Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C)) 
a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation of all 

public schools in the State, consistent with the requirements of 
section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA, including a description of (i) how 
the system is based on all indicators in the State’s accountability 
system, (ii) for all students and for each subgroup of students. Note 
that each state must comply with the requirements in 1111(c)(5) of 
the ESEA with respect to accountability for charter schools. 

MO-DESE will calculate an index score based on all the indicators of 
the accountability system. The index will be calculated for all schools. 
This index score will be used for improvement identification purposes 
for schools receiving Title I, Part A funds. The index will also be 
calculated for each student group of 30 or greater present in each of 
those schools. 

1. Academic Achievement (Assessment Status) – MO-DESE will 
collect the MPIs for ELA and mathematics and rank the resulting 
average MPI. percentile rank will be calculated for each school. 
The calculated will be multiplied by two for each content area. 

2. Student Progress (Assessment Growth) – MO-DESE will collect for 
ELA and mathematics derived in the growth model calculation. 
The resulting percentile will be multiplied by three. 

3. Graduation Rate – MO-DESE will rank the three-year average 
graduation rates and be multiplied by three. 

4. English language acquisition – MO-DESE will assign up to 50 points 
for meeting the rate at which students become AEP on WIDA 
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ACCESS 2.0©, and 150 points for gains on the WIDA ACCESS 2.0©. 
These total points will be ranked and NCEs calculated. The NCE 
will be multiplied by two. 

5. Student Success/School Quality – MO-DESE will measure 
attendance, defined as the percentage of students attending at 
least 90 percent of the time. Attendance rates will be ranked. 

The resulting calculations will be summed to arrive at the 
Accountability Index Score. Schools will be ranked on their respective 
index scores and the lowest five percent of schools receiving Title I 
funds. The highest index score of the lowest five percent of schools 
will establish the Identification Threshold for that year. 

In addition to identifying the lowest-performing five percent of 
schools receiving Title I, Part A funds, MO-DESE will identify any high 
school that fails to graduate at least two-thirds of its seniors for 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement. 

In cases where ELs are not present or present in numbers below 
which calculation is possible, the remaining standards will be 
weighted by redistributing the points associated with that indicator. 
Academic Progress and Graduation Rate will be multiplied by 3.75, 
and Attendance by 1.25. 

In order to identify schools with low performing student groups, each 
student group identified in 1111(c)(2), including students who are 
economically disadvantaged, students from major racial and ethnic 
groups, children with disabilities, and ELs, will then be treated as if 
they were their own building and examined using the same 
accountability structure. These student group calculations will be 
subject to n size restrictions and will be pooled if necessary. Those 
schools with student groups whose index score is at or below the 
Identification Threshold (lowest five percent) will be identified for 
Targeted Support and Improvement. 

b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system of 
annual meaningful differentiation, including how the Academic 
Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation Rate, and Progress in ELP 
indicators each receive substantial weight individually and, in the 
aggregate, much greater weight than the School Quality or Student 
Success indicator(s), in the aggregate. 

The indicators will be weighted as follows: 

Indicator EL present EL fewer than 30 (minimum N) 
Academic Achievement 4 5 
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Indicator EL present EL fewer than 30 (minimum N) 
English Language Arts (2/2.5*) 
Mathematics       (2/2.5*) 

Academic Progress / Grad. Rate 3 3.75 
English Language Acquisition 2 -

Progress to Proficiency (1.5) 
AEP Attainment (.5) 

Attendance 1 1.25 
Total Weighting 10 10 

Sample 

Academic 
Achievement 

Value Percentile 
Rank 

Weight Index Score 

ELA MPI 375.8 0.58 2 1.16 
Mathematics MPI 391.2 0.63 2 1.26 

2.42 
Academic Progress 
ELA Growth 0.345 0.60 1.5 0.9 
Mathematics Growth 0.511 0.78 1.5 1.17 

2.07 
English Language 
Acquisition 
Progress to 
Proficiency 

102 0.73 1.5 1.095 

AEP Attainment .5 

Attendance .92 .9 1 1.5 
Total 

MODESE uses the 2.5 weighting for English language arts and 
mathematics in the event that the school has an EL student group that 
is not of sufficient size or does not serve an EL population. 

c. If the States uses a different methodology for annual meaningful 
differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a. above for schools for 
which an accountability determination cannot be made (e.g., P-2 
schools), describe the different methodology or methodologies, 
indicating the type(s) of schools to which it applies. 

MO-DESE will include one additional statewide category of schools. 
This category of schools will be composed of schools that would 
otherwise be included in Comprehensive Support and Intervention 
that administer no assessments (MAP grade level assessments or 
WIDA ACCESS 2.0©) and have only a single indicator of school quality 
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or success. In this example, schools will have only attendance data 
available to make a determination about identification. If a school 
that administers no assessments has an attendance rate consistent 
with the schools identified for comprehensive support and 
improvement, MO-DESE will assign an Area Supervisors of Instruction 
(ASI) to further analyze the school before identification. At a 
minimum, analysis will be based on a site visit and analysis of 
students’ academic outcomes in subsequent grade levels. Following 
analysis, the school will be identified for improvement if advisable. 

iv. Identification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) 

Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the 
State’s methodology for identifying not less than the lowest-
performing five percent of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds in 
the State for comprehensive support and improvement, including the 
year in which the state will first identify schools. 

MO-DESE’s methodology for identifying schools for Comprehensive 
Support and Improvement will result in the identification of schools 
that are 

1. among the lowest five percent of schools receiving Title I funds, 
based on the indicators outlined above; 

2. high schools with an average four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate less than 67 percent over a period of three 
years; or 

3. Title I schools that fail to meet the exit criteria as a school 
identified for Additional Targeted Support and Improvement. 

The method for annual meaningful differentiation above will result in 
scores for every school receiving Title I funds. MO-DESE will rank the 
schools by these scores and identify the lowest-performing five 
percent of schools from the ranking. There will be approximately 62 
schools identified under this method. The schools will be identified for 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement. 

Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the 
State’s methodology for identifying all public high schools in the State 
failing to graduate one third or more of their students for 
comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in which 
the state will first identify schools. 

Any public high school that fails to graduate one third or more of its 
students for three years will be identified for Comprehensive Support 
and Improvement. 

Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the 
methodology by which the State identifies public schools in the State 
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receiving Title I, Part A funds that have received additional targeted 
support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on identification as a 
school in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to 
identification under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s 
methodology under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not 
satisfied the statewide exit criteria for such schools within a State-
determined number of years, including the year in which the state will 
first identify schools. 

If schools are identified for targeted support and improvement and 
receive additional targeted support yet fail to meet the state’s exit 
criteria in three years, then those schools will be identified for 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement. 

a. Frequency of Identification.  Provide, for each type of schools 
identified for comprehensive support and improvement and the 
frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such schools. 
Note that these schools must be identified at least once every three 
years. 

MO-DESE will review the data used to identify schools on a yearly 
basis using the identification method to determine the progress of 
previously identified schools. MO-DESE will identify schools for 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement Every three years. Title I 
schools that have failed to meet the criteria for exiting Additional 
Targeted Support and Improvement status will be identified as 
Comprehensive. 

Targeted Support and Improvement. Describe the State’s 
methodology for annually identifying any school with one or more 
“consistently underperforming” subgroups of students, based on all 
indicators in the statewide system of annual meaningful 
differentiation, including the definition used by the State to 
determine consistent underperformance. (ESEA section 
1111(c)(4)(C)(iii)) 

In accordance with federal law, schools in which a student group’s 
performance is consistent with schools identified for Comprehensive 
Support and Improvement for two consecutive years will be identified 
as having one or more consistently underperforming student groups. 
MO-DESE will run each school and all student groups previously 
identified through the same calculation used for original identification 
to determine the progress in order to make a determination about 
whether the school needs to be placed on the list of schools identified 
for Targeted Support and Improvement. 

b. Additional Targeted Support. Describe the State’s methodology, for 
identifying schools in which any subgroup of students, on its own, 
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would lead to identification under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) 
using the State’s methodology under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D), 
including the year in which the State will first identify such schools 
and the frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such 
schools. (ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C)-(D)) 

Again, in accordance with federal law, any school that has one or 
more student groups which, on its own, would lead to identification 
for Comprehensive Support and Improvement will be identified for 
Additional Targeted Support. Schools will be identified every two 
years. MO-DESE will evaluate this data on an annual basis as 
described previously to determine each individual school’s current 
status. 

c. Additional Statewide Categories of Schools. If the State chooses, at its 
discretion, to include additional statewide categories of schools, 
describe those categories. 

MO-DESE will include one additional statewide category of schools. 
This category of schools will be comprised of schools that would 
otherwise be included in Comprehensive Support and Intervention 
that administer no assessments (MAP grade level assessments or 
WIDA ACCESS 2.0©) and have only a single indicator of school quality 
or success. In this example, schools will have only attendance data 
available to make a determination about identification. If a school 
that administers no assessments has an attendance rate consistent 
with the schools identified for Comprehensive Support and 
Improvement, MO-DESE will assign an ASI to further analyze the 
school before identification. At a minimum, analysis will be based on a 
site visit and analysis of students’ academic outcomes in subsequent 
grade levels. Following analysis, the school will be identified for 
improvement if advisable. 

v. Annual Measurement of Achievement (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(E)(iii)): 
Describe how the State factors the requirement for 95 percent student 
participation in statewide mathematics and reading/language arts 
assessments into the statewide accountability system. 

Participation on state assessments will remain a primary component of 
MO-DESE’s accountability system. All LEAs, schools and student groups 
will be required to assess at least 95 percent of their students on 
assessments required by the MAP. 

Any school with less than a 95 percent participation rate in ELA or 
mathematics will automatically fail to earn points for academic 
achievement in the state’s system for meaningfully differentiating 
schools.  MO-DESE will utilize the same criteria for any student group(s), 
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including students with disabilities and ELs, for which the rate falls below 
95 percent. 

vi. Continued Support for School and LEA Improvement (ESEA section 
1111(d)(3)(A)) 
a. Exit Criteria for Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. 

Describe the statewide exit criteria, established by the State, for 
schools identified for comprehensive support and improvement, 
including the number of years (not to exceed four) over which schools 
are expected to meet such criteria. 

A school identified as Comprehensive Support and Improvement 
status will exit that status upon meeting the following: 
• For Schools Identified based on Graduation Rate: 
o The school has demonstrated that it no longer meets the criteria 

for identification by demonstrating a 4-year cohort graduation 
rate of above sixty-seven percent for three consecutive years. 

• For Schools Identified in Bottom 5%: 
o The school no longer meets the criteria for identification; and 
o The school demonstrates at least two years of on-going 

improvement, as evidenced by improved proficiency rates for 
English language arts and mathematics. 

• For Schools Identified as Comprehensive based on not exiting ATSI 
status: 
o The school no longer meets the criteria for identification; and 
o The group or groups that served as the basis for identification 

demonstrate progress on proficiency rates in ELA and 
mathematics. For example, a school’s data from school year 2017-
18 would be used to identify the school as a CSI school in the fall 
of 2018. 

For example, if a school is designated as CSI for graduation rate 
and bottom 5% that school would have to meet the exit criteria 
for both designations before completely removing CSI status. 

b. Exit Criteria for Schools Receiving Additional Targeted Support. 
Describe the statewide exit criteria, established by the State, for 
schools receiving additional targeted support under ESEA section 
1111(d)(2)(C), including the number of years over which schools are 
expected to meet such criteria. 

MO-DESE’s uniform statewide exit criteria for a school identified for 
targeted support and improvement will require that the identified 
student group(s) continue to demonstrate improvement in proficiency 
rates or MPI in ELA and Mathematics student group For example, if a 
school is identified for improvement because students with 
disabilities, when treated as if they constituted a building, and if the 
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same student group achieved improvement in two MPI per year for 
two of three years, the school would meet the exit criteria. 

c. More Rigorous Interventions.  Describe the more rigorous 
interventions required for schools identified for comprehensive 
support and improvement that fail to meet the State’s exit criteria 
within a State-determined number of years consistent with section 
1111(d)(3)(A)(i)(I) of the ESEA.  

At initial identification, Comprehensive Support and Improvement 
schools will have conducted a needs assessment based on 
accountability and any other relevant data. As a part of the initial 
improvement process, the LEA will have selected evidence-based 
interventions related to the areas of focus identified by the needs 
assessment. Additionally, MO-DESE will have required participation in 
professional development associated with high-effect-size teaching 
and instructional practices. MO-DESE Area Supervisors of Instruction 
(ASIs) will have met monthly to monitor accountability plan 
implementation through the existing Regional School Improvement 
Team (RSIT) process. 

Schools that have not met the exit criteria after year three or have not 
shown improvement as determined by MO-DESE will first undergo an 
analysis of why the original interventions did not produce the desired 
results. The analysis will be conducted in partnership with MO-DESE 
staff. This analysis will inform a new comprehensive needs 
assessment. MO-DESE may require that this needs assessment be 
conducted in partnership with or wholly by an entity outside the LEA 
with expertise in school improvement. The level of evidence for the 
selected interventions will necessarily be more rigorous than those 
originally selected. MO-DESE will engage school improvement 
specialists, to meet on a monthly basis with the schools requiring 
more rigorous interventions. These specialists will provide principal 
coaching and will closely monitor the fidelity of intervention 
implementation using 30-, 60-, and 90-day action plans. 

d. Resource Allocation Review.  Describe how the State will periodically 
review resource allocation to support school improvement in each 
LEA in the State serving a significant number or percentage of schools 
identified for comprehensive or targeted support and improvement. 

MO-DESE will review the Annual Secretary of the Board Report (ASBR) 
each year to determine that resource inequities do not exist at the 
building level in LEAs with buildings identified for Comprehensive or 
Targeted Support and Improvement. 
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MO-DESE will report resource allocations at the LEA and building level 
on the appropriate Annual Report Card. 

e. Technical Assistance.  Describe the technical assistance the State will 
provide to each LEA in the State serving a significant number or 
percentage of schools identified for comprehensive or targeted 
support and improvement. 

Fair, flexible and focused accountability and support systems are 
critical to continuously improving the academic achievement of all 
students, closing persistent achievement gaps and improving equity. 
Missouri’s Statewide System of Support (SSOS) is the primary 
mechanism employed by MO-DESE to hold LEAs and schools 
accountable for achievement and to provide accountability and 
differentiated support to all LEAs. It is also through the SSOS that 
schools receive targeted technical assistance in developing and 
implementing accountability plans. This system includes evidence-
based interventions that support improved student achievement, 
graduation rates and closing achievement gaps for all student groups. 
It allows for MO-DESE to focus its efforts on schools identified for 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement, while also providing a 
standard level of support and accountability to all LEAs and schools. 

To ensure that LEAs and/or schools are implementing the 
requirements for schools identified for Comprehensive Support and 
Improvement, the SSOS will provide ongoing support for and 
monitoring of the implementation of the activities identified above. 
The SSOS will conduct site visits to 

• promote and develop the school’s responsiveness to internal 
accountability; 

• monitor and document indicators of progress pertinent to the 
district and/or building plans; 

• gather data specific to the school; 
• identify promising practices; and 
• provide specific and timely feedback to the principal and 

other LEA staff. 

The SSOS will assist in the development of a timeline for 
improvement and the planning of high-quality, evidence-based 
professional development focused on strategic instructional 
strategies that will result in increased language proficiency and 
improved academic results for ELs and students with disabilities. 

MO-DESE is dedicated to focusing resources on ensuring that an 
excellent educational system is accessible to all Missouri students. 
This means holding each LEA and school accountable for student 
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outcomes along the students’ journey in preparation for 
postsecondary success. If a school is not demonstrating the expected 
outcomes for students, MO-DESE will intervene on behalf of the 
students with rapid and targeted interventions. The intervention 
system includes tools and strategies to build capacity at the LEA level 
to improve both schools and the entire system. There are four 
fundamental principles underlying Missouri’s SSOS: 

1. Students cannot wait for incremental improvement in their 
educational conditions. 

2. The process of targeted intervention requires a systematic 
evaluative focus on implementation, dedicated project 
management and instructional improvement support. 

3. Monitoring progress in LEAs and schools must be based on 
outcomes. 

4. Collaboration between and among stakeholders is essential 
for sustainable improved student learning. 

MO-DESE will provide dedicated supports specifically to those schools 
that have been identified for comprehensive support and 
improvement. Schools identified for Targeted Support and 
Improvement will have access to the same tools. However, personnel 
support will be limited by resources. Those schools will participate in a 
similar process with their RSIT: 

Step Action 
Pre-Implementation Activities begin to relay expectations 

of contracted staff that will be working 
with the identified school to 
implement the accountability plan. 

School Leadership School/LEA staff implements a 30-day 
planning process. This process is used 
by the principal and contracted staff to 
give special attention to the opening 
of the school year. Principals must 
identify key early wins and clarify adult 
and student behaviors that are in need 
of improvement. 
Contracted staff/RSIT leader, LEA and 
building level leaders meet every 
other month to discuss school climate 
and culture and, implementation of 
the accountability plan, as well as to 
review specific data that is pertinent 
to plan implementation. These 
meetings focus on the use of data to 
show evidence of implementation and 
the impact on critical indicators of 
improvement. 
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Step Action 
School leader is assisted in the use of 
perceptual data that is collected and 
the setting of short- and long-term 
goals. 
Regional staff provides on-site 
coaching for building principals and 
other members of the school’s 
leadership team. 

Effective Instruction • Site visits are conducted by contracted 
staff with knowledge of the region. 
Site visits include classroom 
observations which provide feedback 
to the leadership team on the 
following: student learning objectives, 
complexity of the instruction, 
engagement of teachers and students, 
content, classroom management and 
assessment, and instruction practices. 

• School leaders are debriefed to discuss 
and review observations. Written and 
verbal feedback is provided. 

• Contracted staff work with school 
leaders to use the data generated by 
their own classroom walkthroughs and 
observations to map the effectiveness 
of their staff. 

Teacher/Leader Effectiveness • Schools utilize the Missouri 
teacher/leader standards and 
evaluation protocols that align with 
the Seven Principles of Effective 
Evaluation. 

• School Leaders use mapping 
procedures to analyze the abilities and 
effectiveness of each staff member. 
The school leader and leadership team 
use this tool to assess the strengths 
and weaknesses in order to determine 
the intensity of support necessary to 
improve instructional practice and 
make informed personnel decisions. 

Data Teams (utilization) • Monthly progress reports (running 
record) are used to capture the work 
that is being done to address the 
improvement targets in the 
accountability plan. These reports are 
used in the monthly meeting. 

• Data dashboards are used to display 
critical data and include school-
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Step Action 
specific indicators, behaviors and 
practices. 

Climate/Culture/Collaboration • Contracted staff/RSIT, LEA and school 
leadership conduct an on-site visit 
prior to plan implementation to 
review climate and culture. 

• School leader must create a culture of 
high expectations for students and 
adults. 

• School leaders with assistance of 
contracted staff/RSIT and LEA staff 
redesign instructional time to allow 
collaborative teaming opportunities. 

Statewide Professional 
Development Opportunities 

• A summit is held to focus on critical 
needs of all identified schools (i.e. 
literacy). 

f. Additional Optional Action. If applicable, describe the action the State 
will take to initiate additional improvement in any LEA with a 
significant number or percentage of schools that are consistently 
identified by the State for comprehensive support and improvement 
and are not meeting exit criteria established by the State or in any LEA 
with a significant number or percentage of schools implementing 
targeted support and improvement plans. 

Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B)): Describe how low-income 
and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A are not served at disproportionate 
rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers, and the measures the SEA agency will use to 
evaluate and publicly report the progress of the State educational agency with respect to such 
description.4 

Missouri recognizes that inequities exist in students’ access to great teachers and school leaders across 
the United States. Students of color, students from low-income families, rural students, students with 
disabilities, students with limited English proficiency, and students who struggle academically are less 
likely than their peers to have such access. The causes of these inequities vary from place to place and 
context to context, with numerous policy, practice, economic and socio-cultural factors at play. Because 
of the multiple causes for inequity in teacher and leader distribution, the solutions must be systemic 
rather than merely treating the symptoms. 

Providing systemic solutions to equity gaps begins with an analysis of data. What follows is a comparison 
of data of minority and low-income children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A to all 
students in the state. 

4 Consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), this description should not be construed as requiring a State to develop or 
implement a teacher, principal or other school leader evaluation system. 
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The data table below indicates the rates at which low-income and minority students enrolled in Title I 
schools are served by inexperienced and out-of-field educators as compared to all students in other 
non-Title I schools. The rates of service by the third category of educators addressed under the 
disproportionality requirements of ESSA, those deemed to be ineffective, cannot be calculated at this 
time. 

SY2022 

Missouri 2022 

Title I Non-Title I 

High > 75%
Minority 

High > 75%
Poverty 

Low < 25% 
Minority 

Low < 25% 
Poverty 

TEACHERS 

Number of 
Teachers 

Percentage
of Teachers 

Number of 
Teachers 

Percentage
of Teachers 

Number of 
Teachers 

Percentage
of Teachers 

Number of 
Teachers 

Percentage
of Teachers 

Inexperienced 
Teachers 

9139 11.3% 8169 10.1% 4853 6.0% 3316 4.1% 

Out-of-Field Teachers 14558 18.0% 12294 15.2% 10191 12.6% 4691 5.8% 

Ineffective Teachers 2157 2.8% 1310 1.7% 385 0.5% 154 0.2% 

PRINCIPALS 

Number of 
Principals 

Percentage
of 

Principals 

Number of 
Principals 

Percentage
of 

Principals 

Number of 
Principals 

Percentage
of 

Principals 

Number of 
Principals 

Percentage
of 

Principals 
Inexperienced 
Principals 

N/A 15.5% N/A 15.4% N/A 10.9% N/A 8.1% 

Out-of-Field 
Principals 

N/A 10.3% N/A 9.3% N/A 7.6% N/A 2.5% 

MO-DESE will also monitor LEA data submitted through the MOSIS/Core Data System through 
MOSIS/Core Data Screen 18A to confirm the accuracy of assurances by LEAs that low-income and 
minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A are not served at disproportionate 
rates by ineffective teachers. MO-DESE provides a model Educator Evaluation System for LEA and school 
use. Using MO-DESE’s model, a teacher cannot be considered effective if any one of the following three 
criteria exist (see page 3 of the Summative Evaluation Form, Appendix F): 

1. There is a significant area of concern initiating an improvement protocol. 
2. There is less-than-expected performance by the teacher, as determined by years 

in the current position, on quality indicators selected by the LEA or school. 
3. Student growth targets have not been fully met. 

LEAs that elect not to use the MO-DESE’s model Educator Evaluation System must align their local 
process to the Essential Principles of Effective Evaluation approved by the State Board of Education and 
effective April 30, 2014. There are seven principles 
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1. Performance of educators is measured against research-based, proven 
expectations and performance targets consistent with the improvement of 
student achievement. 

2. Multiple ratings are used to differentiate levels of educator performance. 
3. A probationary period of adequate duration is provided to ensure sufficient 

induction and socialization through developmental support for new teachers 
and leaders. 

4. Measures of growth in student learning across two points in time are included 
as a significant contributing factor in the evaluation of professional teacher and 
leader practice at all levels. 

5. Ongoing, timely, deliberate and meaningful feedback is provided on teacher and 
leader performance relative to research-based targets. 

6. Standardized, periodic training is provided for evaluators to ensure reliability 
and accuracy. 

7. Evaluation results and data are used to inform decisions regarding personnel, 
employment determinations and human resource policies such as promotion, 
retention, dismissal, tenure, compensation, and so forth. 

At the conclusion of each academic year, an LEA submits building-level data on the alignment of their 
local evaluation process to the Essential Principles of Effective Evaluation. This submission of data occurs 
for all schools, including those assisted with Title I, Part A funds. Schools must identify the number of 
performance levels in their local evaluation process and teachers rated in each of these levels. The 
lowest level are those categorized as ineffective teachers. This performance data is used to confirm 
assurances provided by schools assisted under Title I, Part A that low-income and minority children 
enrolled in are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective teachers. Based on these assurances 
and school-level data submitted through the MOSIS/Core Data Collection System and reviewed through 
the federal programs monitoring process,, MO-DESE will monitor and publicly report on the degree to 
which low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A are served at 
disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers and the progress toward 
reducing those rates to negligible levels at the following URL address on the MO-DESE site: 

https://dese.mo.gov/educator-quality/equitable-access-excellent-education 

2. School Conditions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(C)): Describe how the SEA agency will 
support LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A to improve school conditions for 
student learning, including through reducing: (i) incidences of bullying and harassment; 
(ii) the overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the classroom; and (iii) 
the use of aversive behavioral interventions that compromise student health and safety. 

MO-DESE is developing a robust online content delivery system that will include 
professional development that addresses positive social and behavioral practices to 
support LEAs in improving school conditions. LEAs will be made aware of this content 
through the SSOS. When mature, this system will tie the MO-DESE’s data collection 
systems such as Core Data, consultant logs, teacher\leader evaluation, system reviews 
and tiered monitoring with access for all district staff to online curricula materials, 
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career\technical education supports, common formative assessments, educator 
evaluation tools, self-assessment tools, professional development focusing on 
leadership, effective teaching and learning practices including social\behavioral 
practices, etc. The Virtual Learning Platform is an online portal that will provide MO-
DESE endorsed, evidenced-based training. The materials in the virtual platform are 
organized to provide maximum flexibility of access of all users, from totally self-directed 
to highly directed and structured. MO-DESE also provides professional development for 
LEAs in the Multi-tiered System of Support that includes Positive Behavior Interventions 
and Supports. 

3. School Transitions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(D)): Describe how the State will support 
LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A in meeting the needs of students at all 
levels of schooling (particularly students in the middle grades and high school), including 
how the State will work with such LEAs to provide effective transitions of students to 
middle grades and high school to decrease the risk of students dropping out. 

MO-DESE’s online content delivery system will include material from the Missouri 
Comprehensive School Counseling Program Curriculum that will support LEAs in 
providing students with effective transitions to middle and high school grades. The 
Missouri Postsecondary Success Project (MPSS) is a college-and-career competency 
framework educators may use to systematically embed these competencies into course 
content. These competencies are integral to both in-school and postsecondary success 
by supporting students to be career-equipped, lifelong learners who are socially and 
emotionally engaged. This training is available to any LEA free of charge in both face-to-
face and electronic formats. 

Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children 
Missouri’s migratory children face challenges not often seen by others. MO-DESE provides grants to 
meet the needs of migratory students. Further, a team of regionally based Migrant Education Program 
(MEP) recruiters serve to support LEAs through student identification and recruitment as well as parent 
engagement. MO-DESE provides technical assistance to LEAs to connect with supports and services 
outside MO-DESE’s area of responsibility. 

5. Supporting Needs of Migratory Children (ESEA section 1304(b)(1)): Describe how, planning, 
implementing, and evaluating programs and projects assisted under Title I, Part C, the State and 
its local operating agencies will ensure that the unique educational needs of migratory children, 
including preschool migratory children and migratory children who have dropped out of school, 
are identified and addressed through: 

I. The full range of services that are available for migratory children from appropriate 
local, State, and Federal educational programs; 

II. Joint planning among local, State, and Federal educational programs serving migratory 
children, including language instruction educational programs under Title III, Part A; 

III. The integration of services available under Title I, Part C with services provided by those 
other programs; and 

IV. Measurable program objectives and outcomes. 
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The MO MEP is state administered and locally directed through funded LEAs and regionally based 
personnel in accordance with the state Service Delivery Plan (SDP).  Annually, LEAs with significant 
numbers of identified eligible migratory students can apply for funding through the department’s 
Consolidated Application Process. 

MO-DESE along with representatives from LEAs participate in the Comprehensive Needs Assessment 
(CNA) and SDP process every three years resulting in a statewide set of program objectives that address 
the unique needs of migratory students in Missouri. As part of the CNA/SDP cycle, MO-DESE and LEAs 
evaluate implementation and outcomes. SDP implementation and outcomes are evaluated. The CNA 
process addresses the needs of all eligible migrant students including preschool, school age and out-of-
school youth (OSY). Missouri’s CNA was developed by a needs assessment committee composed of 
MEP staff and stakeholders.  The committee identified four goal areas: English Language Arts, Math, 
School Readiness and High School graduation. The cycle is currently in the development stage of the SDP 
after new goals were established as part of the CNA process in February 2023. The MEP Continuous 
Improvement Cycle (CIC) process is used to evaluate data submitted by participating LEAs. The MEP staff 
also conduct a needs assessment protocol for all migratory children throughout the school year. 

The administration of the Title I, Part C program is included within the ESEA Consolidated Budget 
Application. The application requires evaluation and approval of budgets and plans for all federally-
funded programs. Within the application, LEAs receiving migrant funds must describe how awarded 
grant funding supports the state’s measurable program outcomes (MPOs). 

In addition to the statewide SDP document and application process, the unique needs of migratory 
students are determined through local needs assessment protocols. LEAs that receive migrant funding 
document the methods used to identify the unique needs of migrant children. Methods used by LEAs to 
identify needs include, but not limited to, family interviews, language proficiency assessments, skills 
checklists, teacher referrals, surveys and questionnaires, input from parents, support staff referrals, 
attendance records, and the review of academic records. This process also includes assessments, such as 
the Dial 3, Diagnostic Online Reading Assessment (DORA) and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literacy Skills (DIBELS).  Additionally, recruiters use an OSY profile to ascertain immediate needs and 
goals of students who have dropped out of school or are not in school. For all preschool, school-aged, 
and OSY enrolled in an LEA that does not receive migrant funding, statewide personnel assess student 
and family needs in an ongoing basis and provide referrals and support services as needed. Needs are 
assessed formally, through the use of family needs assessment forms, and informally through periodic 
check-ins with families to maintain communication and address any issues. 

Eligible children who reside within the boundaries of an LEA receiving migrant funds receive direct 
services through MO-DESE’s MEP. In addition, LEAs with migrant students regardless of federal funding 
can receive support through the MEP recruiters. The MEP employs these recruiters to work with LEAs to 
develop and conduct needs assessments along with teacher training on best practices for having 
migrant students in the classroom. The MEP also conducts a needs assessment protocol for all migrant 
children throughout the school year. 

i. Migratory students are eligible for all services provided by LEAs from appropriate local, state and 
federal education programs. LEAs that receive funding under Title I, Part C as a part of the ESEA 
Consolidated Application process are monitored every three years as a part of the Tiered Monitoring 
system. 
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As part of that monitoring process, LEAs are required to document the inclusion of migratory students’ 
educational programs that best fit their needs. The MEP first ensures that students have equitable 
access to existing programs and services as they apply that include Title I, Part A, Title III, Special 
Education, McKinney-Vento, and Gifted and Talented. MEP staff make referrals to existing providers and 
programs, both school and community based. The MEP then directly provides a variety of academic and 
support services to address remaining needs due to the migratory existence including, but not limited 
to: 

• Referrals to existing high-quality programs for preschool students, Parents as Teachers (PAT), 
and Head Start. Direct services provide young students with age appropriate materials and a 
family literacy approach to address school readiness. The focus is on language, literacy, math, 
and social-emotional skills development. Local and regional staff hold parent involvement 
activities where parents can learn more about developmental benchmarks; kindergarten 
readiness and expectations; and, at home activities to development emergent literacy and math 
skills. 

• School Age students are provided with supplemental instruction in key content areas. MEP staff 
or LEAs provide homework help, credit recovery assistance, support with transition from 
elementary to middle or middle to high school, college and career readiness and summer 
learning opportunities. 

• The MEP offers a variety of support services to OSY such as English language proficiency 
development; assistance with re-enrollment into a high school/high school equivalency 
program; and health and well-being lessons and referrals. The MEP provides information on 
workplace safety and health and nutrition. LEAs serving OSY are encouraged to counsel students 
on the importance of completing high school. 

Evaluation of the local programs is done through a monitoring protocol established by MO-DESE. LEAs 
that receive funding under Title I, Part C are monitored by a representative of the state agency as part of 
the Tiered Monitoring system at least every three years. During a three year cycle, each subgrantee will 
complete a desk audit in which they respond to questions and submit documents electronically and will 
also receive an onsite review by a member of MO-DESE staff. As part of the monitoring process, LEAs are 
required to document the inclusion of migratory students’ educational programs that best fit their 
needs. 

In addition to the established Tiered Monitoring process, a targeted number of students are identified 
each quarter for internal re-interviews as a quality control process to ensure adequate recruiter training 
and correct completion of national eligibility documents. Each quarter, a random sample of students are 
identified and re-interviewed in order to ensure accurate information was documented on the original 
Certificate of Eligibility (COE). Changes may be noted, if necessary, and discrepancies are brought to the 
attention of MO-DESE where a final determination on eligibility is made. 
ii. Joint planning and integration of services among local, State, and Federal education agencies is 
imperative in order to optimize services for migratory students. The MEP state director works closely 
with the Student Services director who oversees the Title III, Part A program to coordinate between the 
two programs. The state migrant director also collaborates with MO-DESE Office of Quality Schools, 
which administers other federally funded educational programs including Title I Part A and the 
McKinney-Vento Act for Homeless Children and Youth. 
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Joint planning occurs regionally throughout the state through bi-annual Regional Coordination Meetings 
with MO-DESE staff, MELL staff, funded district administrators and service providers, and recruiters. 
Regional MELL offices also provide a number of activities and trainings for funded districts. Specific 
topics are selected based on state data and input from LEAs. Improving needs assessments and services 
to migratory students not in school buildings (ages 0-2, preschool 3-5, and OSY) are identified topics to 
be addressed. 

In the past, integration of services happened not only within each LEA and its federal programs, but also 
with community agencies. Local MEPs attend meetings and regularly work with organizations such as 
Catholic Migrant Farmworkers’ Network, MO Department of Social Services and MO HealthNet to foster 
professional relationships and communication, enhance referrals to those agencies and improve access 
to services for migratory families. Local migrant staff liaise with Adult Basic Education programs, High 
School Equivalency Programs, and the CAMPs (Drury University and Crowder College) to engage at risk 
high school students, re-engage students who have dropped out, and promote high school graduation 
overall. The MO-MEP conducts joint program with various universities around the state to provide 
Migrant STEM Camps for high school age students in the summer and works with school districts in the 
Southeast portion of the state to provide summer learning opportunities for pre-K through Grade 8 
students. The COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 suspended the summer programming opportunities. 
However, the MEP is working to develop new summer programming. 

iv. MO-DESE conducts the state MEP evaluation with the assistance of an external evaluator 
knowledgeable about migrant education, evaluation design, federal reporting requirements and Office 
of Migrant Education (OME) guidelines, and the Missouri MEP. The evaluation collects information 
regarding the positives and negatives of the MEP and helps the State make decisions about program 
improvement and success. 

The evaluation reports both implementation and outcome data to determine the extent to which the 
Measureable Program Objectives (MPO) for the MEP in communication arts, math, school readiness, 
and secondary/OSY achievement and high school graduation have been addressed and met. 

Questions answered by implementation data include the examples below: 
• Were local projects implemented as described in their approved MEP applications? If yes, 

what worked and why? If not, what didn’t work and why not? 
• What challenges were encountered by the MEP? What was done to overcome these 

challenges? 
• What adjustments can be made to the MEP to improve instruction, professional 

development, and the involvement of migrant parents? 
• To what extent were the procedures used for identification and recruitment of eligible 

migrant students found to yield reliable results? 
• To what extent were MEP staff better prepared to help migrant students close the 

achievement gap? 
• To what extent did migrant parents report being involved with their children’s learning in 

literacy, mathematics, school readiness, and high school graduation? 

Questions answered by outcome data include the examples below. 
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• To what extent did migrant students demonstrate proficiency on the MAP in 
Communication Arts and Mathematics? 

• To what extent did 3-4 year old pre-K migrant children receive referrals to appropriate early 
childhood education programs designed to increase readiness for school? 

• To what extent did secondary migrant students earn sufficient credits to remain on track for 
graduation? 

Data on migrant students and services will be collected by the State from each of its sub-
grantees. Data sources include: migrant parents, recruiters, migrant program administrators and 
instructional service providers, and other staff as appropriate. 

Data will be collected through surveys, focus groups, structured interviews, and records reviews 
(including assessment results reported in the State’s data collection and reporting system). Data 
analysis will include descriptive statistics based on Missouri migrant student demographics, 
program implementation, and student and program outcomes. Means and frequencies will be 
calculated. Tests of educational significance will be completed, and trend analyses done. 

Missouri will prepare an annual implementation and outcome evaluation. Through the 
evaluation, data will be collected and reviewed by the State to systematically and methodically 
improve the program. Further, a written report on the progress made by the Missouri MEP 
toward meeting its MPOs will be prepared annually. This report will include recommendations 
for improving MEP services to help ensure that the unique educational needs of migrant 
students who are served in Missouri are being met. 

MEP implements joint planning among local, state, and federal education programs through its 
Tiered Monitoring process of local programs. Each local program must implement strategies 
around in collaboration with service providers (social service agencies, health providers, College 
Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP), etc.) When monitoring local programs, MEP uses 
indicators aligned with program requirements and MPOs to examine the extent of fidelity in 
program implementation and integration of services and supports for all students, including 
migratory children and youth. The detailed monitoring tools include the requirements of Title I.C 
as well as Title I, II, and III to ensure implementation. 

Student Assessment and Progress Monitoring Plan 
For program improvement purposes and in accordance with the evaluation requirements 
provided in 34 CRF 200.83(a)(4), the evaluation data and demographic information described in 
sections 3 and 4 of this Service Delivery Plan will be collected, compiled, analyzed, and 
summarized by the Missouri MEP. These activities will help the State determine the degree to 
which the MEP is on target to reach the stated performance targets and effective based on the 
chosen measurable program outcomes. This will be done through the district migrant reporting 
process as well as through an annual program evaluation. 

Specifically, data will be collected to assess student outcomes, monitor student progress, and 
evaluate the effectiveness of the MEP. The data to be collected for these purposes are listed in 
the tables on the following pages. Following each data element is information on the 
individual/agency responsible, method of data collection, and frequency of data collection. 
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Measurable Program Objectives and Outcomes 

The following are the Measurable program objectives and outcomes stated in MO’s SDP. 
English Language Arts 

A. The gap in proficiency in English language arts on the state standardized test between 
migrant students participating in supplemental supports during the regular school year 
and non-migrant students will decrease by three percent annually. 

B. Annually, 80 percent of teachers of migrant students participating in migrant-sponsored 
professional development will report on a survey that they applied the English language 
arts strategies provided by the state MEP into their instruction. 

C. Annually, 80 percent of migrant parents participating in parent involvement activities 
(such as Parent Advisory Council meetings) will report on a parent survey that the 
activity helped them support their children’s reading achievement. 

Mathematics Achievement 
A. The gap in proficiency in mathematics on the state standardized test between migrant 

students participating in supplemental supports during the regular school year and non-
migrant students will decrease by three percent annually. 

B. Annually, 80 percent of students receiving language-of-mathematics instruction will 
demonstrate a nine percent gain on LEA-approved semester assessment. 

C. Annually, 80 percent of migrant students will demonstrate a nine percent gain on a LEA-
approved pre/post assessment of mathematics skill development. 

D. Annually, 80 percent of teachers of migrant students participating in migrant-sponsored 
professional development will report on a survey that they applied the mathematics 
strategies from the training to their instruction. 

E. Annually, 80 percent of migrant parents participating in parent involvement activities 
(such as Parent Advisory Council meetings) will report on a parent survey that the 
activity helped them support their children’s mathematics achievement. 

School Readiness 
A. Annually, 80 percent of migrant parents participating in family literacy activities will 

report on a parent survey that the strategies helped them prepare their children for 
school. 

B. Annually, 80 percent of migrant children ages four or five and not in kindergarten will 
receive referrals to appropriate early childhood education services as indicated on the 
LEA migrant report. 

High School Graduation 
A. The four-year and extended graduation rates for migrant students will increase by 0.5 

percent annually. 
B. Annually, 80 percent of teachers of migrant students participating in migrant-sponsored 

professional development will report on a survey that they applied the college-and-
career readiness strategies from the training to their instruction. 

C. Annually, 80 percent of migrant parents participating in parent involvement activities 
related to high school graduation will report on a parent survey that the activity helped 
them support their children in making progress toward high school graduation. 
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D. Annually, 80 percent of staff involved in providing support services for Out of School 
Youth will report on a staff survey that the services met the needs of migrant students. 

The SDP evaluation will report both implementation and outcome data to determine the extent to 
which the measurable outcomes for the MEP have been addressed and met. Data will inform: 

• Whether local projects have been carried out as described in their approved MEP applications 
• Successes and challenges encountered by local projects, regional MELL offices, and State MEP 

staff 
• Identification & recruitment procedures and results 
• MEP staff professional learning 
• Parent involvement activities 
• Student proficiency in English Language Arts and Mathematics 
• Secondary student credit accrual/graduation preparedness 
• Preschool student access to early childhood education programs 
• Educational and support services provided by the LEA to migrant students 

The cyclical and reflective CNA/SDP/Evaluation process ensures that the needs of the migratory 
population within a state are continually monitored, prioritized and effectively addressed. 

6. Promote Coordination of Services (ESEA section 1304(b)(3)): Describe how the State will use 
Title I, Part C funds received under this part to promote interstate and intrastate coordination 
of services for migratory children, including how the State will provide for educational continuity 
through the timely transfer of pertinent school records, including information on health, when children 
move from one school to another, whether or not such move occurs during the regular school year. 

MO-DESE has determined that the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) provides a viable 
method to both share student information and serve student needs. The MEP is responsible for 
promoting inter-and intra-state coordination of services for migrant children, including the provision of 
educational continuity through a timely transfer of pertinent school records and relevant health 
information. Missouri participates in and contributes student information to the national MSIX to input, 
report and share accurate and timely migrant student information across the state and across the 
country. MO-DESE will also provide assistance to LEAs in acquiring and sending pertinent school records. 
As part of the MSIX system, MO-DESE has thoroughly reviewed the security protocols required for 
protection of personally identifiable student information. MO-DESE has received approval from the 
Missouri State Auditor’s Office for participation in MSIX as a part of a comprehensive review of data 
security. MO-DESE is a member of OME-sponsored Consortium Incentive Grants and collaborates with 
other member states by sharing information about programs, policies and practices. 

7. Use of Funds (ESEA section 1304(b)(4)): Describe the State’s priorities for the use of Title I, 
Part C funds and how such priorities relate to the State’s assessment of needs for services in the State. 
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In accordance with ESEA, Section 1304, programs for migratory children in Missouri must give priority of 
services to children who have made a qualifying move within the previous one-year period and who are 
failing, or are most at risk of failing, to meet the state’s academic standards, or who have dropped out of 
school. Key factors that are considered by the Missouri MEP in determining “failing” or “at risk of failing” 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• scored at Below Basic on the state assessment 
• is an EL (students coded LEP) 
• has an age or grade discrepancy 
• was retained 
• is at risk of failing to meet the state graduation requirements in one of the following areas 

o an unweighted GPA of 2.0 or below 
o has insufficient credits for promotion or graduation 

Weighted allocation determinations take into account the number of migratory children that meet the 
above criteria. 

The qualifying arrival date from the students Certificate of Eligibility is used to identify the students with 
a qualifying move within the previous one-year period. 

The state’s priorities are drawn from the CNA for migrant education. LEAs receiving funding are 
instructed to identify migrant students and prioritize them for receiving LEA-funded or referred services. 
Priority for Services (PFS) students enrolled in non-funded LEAs are identified by statewide migratory 
staff and are similarly prioritized for the provision of educational and support services from MEP 
personnel. Migrant students not identified as PFS status are also expected to receive educational and 
support services directly through the funded LEAs, or through statewide MEP personnel if they are 
enrolled in a nonfunded LEA. Specifically, the state has identified the need for services to support 
greater achievement in English and mathematics as measured by state assessments, greater persistence 
to graduation, and improved readiness for school. These priorities are the basis for the state’s MPOs. 
Subgrantees are required to indicate how they will address the state’s MPOs as part of the budget 
approval process. Data is collected as to how each subgrantee is budgeting funds toward the MPOs and 
reported annually as part of the state MEP. Statewide MEP personnel also document data regarding the 
provision of services to PFS and non-PFS migrant students, as provided throughout the school year and 
the summer term. 

C. Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth who are 
Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk 

MO-DESE provides grants to support students who have been placed by courts and agencies in 
facilities operated by the Missouri Department of Youth Services and the Missouri Department 
of Corrections. The programs support educational services while students are placed and 
support transition programs when students move out of those placements. Currently, 48 
institutions serve 1,888 students. Of those institutions, 40 are purely correctional in nature. The 
remaining also address substance use or mental health needs of youth. Clearly, many of the 
youth served by these programs may be affected by multiple issues, including criminal behavior 
associated with substance use, mental health issues, or both. 
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1. Transitions Between Correctional Facilities and Local Programs (ESEA section 
1414(a)(1)(B)): Provide a plan for assisting in the transition of children and youth 
between correctional facilities and locally operated programs. 

MO-DESE provides technical assistance to the Department of Corrections, the Division 
of Youth Services (part of the Department of Social Services), other Title I. D. recipients 
and LEAs concerning transitional services that will enable neglected or delinquent youth 
to successfully enter an institution (including the provision of records, etc.), reenter 
school successfully and/or to find employment after they leave the institution and 
return to the local community. Detailed transition plans will be included and required 
for LEAs and agencies to complete in their application for funding. 

MO-DESE will provide in-service training on programs and activities that other state 
agencies and LEAs may use to promote transitional services. These programs and 
activities are designed to assist the LEA and other agencies in developing a working 
relationship to accomplish a high-quality transitional program for the neglected or 
delinquent population. 

In order to be granted funding under Title I, Part D., applicants must provide for timely 
transfer of records upon change of placement; assessment of student need; and an 
appropriate program that provides for academic education, career and technical 
education, and transitions to employment or further education. 

While specifics will vary across subgrantees, each application must provide for the 
following: 

1. timely transfer of student records between correctional facilities and locally 
operated programs; 

2. timely implementation of the Individual Career and Academic Plan (ICAP), or, 
if necessary, adaptation and implementation of the ICAP; 

3. if applicable, implementation of the Individual Education Plan (IEP); 
4. availability of academic and career and technical education; 
5. provision for state approved assessment; 
6. provision for postsecondary education; 
7. availability of transitional services and supports for students changing 

placement (to/from correctional facilities from/to locally operated programs); 
and 

8. transitional services and supports to employment or further education. 

MO-DESE will monitor that subgrantees transfer records, adapt and implement ICAPs, 
and IEPs in a timely manner. Further, MO-DESE will ensure that subgrantees provide for 
academic, career and technical, and postsecondary education as applicable. Finally, MO-
DESE monitoring will examine transitional services and supports to ensure that student 
transitions to/from correctional institutions and locally operated programs, as well as to 
further education or employment, are implemented. 

Subgrantees may fulfill the requirements for transitional supports and further education 
through the following, non-exhaustive list of methods; 
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• replacement programs that allow adjudicated or incarcerated youth to audit or 
attend courses on college, university, or community college campuses or through 
programs provided in institutional settings; 

• work-site schools in which institutions of higher education and private or public 
employers partner to create programs to help students make a successful transition 
to postsecondary education and employment; and 
essential support services to ensure the success of the youth such as 

1. re-entry orientation programs, including transition centers in high schools; 
2. pupil services, including counseling, psychological, and social work services 

designed to meet the needs of neglected or delinquent children and youth; 
3. tutoring and mentoring programs; 
4. instruction and training at alternative schools and learning centers; 
5. services of in-school advocates on behalf of individual neglected or 

delinquent youth; 
6. information concerning and assistance in obtaining available student 

financial aid; and 
7. job placement services. 

Needed services will be provided for such children and youth so they can make a 
successful transition from institutionalization to further schooling or employment. The 
LEA, with technical support from the SEA, will provide students who are at-risk with 
accurate information about the costs and consequences of dropping out of school. 
Schools districts and charter LEAs will work with students, families and available 
community resources to assist students who drop out and children and youth returning 
from correctional facilities or institutions for neglected or delinquent children and youth 
to complete their high school education and, when possible, to obtain postsecondary 
education. 

2. Program Objectives and Outcomes (ESEA section 1414(a)(2)(A)): Describe the program 
objectives and outcomes established by the State that will be used to assess the 
effectiveness of the Title I, Part D program in improving the academic, career, and 
technical skills of children in the program. 

Educational services will be provided for neglected, delinquent, and at-risk children and 
youth in local and state institutions so that such children and youth have the opportunity to 
meet the same challenging state academic content standards that all children in the state 
are expected to meet. 

MO-DESE has established the following objectives for the Title I, Part D. program to ensure 
that the program results in improving the academic, career and technical skills of students 
being served: 

• Goal 1: Provide for efficient and effective transitions for students 
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• Objective 1: Student records will be transferred between institutions within 10 
days of change of placement. 

• Objective 2: Appropriate ICAP (or replacement ICAP) will be developed and 
implemented within 15 days of change of placement. 

• Goal 2: Improve student performance 
• Objective 1: Students will improve on English language arts and mathematics 

achievement as measured by MAP scores. 
• Objective 2: Students will improve on measures of College and Career Readiness 

or Success-Readiness as measured by the Missouri School Improvement 
Program, including appropriate assessments and completion of advanced 
coursework or Industry Recognized Credential (IRC) as appropriate. 

• Objective 3: Students will improve in postsecondary follow-up as measured by 
MSIP. 

MO-DESE will collect such data as is necessary to monitor progress toward the goals and 
objectives. Where data analysis indicates the need for improvement at the institutional 
level, MO-DESE will collaborate with the institution to develop a corrective action plan. 

D. Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction 

The Office of Educator Quality (OEQ), a subsection of MO-DESE, provides rapid response to 
clients seeking certification and has gone beyond the simple act of ensuring that teachers are 
properly licensed. OEQ has been in pursuit of four primary efforts to improve the quality of 
educators and educational leaders. First, standards for teacher and leader evaluation have been 
adopted and are the basis for the model evaluation systems for these two classes of educators. 
The system addresses appropriate evaluation methods at all points in the professional career. 
MO-DESE collects data annually on the local evaluations system used by the LEA and levels of 
teacher performance. Second, MO-DESE has developed its own Educator Equity Plan to address 
the statewide needs of teacher supply. This state level equity plan is updated each year. Third, 
educator preparation institutions receive an Annual Performance Report- Educator Preparation 
Programs (APR-EPP) that provides information to the public on the quality of each preparation 
program in each Missouri institution. MO-DESE, while not responsible for higher education, does 
have authority to license the graduates of educator preparation programs. Finally, the Missouri 
Leadership Development System (MLDS) is in full implementation and serves principals from 
over 80 percent of the school districts in the state and over 40 percent of charter schools. . 
Training is provided to principals and assistant principals across the professional continuum on a 
statewide basis. All Missouri students deserve access to a sufficient quantity of high-quality 
educators to meet their educational needs. 

1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(A) and (D)): Describe how the State educational 
agency will use Title II, Part A funds received under Title II, Part A for State-level 
activities described in section 2101(c), including how the activities are expected to 
improve student achievement. 

The strategies below are offered to ensure that all students have access to excellent 
teachers and leaders. Training and support were provided on developing local equity 
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plans that address strategies for ensuring that low-income and minority students have 
greater access to effective teachers and leaders. Strategies are also offered for building 
leadership capacity in the state and providing support for the use of the Beginning 
Teacher Assistance Programs (BTAP) and Professional Learning Guidelines. Support and 
training will also be provided to LEAs on the use of effective evaluation systems. 

Strategy Timeline 
Funding 
Sources 

Equity Labs provided assistance to LEAs in drafting local equity 
plans to address inequities of educational opportunities. An 
equity data chart with state level data is updated and posted 
publicly each year. 

2016-2017 Title II A 

The primary purpose of the MLDS is the development and 
support of effective school leaders. An array of professional 
learning experiences has been developed to support principal 
growth across a continuum of leadership competencies. 
Individual competencies are not addressed separately or in 
sequence, but are embedded in distinct Learning Experiences 
across five identified leadership domains: Visionary, 
Instructional, Managerial, Relational and Innovative. The MLDS 
serves as a blueprint for developing and supporting 
transformational school principals through a comprehensive 
system of learning modules that are engaging and relevant. 
Productive learning environments require skillful leadership. 
Through the collaboration of multiple stakeholders and applied 
understandings, the aim of putting a capable leader in every 
building across Missouri is possible. MLDS training and support 
are provided to all principals through leadership specialists 
located in regions across the state. Currently, the MLDS serves 
1,600 principals and assistant principals from over 80 percent 
of school districts and over 40 percent of charter schools. The 
U.S. Department of Education conducted a monitoring of the 
Title IIA program during FY2022. As a result of the monitoring, 
MO-DESE received a commendation on the use of Title IIA 
funds to support leadership development through the MLDS in 
such a large percentage of Missouri schools. 

2016-2023 Title II A 

The State Board of Education establishes standards for 
successful mentoring programs. State Board of Education Rule 
5 CSR 20-400.380 outlines the critical components of a 
mentoring program which include introduction to the cultural 
environment of the community/district/school/classroom, 
program evaluation, individualized educator plan, collaborative 
mentor selection, mentor training and support, roles and 
responsibilities of new teachers, administrators and mentors, 
and sufficient time for observations. These standards were 

2016-2023 Title II A 
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Strategy Timeline 
Funding 
Sources 

developed through a collaborative effort with representation 
from teacher organizations, administrator organizations, school 
districts, career and technical education educators, school 
counselors, and regional service centers. In addition, Rule 5 CSR 
20-400.385 establishes the minimum requirements for topics to 
be addressed in a new teacher’s Beginning Teacher Assistance 
Program (BTAP). Training modules and materials have been 
created to assist with developing and implementing programs 
that align to the mentor standards and BTAP guidelines. New 
teachers in LEAs receive this training to ensure first and second 
year teachers are effectively supported during critical early 
years. This past school year, nearly 1,000 new teachers received 
this training. The resulting teacher retention rates among 
participating teachers ranked higher than the average state 
teacher retention rate. The training highlights particular areas 
of need specific to being a first or second year teacher including 
topics such as effective instructional practices, classroom 
management, student engagement and motivation, 
professional communication, and education related law. 
Professional Learning Guidelines were developed to provide 
clarity and guidance on the key components and characteristics 
of high quality support and training to improve the instructional 
practice of educators. Training modules and materials were 
created to assist educators in using these guidelines to assess 
and improve the quality of the support and training that is 
provided to educators. LEAs received this training to enhance 
the quality and impact of the professional learning they provide 
in their school community. Trainings include topics such as an 
overview of the guidelines, the role of the professional 
development committee, how to use educator evaluation data 
and goals in the Continuous School Improvement Plan (CSIP) to 
inform the type of professional development that will be 
provided to teachers and school leaders. The guidelines are 
being revised to align with the recently released national 
professional learning standards.  In addition, 1% of state 
funding for school districts is designated for use for the 
professional learning of teachers. 

2016-2019 Title II A 

Training and support is provided to school districts and charter 
schools to ensure, as required by State Board Rule 5 CSR 20-
400.375, that their local evaluation system is aligned to the 
Seven Essential Principles of Effective Evaluation. Data are 
collected on an annual basis to ensure the local evaluation 
process in all school districts and charter schools aligns to these 
principles. 

Title II A 
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2. Use of Funds to Improve Equitable Access to Teachers in Title I, Part A Schools (ESEA 
section 2101(d)(2)(E)): If an SEA plans to use Title II, Part A funds to improve equitable 
access to effective teachers, consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), describe how 
such funds will be used for this purpose. 

Title II funds were used to assist LEAs in developing a local equity plan through an equity 
lab. This interactive lab served as an exciting and unique opportunity to ensure 
equitable access to excellent educators for every student regardless of race, socio-
economic status, or geographic location. LEAs and other stakeholders engaged in crucial 
conversations focused on addressing educational inequities that exist across our state 
by exploring data, identifying causes, and developing strategies to build a framework for 
the development of LEA-level plans to support the implementation of the Missouri 
Equity Plan. An equity data chart is updated and posted each year using state level data. 
The expansion of the MLDS, allows MO-DESE to provide this support directly to school 
leaders on strategies to ensure equitable access to excellent educators for every student 
in their school. 

MO-DESE has coordinated a significant commitment to the creation and expansion of 
Grow Your Own programs in the state. Using an initial investment of Title IIA funds, MO-
DESE created an understanding of and commitment to the concept of Grow Your Own 
programs in Missouri. The Department then used relief funds to expand accessibility to 
Grow Your Own and has now established a state allocation to ensure that Grow Your 
Own is further developed and expanded each year. Growing your own teachers is a 
viable means of creating a continuous supply of quality, prospective candidates who are 
reflective of the diverse teacher workforce needs within a local school community. A 
recent survey of educators by the National Education Association indicated that 60 
percent of teachers were teaching within 20 miles of the school they graduated from. 
The Office of Educator Quality has identified key components of a framework that can 
be utilized as a resource for LEAs to launch a Grow Your Own program. These include 
building awareness of the teaching profession, more in-depth exposure to teaching 
practice, hands-on experiences in teaching, and ensuring high-quality education. Based 
on the initial use of relief funds and now an allocation of state funds, Missouri has 
expanded the number of Grow Your Own programs from just over 100 school districts 
and charter schools to over 450 school districts and charter schools. Recruiting and 
supporting current students to prepare and return in the future as teachers, helps to 
ensure an excellent education for all students.  

3. System of Certification and Licensing (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(B)): Describe the State’s 
system of certification and licensing of teachers, principals, or other school leaders. 

MO-DESE’s system of certification and licensing of teachers, principals and other school 
leaders to practice is based on revised content assessments and performance 
assessments aligned to the state’s teacher and leader standards. Missouri has several 
methods for an individual to enter the education profession with a “certificate of license 
to teach.” The following routes are available: 
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• Traditional route: An individual completes a four-year, college-recommended 
course of study, does student teaching, passes the designated assessment test, and 
graduates with a bachelor’s degree in a field of education and is issued an initial 
certificate. 

• Alternative or Innovative route: An individual with a bachelor’s degree in a content 
area (such as English or Mathematics) returns to a college of education for a 
program of study that may enable him to take courses and teach simultaneously. 
The teacher works under a two-year, provisional certificate and usually completes 
about 30 semester hours of education courses. When the college program is 
completed and the designated assessment test passed, the college recommends 
and the individual receives an initial certificate. Some of these programs are offered 
via distance learning, some programs offer a master’s degree plus certification and 
some offer only the certification. 

• Temporary Authorization route: An individual with a bachelor’s degree in a content 
area (such as English or Mathematics) takes self-directed courses – a maximum of 
24 college credits (varies for different areas) to meet specified competencies, 
teaches for two years, is mentored by the school district and passes at least two exit 
examinations. The individual works under a one-year, renewable certificate that 
requires nine semester hours of college credit each year in order to be 
renewed. When requirements are completed, the individual receives an initial 
certificate. 

• ABCTE: An individual who holds a bachelor’s degree and meets the ABCTE 
requirements is eligible for a regular Missouri teaching certificate. The individual will 
be issued an Initial Professional Certificate by MO-DESE. ABCTE certificate holders 
are subject to the same mentoring and professional development requirements that 
apply to all new teachers in Missouri. 

State statute, State Board of Education rules, guidelines and standards have been 
developed for teacher induction, which includes mentoring and beginning teacher 
assistance programs. Professional Learning Guidelines have been developed and are 
used by LEAs to ensure the ongoing growth and improvement of practice. By law, one 
percent of a school district’s state funding must be used for the professional 
development of its educators. The expenditure of these local funds is directed by a 
professional development committee. State-sponsored professional learning includes a 
Teacher Academy that provides teachers the opportunity to improve their instructional 
practice within a statewide network of teachers. 

Administrative certificates require a candidate to pass new content and performance 
assessments. State Board of Education rule requires two years of mentoring for 
principals and directors, and one year for school superintendents. 

A group of key stakeholders are members of the Missouri Leadership Development 
System (MLDS) Commission. Members of the MLDS Commission include representatives 
of the three professional organizations for administrators, a higher education 
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association, regional service providers, MO-DESE, as well as two practicing principals. 
The MLDS commission provides oversight and guidance of the MLDS which is a 
comprehensive system for supporting school leaders beginning with pre-certificate and 
extending throughout their career. 

4. Improving Skills of Educators (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(J)): Describe how the SEA will 
improve the skills of teachers, principals, or other school leaders in order to enable 
them to identify students with specific learning needs, particularly children with 
disabilities, English learners, students who are gifted and talented, and students with 
low literacy levels, and provide instruction based on the needs of such students. 

MO-DESE will improve the skills of teachers, principals and other school leaders in 
identifying students with special learning needs by conducting statewide training on the 
initial evaluation process for determining student eligibility for services. This training will 

• outline the steps teachers, principals, and other school leaders should take prior to 
proposing an evaluation to ensure the student is not at risk due to inadequate 
instruction or interventions. Staff must clearly describe the evidence-based 
classroom and intervention practices provided prior to proposing a student 
evaluation. 

• assist staff in recognizing and understanding any biases which could lead to 
unnecessary evaluations and/or placements. 

• assist LEAs in reviewing their intervention processes and strategies to ensure 
students are not being identified for special education simply because other 
supports for struggling students are not available. 

Additionally, MO-DESE will create a virtual platform to provide training and resources to 
increase the use of evidence-based interventions. MO-DESE will focus on the high-
effect size interventions and strategies outlined in John Hattie’s5 meta-analysis. The 
virtual platform will provide training and resources that will be accessible to all LEAs and 
teachers. This training will improve the skills of teachers, principals and other school 
leaders in identifying students with other learning needs such as English learners, 
students who are gifted and talented, and students with low literacy levels. 
Additionally, the platform will provide guidance on the provision of timely and 
meaningful feedback for staff and students. The platform will be designed to 

• increase the universal (classroom level) use of effective teaching and learning 
practices; 

• increase the use of data to guide instructional practice; 
• increase the appropriate usage using common formative assessments; 
• build collaborative cultures that result in high levels of learning and increased 

student achievement; 

5 Hattie, John A. C. (2009) Visible Learning; Routledge, New York. 
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• create positive behavior supports for the regular classroom and help staff connect 
these activities as part of the typical school day; and 

• provide training and resources for all teachers to support students with challenging 
academic and behavioral needs, especially for students in need of targeted and 
intensive levels of support. 

These effective practices and strategies will provide rich resources for meeting the goals 
of students with disabilities. 

5. Data and Consultation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(K)): Describe how the State will use data 
and ongoing consultation as described in ESEA section 2102(d)(3) to continually update 
and improve the activities supported under Title II, Part A. 

MO-DESE will collect and utilize data to continually update and improve activities that are being 
supported by Title II, Part A funds in the following ways: 

• The Missouri Leadership Development System (MLDS) uses an external evaluation to guide the 
improvement of the system by evaluating the delivery of training, the knowledge gained, the 
application of new learning and its impact as a result of the training and support provided to 
principals. In meaningful consultation through focus groups and committee work with central 
office school leaders, principals, charter school leaders and the state’s leadership specialists, this 
data will be used to improve the quality of training and to determine impact on teachers and 
learning. Consultation will also occur with teachers and associations and other professional 
communities through presentations or webinars to provide information about the training and 
support being provided to school leaders as well as to gather feedback about the perceived 
needs of school leaders. 

• LEAs will receive training and support on effective practices in the educator evaluation process. 
This includes the use of student growth measures as a part of the local evaluation of educators. 
Data will be gathered to evaluate the quality of training provided, the extent of knowledge 
gained, the degree in which new learning was applied, and the overall impact of this new 
learning. The data gathered through surveys will be used in meaningful consultation with K-12 
stakeholders including central office school leaders, principals, charter school leaders, teachers 
and professional associations regarding the effectiveness of the evaluation system for improving 
the quality of teaching and learning. 

• Teams from LEAs will receive training and support on the guidelines for Beginning Teacher 
Assistance Program (BTAP) and the state’s Mentor Standards. Data will be gathered to evaluate 
the impact of these guidelines and standards on the quality of induction provided by LEAs and 
its impact on teacher retention. Data collected at the end of trainings and in follow-up, focused 
discussions will be used to consult with LEA school leaders and teachers to refine the language 
of the standards and guidelines and to assess and improve the quality of induction provided to 
new teachers and principals. 

• Missouri’s Equity Plan and equity chart includes various measures that serve as indicators of 
equitable education for students in various types of school communities. The data are used to 
determine equity between two different types of school communities. Once gaps are identified, 
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strategies are developed and implemented to eliminate the gaps. Consultation with professional 
associations, parents and other community stakeholders through surveys, focus groups, or 
committees will also take place regarding changes in learning opportunities for all students 
based on strategies implemented from Missouri’s Equity Plan and the data from the equity 
chart. 

• High quality preparation is essential for ensuring first year teachers are ready and able to begin 
making a positive impact on student learning. Missouri is implementing a process of continuous 
improvement for all preparation programs in the state. Data will be gathered through the 
Annual Performance Report for Educator Preparation Programs (APR-EPP) to determine the 
impact on the quality of first year teachers. Meaningful consultation will occur with educator 
preparation program stakeholders and their associations through committees and webinars on 
how the data can promote improvement through. Consultation will also occur with K-12 
stakeholders including LEA school leaders and teachers on the readiness of first year teachers 
using annual surveys conducted through the Core Data Collection System. Additionally, the data 
will be used to communicate through the Department website on the quality of programs to 
parents and their children as they make determinations about higher education selections. 

6. Teacher Preparation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(M)): Describe the actions the State may 
take to improve preparation programs and strengthen support for teachers, principals, 
or other school leaders based on the needs of the State, as identified by the SEA. 

MO-DESE is doing extensive work along the entire education workforce continuum. 
Significant reform efforts have occurred in the preparation of all teachers and school 
leaders, including those that will serve low-income students, students with disabilities 
and English learners. This work includes the development of the Annual Performance 
Report for Educator Preparation Programs (APR-EPP) for all four-year preparation 
programs. The APR-EPP is used to guide the continuous improvement of Educator 
Preparation Programs. A state team comprised of key association members, 
stakeholders, MO-DESE, the Missouri Department of Higher Education and practitioners 
participate as part of the MO-DESE Missouri Transforming Educator Preparation 
(MOTEP) initiative. This group assists in the development and revision of the APR-EPP 
for all educator preparation programs. 

The APR-EPP generates a rating based on several types of data. This data includes 
whether the educator is knowledgeable of the content, can perform effectively in the 
classroom, and perceptual data. The APR-EPP is used for the ongoing approval of all 
certification programs determined on an annual basis. MO-DESE will compile the 
performance data to determine whether or not an individual certification program 
continues to meet the state performance standards: Academics, Field and Clinical 
Experiences and Candidates. MO-DESE uses the following categories to accredit 
certification programs: 
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1. Accredited: Certification programs that meet all of the standards for the 
preparation of educators will be accredited and may continue to recommend 
candidates for certification. 

2. Provisional Accreditation: Certification programs rated as Tier 3 will be issued a 
status of Provisional Accreditation based on points earned on at least two of 
the four indicators. If a particular certification program does not meet cell size 
requirements for generating an accountability determination, the 
corresponding certification cluster may instead be subject to this classification 
if the combined performance of the certification areas is rated Tier 3. If 
possible, a particular certification program within a cluster may be identified 
for improvement. The Provisional Accreditation classification does not require 
action by the Board, and the EPP retains the ability to continue to recommend 
candidates in those areas of certification. 

3. Conditional Accreditation: Certification programs already classified as 
provisionally accredited that have remained in Tier 3 or certification programs 
that are classified as Tier 4 on at least two of the four APR indicators become 
conditionally accredited. It is possible for a particular certification program 
within a cluster to be identified for improvement. 

Title II funds will also be used to support enhanced communication with all educator 
preparation programs in the state on improving the quality of teacher candidate 
preparation.  For example, communication will focus on the implementation of the new 
Teacher Preparation Regulations in all preparation programs. Common language used 
across all preparation programs and standardization of communications contributes to 
the overall effectiveness of the preparation process of teacher candidates. 

E. Title III, Part A, Subpart 1: English Language Acquisition and Language Enhancement 
Missouri’s school age English learners (EL) are served through LEAs along with MELL 
instructional specialists. The MELL staff are regionally based professionals who support students 
by providing technical assistance and professional development to local school staff.  MO-DESE 
provides funds from Title III, Part A to LEAs to further support English learners. Students, for 
whom English is not their primary language, concentrate in selected urban and suburban 
schools but are dispersed across the state. The largely dispersed nature of the English learner 
subgroup adds is a significant challenge to providing language specific support. 

1. Entrance and Exit Procedures (ESEA section 3113(b)(2)): Describe how the SEA will 
establish and implement, with timely and meaningful consultation with LEAs 
representing the geographic diversity of the State, standardized, statewide entrance and 
exit procedures, including an assurance that all students who may be English learners 
are assessed for such status within 30 days of enrollment in a school in the State. 

As a part of federal requirements, LEAs are required to identify incoming students who 
qualify as ELs. Since the 2010-11 academic year, Missouri LEAs have used the screening 
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assessment provided by WIDA. LEAs have 30 calendar days upon enrollment to 
administer the screening assessment. 

The LEA administers a Language Use Survey (LUS) in a language the parents or guardians 
can understand. The LUS must include, at a minimum, the following three questions: 

• What was the student’s first language? 
• Which language(s) does the student use (speak) at home and with others? 
• Which language(s) does your child hear at home and understand? 

If a language other than English is noted on the LUS or the LEA discovers crucial 
information was withheld, the LEA must begin the LEA-approved EL Identification 
Protocol and, if appropriate, assess the student using the WIDA-ACCESS© 2.0 Placement 
Test (W-APT). The student must be assessed within 30 days from enrollment. Students 
who score below the state-defined minimum for English language proficiency on the 
language screening tool are eligible for services and must be placed into the LEA-
approved language support program. Parents or guardians must be notified in writing of 
the student’s eligibility for and placement in the LEA’s language support program. 

Depending on the grade-level of the student, and the semester enrolled, the student 
will take either the WIDA Kindergarten Screener or the WIDA Online Screener. Students 
who score below the state-defined minimum for proficiency on the screener must be 
placed into the LEA LIEP. MO-DESE has determined English proficiency is demonstrated 
with an overall score of 4.7 on WIDA ACCESS. Therefore, students qualify for the LEA 
LEIP with a score less than 4.7 on the screener. 

Annually, LEAs must assess the English Language proficiency (ELP) of ELs in grades 
Kindergarten through 12. Students are tested on listening, speaking, reading and writing 
using the suite of WIDA ACCESS assessments. 

MO-DESE, working with stakeholders through the state, use data comparisons between 
WIDA ACCESS scores and proficiency on state content English Language Arts 
assessments to determine a cut point for proficiency. The state determined that an 
overall score of 4.7 on the WIDA ACCESS ELP assessment demonstrates proficiency of 
the English Language. Student scoring 4.7 or above on the WIDA ACCESS assessment 
must be exited. 

2. SEA Support for English Learner Progress (ESEA section 3113(b)(6)): Describe how the 
SEA will assist eligible entities in meeting: 

i. The State-designed long-term goals established under ESEA section 
1111(c)(4)(A)(ii), including measurements of interim progress towards 
meeting such goals, based on the State’s English language proficiency 
assessments under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(G); and 

ii. The challenging State academic standards. 

With the development of the Missouri Learning Standards, and the accompanying 
assessments, LEAs have available both the state’s educational goals and a means to 
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measure student performance against them. ELs have a legal and educational right to 
schooling that assists them in meeting these standards. 

To ensure that LEA programs respond to the unique educational needs of linguistically 
diverse students, LEAs must use curriculum tied to scientifically-based research on 
teaching ELs, and must have demonstrated effectiveness, which involves the application 
of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge 
relevant to educational activities and programs. LEAs use the Missouri English Language 
Development (ELD) Standards as a basis for developing their own curricula, 
incorporating a scope and sequence that can be adapted to their individual program 
requirements and their EL population. With the Missouri ELD Standards as a guide and 
through collaboration of EL and content area teachers, ELs are provided quality 
instruction that enables them to meet school expectations, perform well on mandated 
assessments, and become college and career ready. 

All teachers involved in the student’s education must pay attention to supporting 
students as they acquire both content knowledge and English proficiency (EL Toolkit, 
2015). As always, LEA personnel must consider the characteristics and needs of the 
students as well as have specific training necessary to provide evidence-based support 
for ELs. Some newcomers arrive with an extensive, quality education in their home 
country. In some cases, these students have taken years of English classes. Students 
who have received a formal education in their home country may need minimal 
accommodations or modifications to access subject area content and will catch up 
quickly, especially those with a high level of literacy in the native language. On the other 
end of the spectrum, other newcomer students may not have attended school for 
months or years. They may have little understanding of English and may not be literate 
in their home language. Some speak a dialect of the home language that is unfamiliar to 
school personnel. Due to the variety of characteristics, ELs will need varying levels of 
modifications, accommodations, and supports from all teachers to be successful. 

In addition to sufficient training, all teachers should be familiar with the student’s EL 
level as determined by the WIDA Screener or the yearly ACCESS assessment and are 
responsible for providing scaffolds and supports targeting the student’s specific ELP 
level. These assessments allow teachers to make data-informed decisions to meet the 
students where they are and to take them to the next level. 

LEAs use WIDA ACCESS scores to determine interim progress towards proficiency. MO-
DESE has established a set of growth progress indicators to be used by LEAs to track 
student development. 

MO-DESE’s long-term goals and measurements of interim progress were established 
based on a report from the WIDA Consortium6. The following steps were used to 
determine the benchmarks established as prescribed under No Child Left Behind: 

6 Research Brief, AMAO Guidance, November 2007, H. Gary Cook 
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• MO-DESE defined the English proficiency level (ACCESS Overall Composite 
Score of 5.0 or higher with no less than 4.5 in Reading or Writing. Subsequent 
research indicated that recalibration was necessary under WIDA ACCESS 2.0©. 
The AEP composite score required is now 4.7). 

• MO-DESE determined the cohort of ELs for analysis (Cohort 1 – Students who 
have been in the district receiving ELL instruction three years or fewer, Cohort 
2 – Students who have been in the district receiving ELL instruction four years 
or more). 

• MO-DESE set the starting point for AMAO 2 targets (To meet the AMAO 2, 15 
percent of students in Cohort 1 who have taken the state ELP assessment 
must score at least an overall 5, and 20 percent of students in Cohort 2 who 
have taken the state ELP assessment must have scores of at least an overall 5. 
AMAO targets for each cohort will increase by one percent annually). 

• MO-DESE determined the rate of annual growth. 

MO-DESE has elected to continue with the benchmarks established as part of the 
previous law. 

Progress to English Language Proficiency 
English Learners 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
Cohort 1 8.8% 9.8% 10.8% 11.8% 12.8% 13.8% 14.8% 
Cohort 2 10.7% 11.7% 12.7% 13.7% 14.7% 15.7% 16.7% 

All Title III-funded schools will receive annual reports on progress made toward meeting 
the long-term goals, and technical assistance is provided at the state level by the 
director of English Language Programs and the director of English Language Curriculum. 
Additional assistance is provided through a network of regional English language 
instructional specialists who work directly with LEAs that have been identified as having 
not met either the progress goals outlined in the accountability section of this plan or 
the proficiency intervals of the long-term goals. LEAs receive personalized technical 
assistance via MO-DESE representatives and instructional coaches. MO-DESE 
representatives proactively hold technical assistance workshops throughout the state as 
part of the ELD Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment program. 

To ensure that LEAs are continuously improving their plans to address the unique needs 
of ELs and immigrant students, the SEA includes instructional coaches on the Regional 
School Improvement Teams (RSIT). In addition, various MO-DESE sponsored Train the 
Trainer opportunities are available during the year along with statewide regional and 
virtual ongoing professional development workshops addressing the needs of all ELs 
including low-incidence districts, ELs with disabilities, students with interrupted formal 
education (SIFE), and recently arrived ELs (RAELs) as part of the ELD Curriculum, 
Instruction and Assessment Program. 
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3. Monitoring and Technical Assistance (ESEA section 3113(b)(8)): Describe: 
i. How the SEA will monitor the progress of each eligible entity receiving a 

Title III, Part A subgrant in helping English learners achieve English 
proficiency; and 

ii. The steps the SEA will take to further assist eligible entities if the 
strategies funded under Title III, Part A are not effective, such as providing 
technical assistance and modifying such strategies. 

Each LEA that receives funding is monitored through MO-DESE’s Tiered 
Monitoring System. All LEAs are placed in one of three cohorts and submit 
documents on a rotating schedule. 

The monitoring begins with the Student Support Services director, who 
provides oversight of Title III, Part A Subpart 1, reviewing the plans and 
budgets within the ESEA Consolidated Budget Application for each LEA. 
Each school year, one of the assigned cohorts will participate in a desk 
monitoring by submitting the ESEA Self-Monitoring Checklist (SMC) in 
October. Each SMC includes questions the LEA must answer about 
requirements in ESSA. LEAs are also required to upload supporting 
documentation. LEAs that are out of compliance receive a corrective 
action plan (CAP), LEAs address the CAP by uploading documentation, or 
write a plan of action to demonstrate how they will provide services to EL 
students who are English learners in order to achieve AEP. 

Technical Assistance is provided at the state level by the director of 
Student Support Services and the director of English Language Curriculum. 
Additional assistance is provided through English language instructional 
specialists who work directly with LEAs that have been identified for 
services. 

F. Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants 
Local schools have significant latitude to determine the allowable uses of Title IV, Part A funds 
most closely aligned to local need. The state level perspective for these needs includes an 
understanding that many schools, especially smaller and outstate ones, lack adequate resources 
to provide access to advanced coursework. While this is often attributed to a lack of qualified 
teachers, a confounding factor is the fact that outstate schools often lack sufficient connectivity 
to supply coursework virtually. Missouri is fortunate to have a current statewide government 
effort to ensure that every school has a minimum bandwidth of 100 kbps per student. 

Use of Funds (ESEA section 4103(c)(2)(A)): Describe how the SEA will use funds received 
under Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 for State-level activities. 

Since the original approval of the plan, legislation passed which created the Missouri Course 
Access Program (MOCAP). MOCAP offers courses for 5th through 12th grade and may expand to 
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serve grades K-12. Students can take courses from any Internet-connected computer, available 
24-hours a day, and seven days a week. MOCAP's mission is to offer Missouri students equal 
access to a wide range of high quality courses, including advanced content that may not 
otherwise be available. 

MO-DESE has identified two areas of critical need for state level activities under Title IV, Part A, 
Subpart 1. The areas of need include 
• Safe and healthy schools (including social-emotional wellness, counseling and mental health, 
school safety) for all Missouri students. 
• Success-Ready students, including the provision of workforce awareness and exploration for 
elementary students. 

Missouri’s identification of these areas of critical need are aligned with: 
1. The Show-Me Success Plan; 
2. Governor Parson’s priority focus on workforce development; and 
3. Recommendations from the Missouri School Safety Task Force. 

Missouri will use the state set-aside to provide technical assistance to school districts and 
charter schools in addressing the following issues related to school safety: 
• School emergency operation plans 
• Physical security site assessments 
• Emergency preparedness drills 
• Cyber/Privacy security plans 
• School violence reporting system (Courage 2 Report) 
• School safety and violence prevention 

In addition, Missouri will use the state set-aside to expand work related to social-emotional 
learning and trauma informed instruction, which may include a variety of activities based on 
available funding. 
• Expand opportunities for professional learning related to the Missouri Model. The Missouri 
Model is a developmental framework for the trauma-informed schools initiative. 
• Expand opportunities for professional learning related to social-emotional learning. 
• Creation of a central hub for resources providing districts and charter schools with access to 
information about all available resources. 

MO-DESE will also use its Title IV set aside for workforce awareness activities and exploration in 
grades not otherwise funded. This will allow MO-DESE to focus on career awareness in 
alignment with Governor Parson’s focus on workforce development. 

1. Awarding Subgrants (ESEA section 4103(c)(2)(B)): Describe how the SEA will ensure that 
awards made to LEAs under Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 are in amounts that are consistent 
with ESEA section 4105(a)(2). 

MO-DESE will ensure no allocation is below $10,000 through its internal fiscal and 
performance management controls. Missouri received sufficient funding in 2017-2018 
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to award by formula with at least $10,000 to all eligible LEAs. If future funding does not 
permit Missouri to meet the minimum of $10,000 by formula, allocations shall be 
ratably reduced, per Sec. 4105(b). 

Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers 

Many young people and families stand to benefit from extended opportunities for learning, both 
academic and otherwise, as well as opportunities for meaningful engagement with others. MO-
DESE supports these students and families through grants to establish and expanded 21st 

Century Community Learning Centers. These competitive grants are awarded across the state. 
Awards will be restricted to applications that propose to primarily serve students who attend 
schools that are eligible to be Title I Schoolwide programs (40% or more of the student 
population is eligible to receive free and reduced price lunch. Competitive priority will be given 
to support communities in which a Comprehensive Support and Improvement School is located. 

2. Use of Funds (ESEA section 4203(a)(2)): Describe how the SEA will use funds received 
under the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program, including funds reserved 
for State-level activities. 

MO-DESE will 

i. reserve no less than 93 percent of the amount allotted to the state for making 
awards to eligible entities to implement a 21st CCLC program. 

ii. reserve no more than two percent of the amount made available to the state 
for the administrative costs of carrying out the SEA responsibilities of the 
program and convening of a rigorous peer-review process for competitive 
applications received for consideration of awards. 

iii. reserve no more than five percent of the amount made available to the State 
for activities such as monitoring, technical assistance, training, capacity 
building, comprehensive evaluations and other possible activities as listed 
under Section 4202(c). 

Awarding Subgrants (ESEA section 4203(a)(4)): Describe the procedures and criteria the 
SEA will use for reviewing applications and awarding 21st Century Community Learning 
Centers funds to eligible entities on a competitive basis, which shall include procedures 
and criteria that take into consideration the likelihood that a proposed community 
learning center will help participating students meet the challenging State academic 
standards and any local academic standards. 

The 21st Century Community Learning Center (CCLC) program will be made available as 
a competitive grant. Grant opportunity announcements will be shared through 
webpages and other social media, and various miscellaneous organizations/entities 
around the state  The SEA will review all applications submitted for completeness and 
eligibility. The SEA will use a rigorous peer review process consisting of qualified 
reviewers using a weighted rubric to evaluate and score each application based on the 
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quality of the proposed activities and the evidence provided to demonstrate the 
capability of the applicant to implement the proposed program. Reviewers will use an 
objective analysis in conducting a comparative assessment of the application in 
accordance with the evaluation criteria specified in the application guidance (i.e. need 
for program, program design including how the center will help participating students 
meet the challenging academic standards, cost of program, program evaluation, 
partnerships, etc.). 

Competitive priority for awarding 21st Century Community Learning Centers grants is 
given to applicants proposing to primarily serve students who attend schools that are 
implementing comprehensive support and improvement activities or targeted support 
and improvement activities under section 1111(d); or other schools determined by the 
LEA to be in need of intervention and support; or schools that enroll students who may 
be at risk for academic failure, dropping out of school, involvement in criminal or 
delinquent activities, or who lack strong positive role models. Each award will be funded 
at an amount of not less than $50,000 federal funds and will be of sufficient size, scope, 
and quality to give reasonable promise of meeting the purposes of the 21st CCLC 
program. All funds will be awarded on a competitive basis. 

Measurable goals and objectives for the 21st Century Community Learning Center 
Program include the following: 

Goal 1 – Youth Outcomes. Support or increase student interest, sense of competence 
and achievement in the areas of the program focus (e.g., academic, social & emotional, 
health & nutrition, career awareness, post-secondary access, personal and life skills, 
commitment to learning, etc.). 
1.1 Program will score satisfactory of above on the Program Attendance rubric 
1.2 Program will score satisfactory of above on the Academic Enrichment rubric 
1.3 Program will score satisfactory of above on the Positive School Behaviors rubric 
1.4 Program will score satisfactory of above on the Family Engagement rubric 

Goal 2 – Program Content. Develop and maintain quality programming that includes a 
safe and supportive environment, positive interactions, and opportunities for authentic 
engagement in the areas of programming. 
2.1 Program (site) will score satisfactory of above on the Observed Program Quality 
rubric 
2.2 Program (site) will score satisfactory of above on the Academic Enrichment rubric 
2.3 Program (site) will score satisfactory of above on the Broad Array rubric 
2.4 Program (site) will score satisfactory of above on the Family Engagement rubric 

Goal 3 – Program Personnel – Employ staffing practices that support a quality program. 
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Goal 4 – Program Management – Implement management practices that support a 
quality program. 

Optional: applicants may also select one, but not more than two, additional content 
area(s) below to include in their program design based on their program’s specific 
area(s) of focus. 

x.5 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Positive Youth Development 
rubric 
x.6 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Youth-Adult Partnership rubric 
x.7 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Health and Wellness rubric 
x.8 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the STEM rubric 
x.9 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Civic Engagement rubric 
x.10 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Career Awareness rubric 
x.11 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Post-Secondary Access/High 
School rubric 
x.12 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Entrepreneurship rubric 
x.13 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Workforce Readiness rubric 
x.14 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Family Support/Wrap Around 
Services/Basic Needs rubric 
x.15 Program (site) will score satisfactory or above on the Recreation rubric 

G. Title V, Part B, Subpart 2:  Rural and Low-Income School Program 
The statistical landscape of Missouri schools is that eight percent of the 547 LEAs serve fifty percent 
of the public school students. While that statistic illustrates the level of student concentration in 
large districts, it also implies that the other ninety-two percent of districts tend to be rural, outstate, 
and small, often facing significant economic disadvantage. The Rural and Low-Income School 
Program will be used by MO-DESE to provide compensatory grant funds to offset the competitive 
and allocation disadvantages of these districts. 

1. Outcomes and Objectives (ESEA section 5223(b)(1)): Provide information on program 
objectives and outcomes for activities under Title V, Part B, Subpart 2, including how the 
SEA will use funds to help all students meet the challenging State academic standards. 

The purpose of Title V.B.2 is to provide for equity in cases where rural or low-income 
schools receive allocations insufficient for their needs and are at a competitive 
disadvantage for other grants. The allowable uses of Title V.B.2 include alignment with 
the purposes of 

• Title I, Part A 
• Title II, Part A 
• Title III 
• Title IV, Part A or Part B 
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Each of those title programs attempts to improve student achievement through either 
school improvement, support of English learners or access to a well-rounded education. 
Because Title V.B.2 is an equity mechanism with allowable uses aligned to other specific 
Titles under ESEA as modified by ESSA, the program goals for Title V.B.2 will be the same 
as the program goals associated with the chosen allowable use. 

LEAs have needs assessments and associated plans with each of these title programs. 
Clearly, those LEAs that are disadvantaged due to poverty, size or rural setting require 
some additional support to meet their students’ needs through those plans. 

MO-DESE will ensure that LEAs use Title V.B.2 for purposes of improving academic 
achievement by requiring LEAs to indicate how Title V.B.2 funds will be aligned to the 
work outlined in the other Title(s). The goals for academic achievement for Title V.B.2 
will consequently be those set as the state’s long-term goals for academic achievement 
and graduation. 

Each LEA will be required to submit an assurance to MO-DESE that the funds received 
under Title V, Part B will be expended for needs outlined in the LEA’s needs assessment 
or as outlined in the state’s Consolidated Plan. 

The following list provides examples of how LEAs might use funds under Title V.B.2. This 
list is provided for illustrative purposes but is not intended to be comprehensive nor 
exhaustive. 

Title I.A 
• Professional development on evidence-based effective practices for Title I. A. 

teachers 
Title II.A 

• Training for principals on evidence-based school improvement practices 
Title IV.A 

• AP, IB, or on-line coursework fees to increase access to rigorous coursework 

MO-DESE will make grant awards by formula proportionate to the numbers of students 
in average daily attendance served by eligible LEAs. 

2. Technical Assistance (ESEA section 5223(b)(3)): Describe how the SEA will provide 
technical assistance to eligible LEAs to help such agencies implement the activities 
described in ESEA section 5222. 

MO-DESE’s Office of Quality Schools hosts an annual Federal Programs Conference for 
stakeholders to provide technical assistance on the federal law, regulations and 
requirements. The Federal Programs staff conducts webinars throughout the year for 
specific requirements from the law concerning special populations (homeless students, 
foster students and nonpublic students/requirements). When reasonable and 
necessary, the Federal Programs staff conducts regional meetings to assist LEAs on 
completing the budget, plan, tiered monitoring, and/or the self-monitoring 
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checklist. MO-DESE Federal Programs supervisors also provide technical assistance 
during on-site monitoring visits and during the approval of plans and budgets. 

A. Education for Homeless Children and Youth program, McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance 
Act, Title VII, Subtitle B 

Homelessness is present in schools throughout Missouri. Children and youth experience the 
uncertainty of housing and other basic needs. Through technical assistance and direct 
consultation, MO-DESE supports local districts and charter LEAs to meet the needs of these 
students. To the extent that federal allocations allow, MO-DESE provides grants to schools in the 
greatest need. 

Student Identification (722(g)(1)(B) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe the 
procedures the SEA will use to identify homeless children and youth in the State and to 
assess their needs. 

MO-DESE collects data at the individual level through the Missouri Student Information 
System (MOSIS) and aggregates the counts for data reporting and collections at the 
state and federal level. The Student Core File includes a single record for each student 
which includes an indicator as to the student’s homeless status. This information is 
collected as necessary in the October, December, February, April and June data 
submissions. 

Each LEA assesses the needs of the students who have been identified as homeless. The 
LEA may contact the state homeless coordinator if they are in need of technical 
assistance in assessing the needs of the identified student. 

1. Dispute Resolution (722(g)(1)(C) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures for 
the prompt resolution of disputes regarding the educational placement of homeless 
children and youth. 

Subtitle VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. Section 11431), 
reauthorized in 2015 by Title IX, Part A of the Every Student Succeeds Act, requires state 
educational agencies (SEAs) to include in their Consolidated State Plan a description of 
procedures that result in the prompt resolution of disputes regarding the educational 
placement of children and youth experiencing homelessness (42 U.S.C. Section 11432 
(g)(1)(C). 

The dispute resolution process is intended to represent each party’s views for objective 
consideration so that disagreements can be resolved expeditiously and in keeping with 
the McKinney-Vento provisions. 
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1. LEA Level The child or youth shall be immediately enrolled in the school in 
which enrollment is sought, pending final resolution of the dispute, including 
all available appeals (42 U.S.C. Section 11432(g)(3)(E)(i). In the case of an 
unaccompanied youth, the local homeless liaison must ensure that the youth is 
enrolled immediately in the school in which the youth seeks enrollment 
pending final resolution of the dispute (42 U.S.C. Section 11432 (g)(3)(E)(iv). 
While disputes are pending, students have the right to participate fully in 
school and receive all services for which they are eligible, as the definition of 
enrollment includes “attending classes and participating fully in school 
activities” (42 U.S.C. Section 11434a(1). 

2. The school or local education agency (LEA) involved must provide the parent, 
guardian, or unaccompanied youth with a written explanation of any dispute-
related decisions it makes Educ (42 U.S.C. 11432(g)(3)(E)(ii).  Included in the 
LEA’s written explanation must be the reasons for its determination; 
information regarding the right of a parent, guardian, or unaccompanied youth 
to appeal; and time line for which to make an appeal; in a manner and form 
understandable to the parent, guardian, or unaccompanied youth(42 U.S.C. § 
11432g)(3)(B)(iii)).  In the case of an unaccompanied homeless youth, the 
homeless liaison must ensure that this written notice and policy is provided 
directly to the youth (42 U.S.C. 11432(g)(3)(B)(iv). 

3. Upon determining that a McKinney-Vento dispute in eligibility, school 
selection, or enrollment exists, school staff must refer the parent, guardian, or 
unaccompanied homeless youth to the local McKinney-Vento liaison, who will 
carry out the dispute resolution process described in the State McKinney-Vento 
plan as expeditiously as possible after receiving the notice of the dispute (42 
U.S.C. 11432(g)(3)(E)(iii). 

4. If the dispute is not resolved bythe homeless liaison, the parent, guardian, or 
unaccompanied homeless youth may file a complaint within ten (10) business 
days to the Superintendent or school director for further review. The 
superintendent or school director will provide a written explanation within ten 
(10) business days with the reasons for his or her determination. 

5. If the dispute is not resolved by the superintendent, the parent, guardian, or 
unaccompanied homeless youth may file a complaint within ten (10) business 
days to the LEA board of education for further review. The LEA board of 
education will have thirty (30) calendar days to provide a written explanation 
with the reasons for its determination. 

6. If the dispute is not resolved with the LEA board of education, it may be 
brought to the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
within ten (10) business days from receiving the LEA Board of Education’s 
written explanation for a State Level Appeal. 

State Level Appeal 
If the dispute is not resolved in a satisfactory manner at the LEA level, the dispute 
may be brought to the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education. Disputes made at the state level must be made in writing and sent via 
email or mailed within ten (10) business days from receiving notification of the LEA 
board of education’s decision, to: 
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State Homeless Coordinator 
Federal Programs 
P.O. Box 480 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0480 

B. The complaint must include 

1. a detailed description of the dispute; 
2. the name(s) and age(s) of the children involved; 
3. the name(s) of involved LEA personnel and the LEA(s) they represent; and 
4. copies of the unresolved written resolutions from the LEA. 

C. The state McKinney-Vento Homeless Coordinator will inform the involved 
LEA(s) of the dispute. The state McKinney-Vento Homeless Coordinator will 
gather needed information including documentation and statements of the 
parties and may conduct an independent investigation through an on-site visit if 
necessary. 

D. Within thirty (30) business days of receipt of the complaint, the State McKinney-
Vento Homeless Coordinator will inform the parties, in writing, of the 
decision.** 

E. If a parent/guardian or unaccompanied youth disagrees with the state 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Coordinator’s decision, the parent/guardian may, 
within 10 business days, appeal the decision to the Deputy Commissioner of 
Learning Services. This appeal must be in writing via email or mail and indicate 
why the parent/guardian or unaccompanied youth disagrees with the decision. 

F. Within thirty (30) business days of receiving the appeal, the Deputy 
Commissioner of Learning Services will render a final administrative decision 
and notify the complainant and all other interested parties in writing.** 

*The parties may mutually agree to an extension; however, every effort should be made to 
resolve the dispute in the shortest possible time. 

**Although the standard procedure allows thirty (30) business days for a 
response, every effort will be made to resolve the dispute in the shortest 
possible time. 

• Support for School Personnel (722(g)(1)(D) of the McKinney-Vento Act): 
Describe programs for school personnel (including the LEA liaisons for homeless 
children and youth, principals and other school leaders, attendance officers, 
teachers, enrollment personnel, and specialized instructional support 
personnel) to heighten the awareness of such school personnel of the specific 
needs of homeless children and youth, including runaway and homeless 
children and youth. 

68 



  
 
 

 
    

      
 

 
  

     
   

     
     

   
   

 
  

   
  

   
    

  
    

   
  

  
   

  
  

  
   

 
  

  
  

  
   

  
 

   
 

   
 

   
 
   

  

The following efforts to build awareness of school personnel to the specific 
needs of homeless children and youth are undertaken by the MO-DESE and the 
state McKinney Vento Homeless Coordinator: 

• The 2017-20 Homeless Children and Youth Grant Program Administrative 
Manual includes guidance on children who are runaways. Children who are 
runaways should be considered homeless even if their parents have 
provided or are willing to provide a home for them based on 1995 USDE 
issued non-regulatory guidance. The eligibility for runaway children and 
youth is covered as part of ongoing professional development provided by 
the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. The 
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education provides 
guidance to LEAs that staff development activities should be provided for 
school personnel that are designed to heighten their sensitivity to the needs 
of homeless children and youth, the rights of such children and youth, and 
the specific educational needs of runway and homeless youth. 

• Posters explaining the educational rights of homeless children and youths 
are made available on the Missouri Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education website. Posters have a space for each homeless 
liaison to provide his or her contact information. 

• The McKinney-Vento Homeless Coordinator conducts at least two webinars 
per year and presents at a number of conferences (Governor’s Council to 
End Homelessness, Continuum of Care, Department of Higher Education 
FAFSA Frenzy, Missouri Association of Student Financial Aid Personnel, 
Federal Programs Conference, DHSS School Nurses Conference, National 
Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth Conference, 
and the Conference on the Young Years) in order to raise awareness on 
topics relevant to the Education of Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY) 
Program. 

• The state coordinator’s office maintains a listserv dedicated to LEA homeless 
liaisons. The listserv is utilized to disseminate pertinent information about 
the EHCY Program and update liaisons about upcoming meetings, webinars, 
conferences, and program updates and legislative changes. MO-DESE posts 
an updated list of LEA homeless liaisons on MO-DESE’s website at least twice 
per year. The updated list is also disseminated through the homeless 
education listserv. This list is also used to keep liaisons updated about 
upcoming meetings, webinars, conferences, web site changes and additions 
and program and legislative updates as needed throughout the school year. 

• MO-DESE maintains a website dedicated to the EHCY Program. It contains 
information from recently attended trainings and workshops, district 
homeless liaison job responsibilities, Missouri best practices for homeless 
education, forms, federal and state guidance on homeless issues, homeless 
data, and other guidance pertinent to the EHCY Program.MO-DESE maintains 
an Administrative Manual for the Homeless Children and Youth Grant Program. 
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The manual provides guidance on the following: the EHCY grant program, the 
identification of homeless children and youths, responsibilities of the homeless 
liaison, school assignment and placement of homeless children and youth, 
school records, testing, immunization, comparable services, transportation, 
grant funding, staff development, data, and uses of local Title I funds. The 
manual is available on MO-DESE’s website. 

• MO-DESE is also in the developmental stages of a statewide professional 
development online tool, similar to the model being used in Michigan, which 
will be used to provide ongoing professional development training for the 
state’s LEA homeless liaisons. MO-DESE will utilize the data from this system to 
provide targeted professional development based on LEA needs. 

2. Access to Services (722(g)(1)(F) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures that 
ensure that: 
i. Homeless children have access to public preschool programs, administered by the 

SEA or LEA, as provided to other children in the State; 
ii. Homeless youth and youth separated from public schools are 

identified and accorded equal access to appropriate secondary education and support 
services, including by identifying and removing barriers that prevent youth described in 
this clause from receiving appropriate credit for full or partial coursework satisfactorily 
completed while attending a prior school, in accordance with State, local, and school 
policies; and 

3. Homeless children and youth who meet the relevant eligibility criteria do not face 
barriers to accessing academic and extracurricular activities, including magnet school, 
summer school, career and technical education, advanced placement, online learning, 
and charter school programs, if such programs are available at the State and local levels. 
Access to Services (722(g)(1)(F) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures that 
ensure that: 

i. Homeless children have access to public preschool programs, 
administered by the SEA or LEA, as provided to other children in the State; 

ii. Homeless youth and youth separated from public schools are identified 
and accorded equal access to appropriate secondary education and support services, including 
by identifying and removing barriers that prevent youth described in this clause from receiving 
appropriate credit for full or partial coursework satisfactorily completed while attending a prior 
school, in accordance with State, local, and school policies; and 

iii. Homeless children and youth who meet the relevant eligibility criteria 
do not face barriers to accessing academic and extracurricular activities, including magnet 
school, summer school, career and technical education, advanced placement, online learning, 
and charter school programs, if such programs are available at the State and local levels. 

MO-DESE ensures Homeless children and youth and youth separated from 
public schools are identified and accorded access to preschool, secondary 
education, and academic and extracurricular programs through 
procedures that address resource development and training, monitoring, 
and collaboration. 

Training 
MO-DESE maintains and updates yearly an Administrative Manual for the 
EHCY Program. The manual contains information on identification of 
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homeless children and youths and youth separated from public schools, 
responsibilities of the homeless liaison, school assignment and placement 
of homeless children and youth, school records, testing, immunization, 
comparable services, transportation, grant funding, staff development, 
and use of local Title I funds. 

Further, the manual addresses the requirement that students 
experiencing homelessness and youth separated from public schools in 
Missouri will not be segregated from their housed peers on the basis of 
their homelessness and are included in the appropriate educational 
programs, including advanced placement, magnet schools, summer 
school, compensatory educational programs for the disadvantaged, 
educational programs for the handicapped, programs for students with 
limited English language proficiency, career and technical education 
programs, programs for the gifted and talented, preschool programs, 
online learning, charter school programs and school meal programs. 

The manual is specifically useful for LEAs applying for funds under the 
McKinney-Vento Act. However, from a broader perspective, the content 
of the Administrative Manual for the EHCY Program is the basis for 
periodic training provided to LEAs through webinars, regional workshops, 
and statewide conferences. 

Monitoring 

MO-DESE personnel, through the Tiered Monitoring System, monitor all 
LEA policies and procedures pertaining to homeless children and youths, 
identification of homeless children and youths, and the identification of 
the LEA’s homeless liaison. These policies are not limited to but must 
address the requirements of access to preschool, secondary education, 
and academic and extracurricular programs. 

Each LEA in the state of Missouri must have policies and procedures in 
place outlining how they identify and assess the educational needs of 
homeless children and youths and youth separated from public schools 
including removal of barriers to homeless students’ education, which may 
include immediate enrollment, transportation, immunization, residency, 
records and guardianship. 

Collaboration 
The state homeless coordinator continues to collaborate with state social 
service agencies (through the Special Education Advisory Panel and State 
Interagency Coordinating Council) which includes providers of health, 
mental health, and child development series; preschool programs; 
community organizations; and other agencies to improve the provision of 
comprehensive education and related services to homeless preschool-
aged children the their families. The state coordinator and the assistant 
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director of Missouri State Head Start Collaboration Office are participating 
members of the Governor’s Task Force on Homelessness. 

Preschool Specific Information 
The SEA will provide ongoing training to ensure all LEAs are compliant 
with the school of origin inclusion for preschool students and to ensure 
that preschoolers experiencing homelessness have equal access to public 
preschool programs administered by the SEA and LEAs as provided to 
other children. 

The SEA reviews and monitors preschool policies and practices of LEAs 
through the Tiered Monitoring System, including the requirement that 
LEAs ensure that homeless preschool-aged children are identified by 
school personnel. This includes children with disabilities under Part B of 
the IDEA or qualified students with disabilities under section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

LEAs are required to remove barriers to enrollment and retention for 
homeless children and youth separated from public schools including 
preschool students. For preschool students, LEAs must provide 
transportation to and from the child’s school of origin at the request of the 
parent, or for unaccompanied youth, at the request of the liaison. 

Secondary Specific Information 

Missouri’s state minimum graduation requirements are set by the State 
Board of Education. LEAs grant credit toward those requirements and 
have latitude in how those requirements are met. Whether through the 
traditional Carnegie Unit, transfer credit, or demonstrated mastery of 
content, students’ progress toward graduation is based on local 
determinations. However, local policies regarding credit must be non-
discriminatory in nature and applied uniformly to all students, including 
homeless children and youth. 

The state provides non-regulatory guidance to LEAs regarding the 
conversion of transfer credit under some circumstances. For example, 
when students transfer between LEAs with significantly different schedule 
structures, LEAs (in order to be equitable to students as well as to 
maintain district graduation requirements) may transcribe credit through 
translation tables. Instances may include students transferring across 
four-, eight-, and ten-block schedules. Further, credit structures from 
other states may require multiplication or division of existing credit by 
comparing state graduation requirements. For example, an algebra class 
worth 10 credits in one state may translate to a single credit in Missouri. 
To recognize and accommodate these differences, LEAs are encouraged to 
establish a clearly written policy detailing how to manage such transfers 
when they occur. 
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Access to Academic and Extra Curricular Programs 

As noted above, the administrative manual and ongoing monitoring 
emphasize the importance of equal and fair access to all programs for 
homeless children and youth and youth separated from public schools. 
LEAs are obligated to remove obstacles to enrollment, including uniform 
requirements, etc. Homeless children and youth and youth separated 
from public schools must be considered on a fair and equal basis for 
inclusion in all programs where they meet programmatic requirements. 

4. Strategies to Address Other Problems (722(g)(1)(H) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Provide 
strategies to address other problems with respect to the education of homeless children 
and youth, including problems resulting from enrollment delays that are caused by— 

i. requirements of immunization and other required health records; 
ii. residency requirements; 

iii. lack of birth certificates, school records, or other documentation; 
iv. guardianship issues; or 
v. uniform or dress code requirements. 

Immunization and Other Health Records 
Once LEA officials have determined that an enrolling student is homeless, 
the LEA’s homeless liaison must assist the student in obtaining his/her 
education, immunization, medical, and other records. According to 
McKinney-Vento, the student must be enrolled in the interim. If the 
homeless liaison is unable to obtain prior immunization records within 30 
days of enrolling and the student is still eligible for services under the 
homeless education program; the student must begin the immunization 
series and demonstrate that satisfactory progress has been accomplished 
within 90 days. If the homeless student maintains that he/she is 
exempted from receiving immunizations, then after thirty 30 days the 
student must provide documentation in accordance with the exemption 
requirements provided for in state statute § 167.181.3, RSMo. 

Residency Requirements 
Homeless children and youth are not subject to the same residency 
requirements as other students as defined in §167.020.2 and 3, RSMo. 

School Records or Other Documentation 
Once LEA officials have determined that an enrolling student is homeless, 
the LEA’s homeless liaison must assist in the student in obtaining his/her 
education, immunization, medical and other records. 

Uniform or Dress Code Requirements 
The lack of school uniform or ability to meet other dress code 
requirements cannot delay the enrollment or attendance of homeless 
students in Missouri’s LEAs. Once LEA officials have determined that an 
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enrolled student is homeless, the LEA’s homeless liaison must assist the 
students (and their families) in obtaining the required uniform or provide 
assistance in meeting requirements related to the dress code. LEAs may 
use local funds to assist families or their Title I.A homeless set-aside 
funding to address these needs. 

LEAs must have policies and procedures (adopted by the local board of 
education) that address any barriers homeless students may face related 
to enrollment, including the lack of school uniforms or ability to meet 
dress code requirements. 

Other Services and Opportunities 
Children and youths in homeless situations are entitled to services 
comparable to those offered to other students. These include, but are not 
limited to, services for children and youths with disabilities, programs for 
students with limited English proficiency, vocational and technical 
education programs, and programs for gifted and talented students. 
Children and youths who are homeless are also eligible for school 
nutrition programs sponsored by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and 
for services under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
that target students most at risk of failing in school. 

5. Policies to Remove Barriers (722(g)(1)(I) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Demonstrate that 
the SEA and LEAs in the State have developed, and shall review and revise, policies to 
remove barriers to the identification of homeless children and youth, and the 
enrollment and retention of homeless children and youth in schools in the State, 
including barriers to enrollment and retention due to outstanding fees or fines, or 
absences. 

The SEA monitors LEAs through the Tiered Monitoring of Federal Programs and reviews 
LEAs policies used to identify homeless children and youth. This includes a review of 
enrollment and retention policies for homeless children and youth. SEA staff also 
reviews policies and procedures concerning homeless students for any barriers to 
enrollment and retention due to outstanding fees, fines, or absences. Through the use 
of the Tiered Monitoring, LEAs are required to submit documentation to the SEA 
outlining the procedures that are used to survey the enrolled student body and how the 
LEA identifies those students who are homeless. Those identification efforts must be 
coordinated with school personnel and community agencies. LEAs are required to use 
student enrollment forms to help identify homeless students and are required to have 
ongoing communication and professional development with community partners in an 
effort to increase awareness of McKinney-Vento and help the LEA identify potentially 
homeless students. 

6. Assistance from Counselors (722(g)(1)(K)): A description of how youths described in 
section 725(2) will receive assistance from counselors to advise such youths, and 
prepare and improve the readiness of such youths for college. 
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Every LEA in Missouri is required to have a staff member designated as the homeless 
liaison. Homeless liaisons advocate for youths described under 725(2). Among the 
advocacy duties are ensuring that students receive support from counselors and other 
school support personnel (school psychologists, social workers, etc.) to assist such 
youths to prepare and improve readiness for college. 

School counseling programs are essential in the educational process and learning 
environments for all students in Missouri schools. School counselors plan an important 
role in crisis intervention in school districts and charter LEAs which includes providing 
services to students experiencing homelessness. 

As part of the comprehensive school counseling program, school counselors work with 
all students, including those who are homeless and in foster care, on individual student 
planning. This includes setting personal goals, decision-making skills, course selection 
(including those required for entry into postsecondary institutions), and transitions 
(school to school including postsecondary education). Counselors provide advisement to 
homeless students specific to their needs about postsecondary readiness specifically 
navigating the costs and waivers of exam fees for AP, college entrance exams (ACT and 
SAT) as well as a waiver for application fees for students in need. 

MO-DESE will create, in collaboration with the Missouri School Counselor Association, 
professional development opportunities for school counselors on the resources that are 
available to assist homeless youths and students in foster care as they prepare for the 
transition to postsecondary education. MO-DESE will also present information about 
assisting homeless students and students in foster care in the transition to 
postsecondary education at other education related conferences. Additionally, Missouri 
includes resource links from the Department of Higher Education on the School 
Counseling and Homeless webpages. 
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Appendix A: Measurements of interim progress 

Instructions: Each SEA must include the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term 
goals for academic achievement, graduation rates, and English language proficiency, set forth in the 
State’s response to Title I, Part A question 4.iii, for all students and separately for each subgroup of 
students, including those listed in response to question 4.i.a. of this document. For academic 
achievement and graduation rates, the State’s measurements of interim progress must take into account 
the improvement necessary on such measures to make significant progress in closing statewide 
proficiency and graduation rate gaps. 

A. Academic Achievement 

B. Graduation Rates 

C. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency 
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Appendix A – Measures of Interim Progress 
A: Academic Achievement 

MO-DESE will evaluate, and revise if necessary, the goals and measures of interim progress as data from new assessments is available. 
Long-term goals and measures of interim progress for Academic Achievement – MPI-based 

ELA – MPI 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Average Step 
All 348.9 350.8 352.6 354.5 356.3 358.2 360.0 361.9 363.7 365.6 367.5 1.9 
Asian/Pacific Island 388.5 389.7 391.0 392.2 393.4 394.7 395.9 397.1 398.3 399.6 400.8 1.2 
Black 282.3 285.3 288.3 291.3 294.3 297.3 300.3 303.3 306.3 309.3 312.4 3.0 
Hispanic 322.4 324.7 327.1 329.4 331.8 334.1 336.4 338.8 341.1 343.5 345.8 2.3 
Indian/Alaskan 335.0 337.1 339.1 341.2 343.2 345.3 347.4 349.4 351.5 353.5 355.6 2.1 
White 364.8 366.4 368.0 369.5 371.1 372.7 374.3 375.8 377.4 379.0 380.6 1.6 
Multi-Race 348.2 350.1 352.0 353.9 355.8 357.7 359.6 361.5 363.4 365.3 367.2 1.9 
Free/Reduced 
Lunch 311.4 313.9 316.4 318.9 321.4 324.0 326.5 329.0 331.5 334.0 336.5 2.5 
Limited English 
Proficient 287.1 290.1 293.1 296.0 299.0 302.0 305.0 307.9 310.9 313.9 316.9 3.0 
Special Education 245.3 249.0 252.6 256.3 259.9 263.6 267.2 270.9 274.5 278.2 281.8 3.7 
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Mathematics – 
MPI 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Average 
Step 

All 326.9 329.5 332.0 334.6 337.2 339.8 342.3 344.9 347.5 350.0 352.6 2.6 
Asian/Pacific 
Island 387.9 389.4 391.0 392.5 394.1 395.6 397.1 398.7 400.2 401.8 403.3 1.5 
Black 253.6 257.3 261.1 264.8 268.6 272.3 276.1 279.8 283.6 287.3 291.1 3.7 
Hispanic 300.0 303.1 306.1 309.2 312.2 315.3 318.3 321.4 324.4 327.5 330.5 3.1 
Indian/Alaskan 307.5 310.4 313.4 316.3 319.2 322.2 325.1 328.0 330.9 333.9 336.8 2.9 
White 343.7 346.0 348.3 350.6 352.9 355.2 357.5 359.8 362.1 364.4 366.7 2.3 
Multi-Race 323.4 326.1 328.7 331.4 334.0 336.7 339.3 342.0 344.6 347.3 350.0 2.7 
Free/Reduced 
Lunch 287.3 290.6 293.8 297.1 300.3 303.6 306.9 310.1 313.4 316.6 319.9 3.3 
Limited English 
Proficient 278.5 281.9 285.3 288.7 292.1 295.6 299.0 302.4 305.8 309.2 312.6 3.4 
Special Education 224.1 228.2 232.3 236.4 240.5 244.6 248.7 252.8 256.9 261.0 265.1 4.1 

78 



  
 
 

      
 

              
 

 
              

              
              

              
              

              
              

              
  

            
 

 

 
     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

  

Long-term goals and measures of interim progress – Proficiency-based (Proficient and Advanced) 

ELA - State P&A 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 
Average 

Step 
All 62.9 64.8 66.6 68.5 70.3 72.2 74.0 75.9 77.7 79.6 81.5 1.9 
Asian/Pacific Island 75.4 76.6 77.9 79.1 80.3 81.6 82.8 84.0 85.2 86.5 87.7 1.2 
Black 39.9 42.9 45.9 48.9 51.9 54.9 57.9 60.9 63.9 66.9 70.0 3.0 
Hispanic 53.2 55.5 57.9 60.2 62.6 64.9 67.2 69.6 71.9 74.3 76.6 2.3 
Indian/Alaskan 58.8 60.9 62.9 65.0 67.0 69.1 71.2 73.2 75.3 77.3 79.4 2.1 
White 68.5 70.1 71.7 73.2 74.8 76.4 78.0 79.5 81.1 82.7 84.3 1.6 
Multi-Race 62.0 63.9 65.8 67.7 69.6 71.5 73.4 75.3 77.2 79.1 81.0 1.9 
Free/Reduced Lunch 49.8 52.3 54.8 57.3 59.8 62.4 64.9 67.4 69.9 72.4 74.9 2.5 
Limited English 
Proficient 40.5 43.5 46.5 49.4 52.4 55.4 58.4 61.3 64.3 67.3 70.3 3.0 

Special Education 27.0 30.7 34.3 38.0 41.6 45.3 48.9 52.6 56.2 59.9 63.5 3.7 
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Mathematics - State 
P&A 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Average 
Step 

All 48.6 51.2 53.7 56.3 58.9 61.5 64.0 66.6 69.2 71.7 74.3 2.6 
Asian/Pacific Island 69.2 70.7 72.3 73.8 75.4 76.9 78.4 80.0 81.5 83.1 84.6 1.5 
Black 25.1 28.8 32.6 36.3 40.1 43.8 47.6 51.3 55.1 58.8 62.6 3.7 
Hispanic 39.0 42.1 45.1 48.2 51.2 54.3 57.3 60.4 63.4 66.5 69.5 3.1 
Indian/Alaskan 41.4 44.3 47.3 50.2 53.1 56.1 59.0 61.9 64.8 67.8 70.7 2.9 
White 54.0 56.3 58.6 60.9 63.2 65.5 67.8 70.1 72.4 74.7 77.0 2.3 
Multi-Race 46.9 49.6 52.2 54.9 57.5 60.2 62.8 65.5 68.1 70.8 73.5 2.7 
Free/Reduced Lunch 34.8 38.1 41.3 44.6 47.8 51.1 54.4 57.6 60.9 64.1 67.4 3.3 
Limited English 
Proficient 31.8 35.2 38.6 42.0 45.4 48.9 52.3 55.7 59.1 62.5 65.9 3.4 

Special Education 18.0 22.1 26.2 30.3 34.4 38.5 42.6 46.7 50.8 54.9 59.0 4.1 
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B: Long Term Goals and Measures of Interim Progress - Graduation Rates 

4 year graduation rate 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 
Missouri 89.00% 89.6% 90.1% 90.7% 91.2% 91.8% 92.3% 92.9% 93.4% 94.0% 94.5% 
Asian 93.10% 93.4% 93.8% 94.1% 94.5% 94.8% 95.2% 95.5% 95.9% 96.2% 96.6% 
Black 79.00% 80.1% 81.1% 82.2% 83.2% 84.3% 85.3% 86.4% 87.4% 88.5% 89.5% 
Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander 

86.80% 87.5% 88.1% 88.8% 89.4% 90.1% 90.8% 91.4% 92.1% 92.7% 93.4% 

Hispanic 83.10% 83.9% 84.8% 85.6% 86.5% 87.3% 88.2% 89.0% 89.9% 90.7% 91.6% 
Indian 85.90% 86.6% 87.3% 88.0% 88.7% 89.4% 90.1% 90.8% 91.5% 92.2% 93.0% 
White 91.60% 92.0% 92.4% 92.9% 93.3% 93.7% 94.1% 94.5% 95.0% 95.4% 95.8% 
Multi-Race 88.60% 89.2% 89.7% 90.3% 90.9% 91.5% 92.0% 92.6% 93.2% 93.7% 94.3% 
Free/Reduced Lunch 82.20% 83.1% 84.0% 84.9% 85.8% 86.7% 87.5% 88.4% 89.3% 90.2% 91.1% 
Limited English 
Proficient 

68.10% 69.7% 71.3% 72.9% 74.5% 76.1% 77.7% 79.3% 80.9% 82.5% 84.1% 

Special Education 73.00% 74.4% 75.7% 77.1% 78.4% 79.8% 81.1% 82.5% 83.8% 85.2% 86.5% 

C: Long Term Goals and Measures of Interim Progress - Achieving English Language Proficiency 

Progress to English Language Proficiency 
English 
Learners 

2016 2017 2018 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

32.3% 35.6% 38.9% 42.2% 45.5% 48.8% 52.1% 55.4% 58.7% 61.0% 64.3% 67.6% 
Table C outlines the percentage of students meeting progress toward proficiency expectations annually. Expectations for progress are defined below. 
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Expectations for Defining Progress 

MO-DESE has established AEP to be an overall composite score of 4.7 on the ACCESSS for ELLs 2.0, and that on average it should take ELs six years to achieve proficiency.  With 
those goals in mind, MO-DESE has established measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goal by first establishing a baseline for each student depending upon 
their starting point on the AEP spectrum. The chart below provides interim progress measurements with the goal of AEP in six years. 

Starting 
Grade Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

KG 1 2.2 3 3.6 4.2 4.6 5 

1st 1 2 2.8 3.6 4.2 4.6 5 

2nd 1 2 2.8 3.6 4.1 4.5 4.9 

3rd 1 1.9 2.8 3.4 3.9 4.4 4.8 

4th 1 1.9 2.7 3.4 3.9 4.3 4.7 

5th 1 1.8 2.6 3.3 3.7 4.1 4.5 4.9 

6th 1 1.8 2.6 3.3 3.7 4.1 4.5 Graduated 

7th 1 1.8 2.5 3.1 3.5 3.9 Graduated 

8th 1 1.7 2.4 3 3.4 Graduated 

9th 1 1.7 2.4 3 Graduated 

10th 1 1.7 2.4 Graduated 

11th 1 1.7 Graduated 

Progress to English Language Proficiency 
English Learners 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 
Less than four years 8.8% 9.8% 10.8% 11.8% 12.8% 13.8% 14.8% 
Four or more years 10.7% 11.7% 12.7% 13.7% 14.7% 15.7% 16.7% 
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The two-factor EL index score credits schools in the following manner. 

1. Progress to Proficiency: Schools are given up to 150 points based on this formula: Percentage of students meeting progress expectations multiplied by 150. 
2. Attainment: Schools that meet the percentage of students attaining AEP (see Table D) are given 50 points. 
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Appendix B– Calculation of MAP Performance Index (MPI) 

The MAP Performance Index (MPI) is used to develop scores within the Status metrics and to set academic achievement targets for LEA, school, and 
student group achievement. Student performance on tests administered through the MAP is reported in terms of four (4) performance levels (Below 
Basic, Basic, Proficient and Advanced) that describe a pathway to proficiency. The MPI is a composite number that represents the MAP assessment 
performance of every student by awarding points to each student based on the four performance levels and the student’s scale score. The points for all 
students in the LEA, school, or student group in a subject area are summed together, divided by the number of students in the group being measured and 
then multiplied by 100 rounded to the tenth. The result is the MPI for that group and subject. All assessment results from a single accountability year and 
for a single subject/content area are combined when generating the LEA, school, or student group MPI. 

MPI Point Values 
Numeric values are assigned to each of the achievement level scores as follows: 

Performance Level Index Point Value 
Below Basic 1.0 – 2.99 

Basic 3.0 – 3.99 
Proficient 4.0 – 4.99 
Advanced 5 

Points are purposefully assigned to each performance level in a manner that prevents high performing students from masking or compensating for 
students still performing at the lowest levels. For example, a school earns the highest amount of points, five, for a student’s advanced score and the 
fewest amount of points, one, for a below basic score. While awarding the highest amount of points incents movement to the top, it cannot fully 
compensate for a student scoring at the lowest level. The mean of five + one is three; in Missouri’s proposed system, a three equates to Basic. A four 
represents Proficient. 

MPI Example Calculation 
Performance levels are provided by the testing companies for the total number of Reportable Students in each subject area. In the following example of a 
single content area for a grade 6 through 8 school, performance levels generated through the grade-level MAP, the MAP-A, and the EOC assessments may 
be utilized. To generate the MPI, the number of students in each performance level are multiplied by the Index Point Value. These products are then 
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summed, divided by the total number of reportable and multiplied by 100 then rounded to the tenth to produce the MPI which ranges from 100-500. The 
following example shows how the index is calculated in a single subject and school: 

Step 1 – The number of students in each achievement level is determined for each year. 

In the following example of a single content area for a grade 6-8 school, performance levels generated through the GLA and the Algebra 1 EOC are utilized 
to generate an MPI. The following example calculates the mathematics MPI of a fictitious school serving five students in grades six through eight. 

Step 1 – Scale score ranges for each Performance Level are determined for each grade being measured. Scale scores below Cut Score 1 receive a 
Performance Level of Below Basic, scale scores equal to or above Cut Score 1 and below Cut Score 2 are Basic, scale scores equal to or above Cut Score 2 
and below Cut Score 3 are Proficient, and scale scores equal to or above Cut Score 3 are Advanced. 

Grade Minimum Scale Score Cut Score 1 
(Lower Bound for Below (Lower Bound for 
Basic) Basic) 

Cut Score 2 (Lower 
Bound for Proficient) 

Cut Score 3 
(Lower Bound for 
Advanced) 

Maximum Scale 
Score 

6 50 100 150 200 250 
7 60 120 160 210 260 
8 80 140 200 240 300 
Algebra 1 50 75 100 125 200 
These cut scores are fictitious, for illustration purposes only 

Table 14 

Step 2 – Performance Levels are assigned to students according to their scale scores. DESE assigns a Performance Level Index Score to each reportable 
student according to where the student’s scale score falls in the range of total possible scale scores for the Performance Level. Index Scores are assigned 
in the following manner: 

Below Basic = 1 + 2*(Student Score - Minimum Scale Score)/(Cut Score 1 - Minimum Scale Score) 

Basic = 3 + (Student Score - Cut Score 1)/(Cut Score 2 – Cut Score 1) 

Proficient = 4 + (Student Score - Cut Score 2)/(Cut Score 3 – Cut Score 2) 

Advanced = 5 
85 



 
 
 

 
 

 

      
 

     
     
      
     
     

 

    
  

         
        

 

 
  

       

Grade Scale score Performance Level Performance Level 
Index Score 

Student 1 06 125 Basic 3.5 
Student 2 07 100 Below Basic 2.33 
Student 3 07 150 Basic 3.75 
Student 4 08 255 Advanced 5 
Student 5 EOC 115 Proficient 4.6 

Table 15 

Step 3 – The Performance Level Index Scores for all students are added together, divided by the total number of reportable students, and multiplied by 
100 (truncated to the tenth) to determine the MPI. 

Reportable Students MPI 
(3.5+2.33+3.75+5+4.6) / 5 = 3.836 * 100 383.6 

Table 16 

Our analysis indicates that MPI is a valid and reliable measure of student achievement that accounts for performance at all levels. 

86 



 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

     

      
      

      
      
      
      

      
      
      
      

      
      
      
      

      
      
      
      

      
      
      

Appendix C- Entry & Exit Criteria Data for English Learners 

The following table shows how the current composite proficiency scores for all three sets of reclassification criteria correlate to the new scale. 

Grade ACCESS 1.0 ACCESS 2.0 Grade ACCESS 1.0 ACCESS 2.0 
1 4.7 4.0 7 4.7 4.2 

5.0 4.2 5.0 4.4 
6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 

2 4.7 3.9 8 4.7 4.2 
5.0 4.2 5.0 4.4 
6.0 4.9 6.0 5.0 

3 4.7 4.0 9 4.7 4.2 
5.0 4.2 5.0 4.4 
6.0 4.9 6.0 5.0 

4 4.7 4.0 10 4.7 4.2 
5.0 4.2 5.0 4.4 
6.0 4.9 6.0 5.0 

5 4.7 4.1 11 4.7 4.1 
5.0 4.3 5.0 4.3 
6.0 5.0 6.0 4.9 
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Grade ACCESS 1.0 ACCESS 2.0 Grade ACCESS 1.0 ACCESS 2.0 
6 4.7 4.2 12 4.7 4.1 

5.0 4.4 5.0 4.3 
6.0 5.0 6.0 4.9 

The following boxplots display how Missouri ELs would have performed on the MAP ELA and mathematics tests in 2016. The horizontal line is the 
minimum score to be considered proficient on the content assessment. The final box in the chart, labeled EO, stands for English-only and refers to all non-
ELs which may include former ELs and other language minority students. 

Note: All students who scored a 5 or above in grade 3were above proficient; many of them outscored the Non-ELs. 
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Note: All fourth graders who scored at a 5 or above scored proficient on LA MAP, while mathematics proficiency was somewhere in the 5 range. 

Note: Proficiency in grade 5was in the 5 range for both ELA and math. 
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Note: All students who scored a 5 or above in grade 6 were proficient in ELA. Proficient in mathematics was somewhere in the 5 range. 

Note: All students who scored a 5 or above in grade 7 were proficient in ELA. Proficient in mathematics was somewhere in the 5 range. 
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Note: All students who scored a 5 or above in grade 8 were proficient in ELA. Proficient in mathematics was somewhere in the 5 range. 

The following is a similar boxplot, only using the scale for ACCESS 1.0 from 2015. 
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After converting scale score ranges for 2015, similar trends can be seen. For all ELA scores and all but grades 5 and 7 mathematics, content proficiency was 
somewhere in the 5 range. If one were to translate the 1.0 scale to the 2.0 scale, proficiency would be between 4.2-4.9 in grades 3-4, 4.3-4.9 in grade 5, 
4.4-4.9 in grade 6, and 4.4-5.0 in grades 7-8. 

Finally, the following chart shows how many students earned a score at each WIDA level prior to and after the standards setting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
ACCESS 1.0 2654 3335 6604 8095 6863 2522 
ACCESS 2.0 3264 4411 11521 8383 2208 284 
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Appendix D - Description of Missouri Growth Model 
Standard 1 & 2: Academic and Subgroup Achievement 

Conceptual Overview 

The Missouri Growth Model used in the state’s LEA and school accountability framework is a regression-based statistical analysis of the observed 
relationships between prior and current year scores on the MAP exam. The statistical analysis is conducted in two steps. 

The first step predicts MAP scores for individual students tested in the current year based on their prior year scores, and the average prior year scores for 
all students tested in their school and LEA, along with a few other variables described in more detail below.7 The difference between the observed score 
and predicted score for each student (the student’s residual) is the key value derived from the first-stage regression. Positive residuals indicate the 
student did better than predicted and negative residuals indicate the student’s score was lower than predicted. 

7 The inclusion of both school and LEA-level average prior year scores is a model refinement implemented in 2018. In previous years, LEA-level averages were included in 
the first-stage model when estimating LEA growth and school-level averages were included when estimating school growth. 
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The second-stage regression then groups students’ residuals by LEA or school, and provides an average growth measure for each LEA or school, with a 
standard error that is used to evaluate the statistical significance of the resulting measures. 

Procedural Overview for Calculating MSIP Standard 1 Growth Measures 
The following steps are conducted each year to estimate the Missouri Growth Model. 

1. Standardize current year MAP scores 
2. Construct score pairs for each student from current year and prior year MAP scores 
3. Add data for other regression variables to the score pairs 
4. Run stage 1 regressions and retrieve student residuals 
5. Combine current year residuals with residuals from prior two years and run stage 2 regressions 
6. Test average growth measures for statistical significance, then convert them to LEA- or school-level standard deviation units and percentiles for 

presentational purposes 

Each step in this procedure is described in more detail below. 
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Step 1 – Standardize current year MAP scores 

All MAP score records with a scale score from the most recent testing year are retrieved and sorted by grade and subject. The mean and standard 
deviation for each subject and grade combination are calculated and used to convert the observed scale score values to z-scores. The z-score for a scale 
score in subjects and gradeg is calculated using the following formula: 

Zsg = (Observed Score - Mean Scoresg) 

Standard Deviationsg 

Conceptually, the z-score is a measure of how much a score differs from its sample mean, and is measured in standard deviation units. For example, a z-
score of 1 indicates a scale score one standard deviation above the mean (roughly the 84th percentile) for the grade and subject, while a z-score of -1 
indicates a scale score one standard deviation below the mean (roughly the 16th percentile) for the grade and subject. Using standardized scores allows 
combining scores with different scales in statistical analyses. Scale scores are standardized each year for the subject and grade level combinations shown 
below in Table 90. 

Subjects and grade levels where z-scores are calculated from MAP scale scores 

English Language Arts Math Algebra I8 

3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 7 
8 8 8 

Table 58 

Step 2 – Construct score pairs for current year MAP scores 

8 Separate regressions are run for students in grade 7 or 8 who have an Algebra I End of Course exam score, so the mean and standard deviation for grade 7 Algebra I test 
takers are used to standardize the 7th graders’ Algebra I scores and the mean and standard deviation for grade 8 Algebra I test takers are used to standardize the 8th 
graders’ Algebra I scores. Note that students with Algebra I EOC scores are NOT included in the regressions for the grade 7 and grade 8 math scores. 
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A valid score pair for a student is a MAP score from the current year linked with a MAP score from the prior year in the same subject and prior grade level. 
The first score pairs available are constructed by matching grade 4 scores from the current year with grade 3 scores for the same student and subject from 
the prior year. The last score pairs available have grade 8 scores matched to prior year, grade 7 scores, for the same student and subject.9 

All matches are evaluated to make sure the grade from the prior year is one grade less than the grade for the current year. Cases where grade-level 
progression is not as expected are dropped (e.g., when a student is tested in the same grade two years in a row, or appears to have skipped a grade 
between years). 

Step 3 – Add data for other regression variables to score pairs 

The following variables are added to the records to be analyzed in the stage 1 regression. 

• Student’s prior year MAP score from the “other” subject. For example, if math is the subject being analyzed, then the prior year score from English 
language arts is added to the variables used to predict the current year math score; conversely, when growth is being estimated for English 
language arts, the prior year math score is the “other subject.”10 The other subject information is included as it improves the model’s predictive 
ability. For example, if two students have the same prior year score in math, the model can leverage differences in prior year performance in 
communication arts to determine which student is predicted to score higher on the current year Math exam. 

• An indicator variable changed from 0 to 1 when the student was in the school where tested less than a full academic year. 
• The prior year average score in the same subject and the “other” subject for the school and LEA where the student was tested, calculated for all 

students who were tested in the school and LEA in the current year. 
• The percent of students in the school and LEA who are flagged who were in the school where they took their MAP test less than a full academic 

year. 
• The percent of students in the school and LEA with missing off-subject scores. 

Step 4 – Run stage 1 regressions and retrieve residuals 

9 Students with Algebra I EOC scores in grade 7 or 8 are matched to prior year math scores from the prior grade. This means grade 7 Algebra I EOC scores are predicted by 
prior year grade 6 math scores and grade 8 Algebra I EOC scores are predicted by prior year grade 7 math scores. 
10 Students MUST have a prior year score from the same subject to be included in the growth model. However, those with a missing prior year “other” subject score are 
kept. The other subject score is set to the state mean z-score of zero, and a variable indicating that the other subject score is missing is set to 1. We also include an 
interaction term to allow the same-subject prior-year score to have more predictive weight in the case of missing other subject data. This method allows students with 
missing other subject scores to be kept in the stage 1 regression, while leveraging the available information to produce the best prediction possible. 
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A separate regression model is fit for each subject and grade combination, with the student’s current year score as the outcome variable, and the 
student’s prior year scores, and the variables listed under item 3 above, as predictor variables. There are five regressions run in English language arts and 
seven regressions run in math every year. Residuals from these regressions are calculated and saved with the LEA and school identifiers indicating where 
the student was tested in the current year. 

Step 5 – Combine current year residuals with residuals from prior two years and run stage 2 regressions 

All residuals for a subject from the current and prior two years are combined into a single data set and analyzed using a regression model that includes 
only school or LEA IDs as the predictor variables. When the predictor variable is LEA ID, then the stage 2 regression produces the average residual in a 
subject for each LEA based on all students tested in the LEAs over three years. When the predictor variable is school ID, then the stage 2 regression 
produces the average residual in a subject for each school based on all students tested in the schools over three years.11 

Step 6 – Test average growth measures for statistical significance and convert them to LEA- or school-level standard deviation units and percentiles for 
presentational purposes. 

The student level residuals and the average residuals for LEAs and schools are initially reported in student-level exam score units. For example, a LEA-level 
English language arts measure of 0.07 means that, on average, students in the LEA scored 0.07 standard deviations higher than predicted on the MAP 
English language arts exam. The stage 2 regression results also include a t-statistic for each unit analyzed (LEA or school) that allows for determining if the 
average of student residuals in the unit is reliably distinguishable from zero. Average residuals greater than zero and statistically significant indicate that, 
on average, MAP performance of students in the unit exceeded predicted performance in a statistically meaningful way. Average residuals less than zero 
and statistically significant indicate that, on average, MAP performance of students in the unit was below predicted performance in a statistically 
meaningful way. Average residuals that are not statistically significant cannot be reliably distinguished from zero, indicating that, on average, students’ 
MAP performance in the unit was not reliably different from predictions. 

Two additional conversions are also applied to the LEA- and school-level estimates. The first conversion takes the initial estimates measured in student 
exam score units and converts them to LEA (or school) level standard deviation units. For these measures, a value of 0.86 indicates that the LEA performed 
0.86 standard deviations higher than the average LEA in the state in terms of student exam score growth in the relevant subject, while a measure of -0.52 
indicates that the LEA performed -0.52 standard deviations lower than the average LEA in the state. The second conversion presents the same information 
in LEA (or school) level percentile measures. Here, a value of 65 indicates that the LEA is in the 65th percentile of LEAs in the state with respect to student 
exam score growth. 

11 The standard errors of the stage 2 model are clustered at the student-level to account for repeated student observations over time. In addition, post-estimation 
Bayesian shrinkage methods are applied to the school and LEA estimates to account for varying degrees of noise across LEAs and schools. 
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As a final note, it is important to realize that the various conversions described above are purely presentational in nature and have no impact on the 
estimation of the LEA (or school) effects, nor on their statistical significance. 

Student Group Growth Measure Calculation 

To produce Student Group growth measures, steps 5 and 6 from the above process are repeated using only student residuals from students identified as 
belonging to that student group. A student is identified as a member of the group if their MAP exam score records indicate the student is Black, Hispanic, 
direct certified (free lunch program), speak English as a second language, or receive special education services.12 In addition, prior to step 6, the Student 
Group growth measures at each level (LEA or school) are re-centered to have an overall mean of 0. The re-centering modifies the interpretation of the 
average residual, so that a positive and statistically significant estimate indicates, relative to model predictions, Student Group students in the LEA or 
school are, on average, out-performing the Student Group students in other similar LEAs or schools across the state.13 Similarly, a negative and statistically 
significant estimate indicates, relative to model predictions, Student Group students in the LEA or school are, on average, under-performing Student 
Group students in other similar LEAs or schools. 

12 With the implementation of MSIP6, Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) eligibility will be replaced with direct certification (from Social Services) of free lunch eligibility as a 
super-subgroup criterion. 
13 This is an additional model refinement introduced in 2018. In prior years, the super-subgroup measures were re-centered in such a way that the unit’s super- subgroup 
students were compared to the average non- super-subgroup students in the state and provided a measure of achievement gap closing across student subgroups. 
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Appendix E - Levels of Leadership Development System Evaluation 
Evaluation Levels …to answer the question(s)… …as evidenced by Information used to…? 

Level One: 
Satisfaction with 
training 

• Was the training useful? 
• Was the time well spent? 
• Did the trainer know the content? 
• Did the presenter deliver effectively? 
• Was the setting conducive to learning? 
• Was the training implemented the same way and 

with fidelity from site to site? 
• Was it delivered to the appropriate participants? 

• Participant sign-in forms 
• Survey data collected at the end of the 

training 
• Informal questions throughout the 

training 
• Exit tickets 

• Improve participant selection 
• Improve the quality of training 

content/materials 
• Improve the training delivery 
• Inform revisions of the training 

design 

Level Two: 
Learning from 
the training 

• Did principals learn the intended content? 
• Can principals demonstrate relevant skills? 
• Did principals support to other principals? 
• Did training address principal concerns? 

• Surveys collected prior/post training 
• Information on chart pads/handouts 
• Role playing activities 
• Use of exit tickets 

• Improve training content 
• Improve delivery of content 
• Improve format/structure 
• Document near term impact 

Level Three: 
District/school 
support and 
change 

• Was there support from central 
office/superintendent for implementation? 

• Were needed resources provided? 
• Did changes occur to the school’s structure? 
• Did the training inform school climate change? 

• Follow-up surveys 3-4 weeks after 
training 

• Follow-up questions from trainers at the 
next training 

• Structured interviews or focus groups 
with principals, teachers or central office 

• Surveys with teachers, parents or 
students 

• Provide feedback to central 
office/superintendent 

• Document system support 
• Develop training for central 

office/superintendent 
• Inform working conditions 
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Level Four: 
Use of 
knowledge and 
skills 

• Are principals able to apply the new knowledge? 
• Are principals able to demonstrate new skills? 
• Do principals demonstrate mastery of 

appropriate competencies? 

• Structured interviews with principals 3-4 
weeks after to gather principal reflections 

• Direct observation of principals 
• Feedback from central 

office/superintendents 

• Document application of 
knowledge and skills 

• Improve train/implement 
• Inform CO/superintendent 

evaluation 

Level Five: 
Increased 
effectiveness of 
teachers 

• Did teacher effectiveness improve? 
• Is there evidence of a change in culture? 
• Is there an increase of teacher morale? 
• Has effective teacher retention increased? 
• Were effective intervention/supports applied? 

• An increase in teacher performance 
based on evaluation data 

• Changes in culture from climate surveys 
• School data on teacher retention 
• Improvement plan data on interventions 

• Inform revisions to design, 
implementation and format 

• Develop growth plans 
• Inform school PD process 
• Assess overall impact of 

Leadership Development 
System 

Level Six: 
Improved 
student learning 

• Was there a positive, statistically significant, 
change in student growth data? 

• Does school culture/climate support students’ 
physical or emotional well-being? 

• Did dropout rates or absenteeism decrease? Did 
graduation rates increase? 

• Data contained in student records 
• Data contained in school records 
• Structured interviews with students, 

parents and/or administrators 
• Parent and student surveys 

• Inform revisions to design, 
implementation and format 

• Inform student services 
• Assess overall impact of LDS 
• Inform continued rollout and 

implementation 

Guskey’s Five Critical Levels of Professional Development Evaluation, Guskey, 2002 
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Appendix F:   Teacher Evaluation Summative Report Date: 

Teacher: Probationary: Permanent: 

School: Subject: Academic Year: 

Standard 1: Content Knowledge Aligned with Appropriate Instruction Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher effectively plans for the delivery of the essential content 
of the discipline; subject matter learning activities are meaningful and engaging 
for students; and students demonstrate mastery and application of content. 
Standard 1 Comments: 

Standard 2: Student Learning Growth and Development Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher uses research-based practices and student information 
to design meaningful lessons; the teacher’s instructional strategies use current 
theories of growth and development, including assisting students in goal setting; 
and students’ level of growth and development is the foundation for new 
learning. 
Standard 2 Comments: 

Standard 3: Curriculum Implementation Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher designs lessons aligned with state and district standards; 
the teacher facilitates student learning based on state and district standards; and 
students master essential learning objectives based on state and district 
standards. 
Standard 3 Comments: 

Standard 4: Critical Thinking Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher’s lesson design and use of instructional resources 
promotes critical thinking; the teacher’s instructional strategies promote critical 
thinking and problem-solving; and students demonstrate their ability to think 
critically and problem-solve. 
Standard 4 Comments: 

Standard 5: Positive Classroom Environment Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The rules, routines and structures in the classroom create an 
environment conducive to learning; the teacher’s strategies create a positive 
classroom environment conducive to learning; and students are self-directed, 
exhibit positive relationships and are engaged in learning. 
Standard 5 Comments: 

Standard 6: Effective Communication Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 
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Appendix F:   Teacher Evaluation Summative Report Date: 
Description: The non-verbal communication (written/electronic) offered is 
effective, correct and appropriate; the teacher demonstrates correct and 
appropriate communication; and students exhibit correct and appropriate 
communication. 
Standard 6 Comments: 

Standard 7: Student Assessment and Data Analysis Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher maintains accurate data on each student’s progress 
based on multiple data points; the teacher effectively collects and uses student 
data to inform and improve instruction; and students are knowledgeable of their 
own progress and plan personal learning goals. 
Standard 7 Comments: 

Standard 8: Self-Assessment and Improvement Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher maintains a professional growth plan to document the 
application of new knowledge and skills; the teacher engages in professional 
learning to improve practice and increase student learning; the teacher follows 
district policies and procedures regarding ethical practices & responsibilities; and 
the teacher maintains positive relationships with students, staff, parents, patrons, 
administrators, and supervisors. 
Standard 8 Comments: 

Standard 9: Professional Collaboration Meets 
Expectation 

*Growth 
Opportunity 

**Area of 
Concern 

Description: The teacher engages with colleagues to promote the district/school 
vision, mission and goals and works collaboratively regarding improvements in 
student learning and well-being. 
Standard 9 Comments: 

*A “Growth Opportunity” rating on a standard “may result” in a Growth Plan for that area. 
**An “Area of Concern” rating on a standard results in an Improvement Plan for that area. 

Teacher Performance Growth Chart Academic Year: 

Indicator and 
Rationale 

Baseline 
Assessment 

Goal 
(Target related to selected 

indicator) 

Results 
(Outcome of implemented 

strategies) 

Follow-Up 
Assessment 

#1 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 
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Teacher Performance Growth Chart Academic Year: 

4 5 6 7 4 5 6 7 

#2 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 

4 5 6 7 4 5 6 7 

#3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 

4 5 6 7 4 5 6 7 

Indicator #1 
Growth 

Indicator #2 Growth Indicator #3 Growth Average Growth (Total Growth/# of Indicators 

Student Performance Growth Chart 

Insufficient Attainment: Less than 65% of students meet the learning target 

Partial Attainment: 65 – 79% of students meet the learning target 

Acceptable Attainment: 80 – 93% of students meet the learning target 

Exceptional Attainment: 94% and above of students meet the learning target 

Year 1 
Students meeting 

Growth Target 

Year 2 
Students meeting 

Growth Target 

Year 3 
Students meeting 

Growth Target 

Overall Average 
Student Growth 

Attainment (% and rating) 
Growth 
Samples 

Students 
meeting 
target 

Total 
Students 

Growth 
Samples 

Students 
meeting 
target 

Total 
Students 

Growth 
Samples 

Students 
meeting 
target 

Total 
Students 

Years 
Combined 

Students 
meeting 
target 

Total 
Students 

Sample 1 Sample 1 Sample 1 Years 1-3 
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Teacher Performance Growth Chart Academic Year: 
Sample 2 Sample 2 Sample 2 Avg. % 

Attainment 

Total Total Total 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

Attainment 

Rating Avg. % Avg. % Avg. % 

Yrs in Position Highly Effective Effective Minimally Effective Ineffective 

0-2 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 3 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Exceptional 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 2 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Acceptable 

1 Area of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 2 

or 
Avg. growth less than 1 

or 
Student Growth Partial 

Multiple Areas of Concern 
or 

An indicator rating 
below 1 

or 
Avg. growth less than 2 

or 
Student Growth Insufficient 

3-5 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 4 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Exceptional 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 3 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Acceptable 

1 Area of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 3 

or 
avg. growth less than 1 

or 
Student Growth Partial 

Multiple Areas of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 2 

or 
Avg. growth less than 2 

or 
Student Growth Insufficient 

6-10 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 5 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Exceptional 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 4 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Acceptable 

1 Area of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 4 

or 
Avg. growth less than 1 

or 
Student Growth Partial 

Multiple Areas of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 3 

or 
Avg. growth less than 2 

or 
Student Growth Insufficient 

Over 10 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 6 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Exceptional 

No Areas of Concern 
and 

All indicators rate 5 or 
above 

and 
Student Growth 

Acceptable 

1 Area of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 5 

or 
Avg. growth less than 1 

or 

Multiple Areas of Concern 
or 

All indicators rate less 
than 4 

or 
Avg. growth less than 2 

or 
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Teacher Performance Growth Chart Academic Year: 
Student Growth Partial Student Growth Insufficient 

Teacher’s Name is rated as Effectiveness Rating for the Academic Year school year 

Overall Comments: 

Teacher’s Signature Date Evaluator’s Signature Date 
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Measure Group 1 
Highest 
Minority 

Group 2 
Highest 

FRPL 

Group 3 
Title I 

Schools 

Group 4 
*Most 
Rural 

Group 5 
Non-Title 
Schools 

Group 6 
Lowest 

FRPL 
*FRPL rate 90.8% 100% 65.6% 60.5% 43.6% 12.1% 
*% of Minority 
(Students) 

91.4% 64.8% 30.6% 4.9% 17.4% 20.3% 

*% of Minority 
(Teachers) 

33.6% 26.5% 8.9% 0.9% 3.3% 3.3% 

*Discipline Incident 
Rate 

2.6% 2.0% 0.7% 0.4% 1.0% 0.5% 

• Elementary 1.0% 1.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0% 
• Secondary 3.9% 3.0% 2.1% .8% 1.2% .9% 

Average years of 
experience 

10.5 11.1 10.0 12.7 12.5 13.2 

Average Salaries $34,096.18 $41.310.42 $40,846.61 $32,380,44 $32,380.44 $43,189.04 
• 1st year teacher 

w/Bacc 
$36,282.20 $35,266.68 $33,201.73 $29,356.49 $32,682.55 $33,863.25 

• 1st year teacher 
w/Mast 

$38,893.19 $35,989.49 $39,728.64 $41,032.26 $39,333.44 $36,381.11 

• Teachers w/ 5 
years of 
experience or less 

$38,627.90 $37,058.29 $36,143.65 $33,385.58 $36,468.59 $38,494.67 

• Teachers w/ 6-10 
years of 
experience or less 

$46,166.26 $43,984.60 $42,255.52 $39,087.13 $42,877.02 $45,762.03 

• Teachers w/ 11+ 
years of 
experience 

$56,677.59 $54,253.03 $52,903.47 $49,049.70 $54,279.59 $61,444.14 

*Retention Rate 1 year 
(2015-2016) 

97.7% 97.6% 98.7% 98.6% 99.0% 99.2% 

*Retention Rate 3 year 
(2013-2016) 

70.9% 74.7% 80.7% 82.6% 83.7% 86.9% 

*Absent 10 days or 
more 

24.0% 20.9% 19.9% 14.6% 23.2% 26.1% 

*% First year teachers 8.5% 7.5% 9.9% 6.7% 6.3% 4.5% 
% of Teachers with less 
than 3 years of 
experience 

22.1% 24.5% 26.2% 13.0% 12.5% 9.2% 

1st Year Principals 3.1% 0.8% 1.3% 0.3% 3.1% 0.4% 
1st year teachers 
assigned a mentor 

89.1% 89.2% 93.1% 95.1% 96.3% 93.8% 

Avg. overall 
preparation 1st year 
Teacher response (%) 
Fair/Good/Very Good 

94.6% 94.8% 96.9% 98.9% 98.1% 97.8% 
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Measure Group 1 
Highest 
Minority 

Group 2 
Highest 

FRPL 

Group 3 
Title I 

Schools 

Group 4 
*Most 
Rural 

Group 5 
Non-Title 
Schools 

Group 6 
Lowest 

FRPL 
Avg. overall 
preparation 1st year 
Principal response (%) 
Fair/Good/Very Good 

89.2% 90.8% 93.7% 94.4% 94.7% 95.2% 

*% Less than fully 
Qualified 

12.0% 11.0% 6.1% 9.2% 5.6% 3.4% 

• Elementary 7.0% 7.2% 4.6% 6.7% 1.6% 1.9% 
• Secondary 16.1% 14.6% 11.7% 11.7% 6.6% 4.9% 

*% Teaching Out-of-
Field 

2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 3.7% 1.6% 1.5% 

• Elementary 1.2% 2.0% 1.8% 3.8% 0.6% 1.1% 
• Secondary 3.3% 3.5% 3.0% 3.7% 1.9% 1.8% 

*Effectiveness Index 
Overall teacher impact 70.6% 70.0% 76.5% 75.7% 77.7% 80.1% 
Student Performance: 
ELA Proficient or 
Advanced 

42.1% 45.3% 58.3% 63.3% 70.3% 80.4% 

Student Performance: 
Math Proficient or 
Advanced 

30.9% 34.5% 46.1% 48.1% 54.0% 68.9% 
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Appendix G - Equity Plan Data Chart 

 Group 1—Highest Minority schools (261 schools). Non-White students and Hispanics of any race 
 Group 2—Highest FRPL of schools (261 schools).  Students eligible for Free/Reduced lunch 
 Group 3—Title I Schools (1206 schools: Targeted (257) or Schoolwide (949)) 
 Group 4—Most Rural Schools (353 schools).  NCES Urbanicity Classification “Rural: Remote” 
 Group 5— Non-Title Schools (1036 Schools) 
 Group 6— Lowest FRPL of schools (261 schools).  Students eligible for Free/Reduced lunch 

The data and related discussion to follow draw upon the most recent data available. In most cases, the data correspond to the 2015-16 
school year. The “Definitions” section below indicates specific exceptions to this rule where applicable, as well as cases in which multiple 
years were combined. 

All Missouri public elementary and secondary schools are included in the analysis. 

To assist with interpreting the data contained in the chart, the following definitions and information are offered for each of the 
measures in the table: 

*Poor student: A student eligible for a free or reduced priced lunch (FRPL). The 261 schools with the highest rates of FRPL 
students (100 percent) are referred to as “high-poverty” schools. These are compared with the 261 schools with the lowest rates 
of FRPL students (0 – 21.7 percent), referred to as “low-poverty” schools.  (DESE database [dbo] 
[SUMMARY_BUILDING_DEMOGRAPHIC]) 

*Rural: Remote: Census-defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an urbanized area and also 10 miles from an 
urban cluster. The “rural: remote” designations used in this plan were extracted from the National Center for Education 
Statistics’ Elementary/Secondary Information System (ELSI) and correspond to the 2015-16 school year (most recent available 
data). Schools that meet these criteria are referred to as “rural schools”. (DESE database [dbo].[NCES_STATISTICS_DISTRICT]) 

*Minority: Non-white students, including Hispanic of any race. 261 schools with the highest average (91.4 percent) of minority 
students are referred to as “high-minority” schools. 
(DESE database [dbo].[SUMMARY_BUILDING_DEMOGRAPHIC]) 

*Discipline rate: The number of incidents divided by the number of students (incident is when a student is removed from the 
regular classroom half (1/2) a day or more). 
(DESE database [dbo].[SUMMARY_BUILDING_DISCIPLINE]) 

*Retention rate: Percent of teachers retained from 2015 to 2016 (one-year retention rate), or from 2013 to 2016 (three-year 
retention rate). A teacher is considered to be retained if, in 2014, he or she remained employed as a teacher in the same school 
where he or she was employed in either 2015 (for the one-year analysis) or 2013 (for the three-year analysis). 
(DESE database [dbo].[EDUCATOR_CORE] / [dbo].[EDUCATOR_SCHOOL]) 

*Absenteeism: A teacher is absent if he or she is not in attendance on a day in the regular school year when the teacher would 
otherwise be expected to teach students in an assigned class. This includes both days taken for sick leave and days taken for 
personal leave. Personal leave includes voluntary absences for reasons other than sick leave. This does not include 
administratively approved leave for professional development, field trips or other off-campus activities with students. 
Absenteeism data were extracted from the U. S. Department of Education’s 2012-13 Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC). 

*Inexperienced teacher: A first- year teacher.   (DESE database [dbo].[EDUCATOR_CORE]) 

*Less than fully qualified (for the statutory term “unqualified”) – A teacher who meets one or more of the following criteria: 
(DESE database [dbo].[HQT_APPROPRIATE_CERT]) 

109 



 
 
 

 
 

   
 

     
 

      
 

     
  

   
      

   
   

   
    

     
        

    
     

 

   
   

  
     

 

  

• Is teaching on a provisional certificate 

• Is teaching on a temporary authorization certificate 

• Is lacking the necessary credential to be considered appropriately certified for at least one teaching assignment 

*Out-of-field: A teacher who is considered inappropriately certified by virtue of teaching a subject that does not correspond to 
one or more of the teacher’s active certifications. (DESE database [dbo].[HQT_APPROPRIATE_CERT]) 

*Effective Index: An average overall rating of the general collective effectiveness of the teachers in a school. Since MO-DESE 
does not mandate a single evaluation model for all LEAs, an index was developed to summarize aggregate teacher effectiveness 
ratings for each school in the most consistent manner possible. On Screen 18a of Core Data, an annual data collection by MO-
DESE that occurs at the end of the school year, LEAs submit the number of teachers evaluated that year within each of the 
summative performance levels used in the local evaluation system. The data are reported in order of increasing effectiveness. 
The number of teachers in each level is assigned a point value equal to the rank position of the level. The total point value of the 
teachers’ collective ratings is then divided by the maximum points possible based on the parameters of the local system. For 
example, in a five-level system in which 10 teachers were evaluated, the maximum point value possible would be 50 (10 x 5 = 
50). If each teacher were rated at the second highest effectiveness level, that collective effectiveness would be worth 40 points 
(10 x 4 = 40). In this situation, the index would be calculated at .80 (40/50 = .80).  (DESE database 
[dbo].[DC_EDUCATOR_EVALUATION]) 

According to a number of measures contained in the table, these data suggest that the learning experience of students in high-
poverty, high-minority and rural schools compared to students in low-poverty schools is quite different. High-poverty, high-
minority and rural students appear to learn from less-experienced, unqualified, out-of-field, or less-effective teachers at higher 
rates than occur in low-poverty schools. 
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ABCTE American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence 
AEP Academic English Proficiency 
APR Annual Performance Report 
APR-EPP Annual Performance Report for Educator Preparation Programs 
ASI Area Supervisor of Instruction 
Consolidated Plan Consolidated State Plan for the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
CCSSO Council of Chief State School Officers 
Department United States Department of Education (ED or USED) 
DESE or 
MO-DESE Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
EL English Language Learners 
ELA English language arts 
EOC End of Course Assessment 
ESEA Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
ESSA Every Student Succeeds Act 
FAY Full Academic Year 
FY Fiscal Year 
GLA Grade-level assessments 
IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
IEP Individualized Education Program 
ISLLC Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 
LEA Local Education Agency 
MA Mathematics 
MAP Missouri Assessment Program 
MCDS Missouri Comprehensive Data System Portal 
MELL Migrant English Language Learners 
MLDS Missouri Leadership Development System 
MOSIS Missouri Student Information System 
MOCAP Missouri Course Access and Virtual Instruction Program 
MOVIP Missouri Virtual Instruction Program 
MPI MAP Performance Index 
MSIP Missouri School Improvement Program 
MSIX Migrant Student Information Exchange 
NCLB No Child Left Behind 
OCR Office for Civil Rights 
PAT Parents as Teachers Program 
PBS Positive Behavior Support 
Plan Consolidated State Plan for the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
RFP Request for Proposal 
RtI Response to Intervention 
SEA State Education Agency 
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Secretary United States Secretary of Education 
STEM Science Technology Engineering and Math 
SSOS Statewide System of Support 
Title One of the nine sections included in Consolidated State Plan 
WIDA World-class Instructional Design and Assessments 
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Appendix I: Section 427 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) 
Instructions: In the text box below, describe the steps the applicant proposes to take to ensure equitable access to, and participation in, 
its Federally-assisted program for students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries with special needs provide the information to meet 
the requirements of Section 427 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA), consistent with the following instructions. 

Missouri’s Outstanding Schools Act (OSA) addressed educational equity by requiring changes to the foundation formula which applies a 
base of support for all schools in the State. The Act also required schools to set aside a percentage of their foundation formula funds for 
professional development activities to support the continuous improvement of all educators. To support districts in this requirement, 
Regional Professional Development Centers have been established throughout the state and are accessible to all educators. 

Technology is also an important tool for promoting equity providing shared educational data, information, training, and research. 
Technology also allows for alternative education opportunities for economically disadvantaged, limited English, homebound, and 
geographically isolated students. 

Districts are required to annually disaggregate and review achievement scores and dropout rates by race/ethnicity, gender, and 
disabilities. Districts are also encouraged to disaggregate and review data in other areas, such as special programs, attendance rates, 
retentions/suspensions/expulsions, etc., changes in instruction and assessment necessitated by the State’s performance standards and 
assessments. This will promote successful learning for all students. 

To ensure equitable access to and participation in federally funded, state-level activities for schools, students, teachers, and other 
beneficiaries with special needs, the Department will take the following steps. These measures will address equitability based 
on: gender, race, national origin, color, age, disability, or other categories which may be identified. 

1. All districts, regardless of size or resources, receive state funding. 
2. The Department has transitioned grants to a uniform application and application process for districts and provides technical 

assistance to help them develop and submit approvable applications. 
3. All applicants must assure that they will take all reasonable measures to ensure equitable access to and participation in the 

project. 
4. State assessments are structured to address all student needs. 
5. Documents are translated, at the state and/or local level, into other languages and formats as needed. 
6. All meetings, workshops and conferences sponsored by the Department are located in accessible facilities. 
7. The Department conducts diversity training for all staff. 
8. Meeting notices always carry a clause regarding accessibility for individuals with disabilities. 

At the local level, each district will assure equitable access to and participation in federally assisted programs as part of its overall 
assurances. 
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