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Why is the topic of

educator equity importante
-*

o Equitable Access promotes a fair and equitable distribution of
effective teachers across school systems

0 Disadvantaged (low-incomg students receive less effective
teaching (Max& Glazerman2014).

0 Educator equity gaps have widened for those schools that
serve primarily high-poverty, high-minority student populations,
as the best and most qualified teachers tend to gravitate toward
more affluent schools with better working conditions,
compensation, and fewer high-need students (Best& Winslow,
2015) |
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What themes emerged from the

research study?
S

~ pd Ve ~ ~

1. Recruitment & Retention-AE OAOOEOU EOOOAOh 1 AAE 1T £ E
screening toolgparticularly in urban schools

2. Equity in Action-
A Student level: review of discipline, attendance, achievement

A Teacher level: review of teacher diversity, distribution, & turnover, certification
status, evaluation ratings; development of Grow Your Own programs

3. Professional Learning- leadership development & support, staff training on Cultural
Competency, Cultural Sensitivity, Disability Awareness, AiiisAnti-Racism, Trauma
Informed, Restorative Practices, & other equitglated topics

4. Vision & Mission- strategic planning, stakeholder engagement, systente equity
approaches, BOE goals & Superintendent expectations

5. Educator Preparation- concerns about effectiveness & relevancy of ed. preparagion
high-quality teachers; the need for Grow Your Own programs _}



What actionable steps have LEAs taken

to achieve equity goals?
S

o SIX of TEN districts provided written evidence of equity goal setting:

A CSIP or Five-Year Strategic Plans-educator equity focus (ex Teacher
Staffing Plan)

A Board-developed Equity Policy or Resolution

0 Of those SIX districts:

A FOUR wrote goals within a CSIP/ 5 year Strategic Plan- focused on
attracting, developing, and retaining excellent teachers dadders

A TWO created BOE equity statements: a) Blueprint for Equity; b)
Board Equity Resolution
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What are those specific recruitment and retention
strategies that emerged from the research study?
4

> Providing support for paras to become Special Education Teachers

> Developing Grow YourOwn (GYOprograms in partnership with universities
> Implementing a STEM Initiative to attract Teachers of Color

> Being more aware of minority teacher candidates in the applicant pool

> Hosting Diversity Recruitment Fairs at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCU) and Hispanic Serving Institutions (HIS)

> Implementing Cultural Sensitivity screeners or assessment tools to
determine “best fit” candidates

> Retaining [with intentionality] high-quality teachers
> Incorporating performance-based compensation for effective teachers

> Designing a Minority Teacher Scholarship fund for aspiring teachers (
> Coaching up great teacher talent from within the organizational ranks -—i>
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Missouri Definition for Equity
N

Educational equity exists when an intentional focu
on learning outcomes and the allocation of
resources ensure theadACH STUDENT, particularly
those from historically underrepresented,
underserved and marginalized groupsxcels
through purposeful engagement, rigorous
Instruction, and relevant educational
experiences.

!
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Equity Lab Evaluation

n =557 / 89.9% participation rate

Understand educational
inequities

Chart Title

Understand strategies in  Understand value of developing
state's equity plan a district equity plan

m Before Lab m After Lab

Identify and report
disproportionate rates
of access to teachers



Equity Lab Evaluation
key learnings

AComparing school data to district data offered valuable insights
ADefining equity versus equality

ADeveloping local equity plans

AUnderstanding reporting requirements

AUsing information and data to drive the hiring process

APlanning to create a more equitable learning environments



Disproportionate Rates of Access

Federal Reporting under
ESSA
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ESSA: Supporting Excellent Educators
B

SEAs determine, consistent with section
1111(g)(1)(B) of the Act, whether low-income
and minority studentsenrolled in schools that
receive funds under T1tle [, Part A of the Act are

Title Il and Educator Equity Under The Every Student Succeeds Act (



Disproportionate Rates of
Inexperienced Teachers

All Public Schools

Title Schools NI
Schools
|
| |
75% and higher 75% and higher 25% and lower 25% and lower
Minority Poverty Minority Low-Income
Inexperienced Inexperienced Inexperienced Inexperienced

15.3% 11.1% 5.1% 3.1%




Disproportionate Rates of
Outof-Field Teachers

All Public Schools

Non-Title

Title Schools Schools

25% and lower 25% and lower
Minority Low-Income

75% and 75% and higher
higher Minority Low-Income

Out-of-Field Out-of-Field Out-of-Field Out-of-Field

13.1% 10.1% 8.3% 1.8%




Disproportionate Rates of
Ineffective Teachers

All Public Schools

Non-Title

Title Schools Schools

75% and higher 75% and higher 25% and lower 25% and lower
Minority Low-Income Minority Low-Income

# of Level 1 # of Level 1 # of Level 1 # of Level 1

Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers

2.3% 1.6% 0.6% 0.1%




Educator Evaluation Screen 18A
B

Screen 18A
District:
Year: Status:
School

Evaluation Model Used by District or Charter School {check oniy one)
o Missouri Model Evaluation System

Revised version of the Missouri Model Evaluation System I:l Model Used

MEE Model (University of Missouri)

Marzanc Model

Danielson Model

District-created model based on Missouri Teacher and Leader Standards

District-created model based on district-created standards

Other

[ I R w A w A R v

Mo Evaluation Systemns Implemented

Teacher Evaluation System D #Of teaChe rS i n M OS I S

MNumber of Teachers by Performance Level: (number of teachers reported in MOSIS = ]
*List the number of teachers in each performance level. (Performance Level 1is the lowest level)

Number of Performance Levels used to evaluate Teachers || | # Of performance Ievels

Performance Lewel Lewel Lewel Lewvel Lewel Level Lewvel

| 2 : : s E 2 o # of teachers per level

Number of
Teachers

In compliance with the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) section 1111 (g)f1)B), low-income and (e r ro r m essag e)

minority students enrolled in this school cannot be taught ot disproportionate rates by ineffective,
owut-of-field, or inexperienced teachers. Doto submitted in the section “Numbers of Teachers by
Performance Level™ abowve is used to complete the Ensuring Teacher Quality for ALL, Section 1112{b){2) D ESSA Statel I le nt

of the consolidated plan in regards to reporting on ineffective teachers.

Principal Evaluation System
Mumber of Principals reported in MOSIS = S
List the number of principals in each performance level. (Performance Level 1 is the lowest level) —
Mumber of Performance Levels used to evaluate Principals I:l -
Performance Lewel Lewvel Lewvel Lewel Lewel Lewvel Lewvel
Lewvel 1 2 3 4 =] [ 7

Number of
Principals




ESSA: Supporting Excellent Educators
B

DisproportionateRates of Inexperienced Teachers

Minority Students Low Income Students
Title 75% & above Non-Title 25% & below Title 75% & above Non-Title 25% & below
15.3% 5.1% 11.1% 3.1%

DisproportionateRates of Outof-Field Teachers
13.1% 8.3% 10.1% 1.8%

DisproportionateRates of Ineffective Teachers
2.3% 0.6% 1.6% 0.1%
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ESSA: State Report Card
T I

~ @ & || Search.. £
All Staff 12.8
Definition
(11) Disproportionate Rates of
Access to Educators
Missouri 2018
Title | Non-Title |
High > 75% High > 75% | Low < 25% Low < 25%
TEACHERS Minority Poverty Minority Poverty
Inexperienced Teachers 15.3% 11.1% 51% 3.1%
Out-of-Field Teachers 13.1% 10.1% 8.3% 1.8%
Ineffective Teachers 2.3% 1.6% 0.6% 0.1%
PRINCIPALS
Inexperienced Principals 15.6% 11.9% 10.8% 9.2%
Out-of-Field Principals 14.5% 9.0% 7.3% 1.1%

Definition
N/A denotes data not applicable

(12) Professional Staff with Advanced

Degrees

Missouri 2018
All Staff 61.2
Definition

(13) Average Teacher Salaries
Missouri 2018
Average Regular Term Salary $49,302



Consolidated Plan

ENSURING TEACHER QUALITY FOR ALL
Section 1112 [BJ{2)

O The LEA will identify and address any disparities that result in low-income students and
minority students being taught at higher rates than other students by ineffective,
inexperienced, or out-of-field teachers.

Describe methods of identifying and addressing disparities in ineffective teachers (LEAs
should reference MOSIS/Core Data Screen 18a when writing this description):

Description:

Strategies for making teachers more effective (i.e.
Teacher Academy, Teacher Academy Grads, PD
Guidelines, MLDS)

Describe methods of identifying and addressing disparities in inexperienced teachers
(LEAs should reference the Staff Assignment Report found in Educator Qualifications in
Web Apps when writing this description):

Strategies for increasing teacher retention (i.e.
Mentor Standards, MLDS, Beginning Teacher
Assistance Programs)

Describe methods of identifying and addressing disparities in out-of-field teachers (LEAs
should reference the Staff Assignment Report found in Educator Qualifications in Web
Apps when writing this description):

Description:

Strategies for addressing out-of-field teachers
(i.,e.MOCAP, Alternative Programs, Retired
Teachers, Visiting Scholars Program)
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Measure Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group 6

Highest Minority Highest FRPL Title Schools Most Rural Mon-Title Schools Lowest FRPL
FRPL rate 91.6% 100.0% 67.8% 6560.5% 41.5% 16.5%
% of Minority (Students) 85.1% 50.5% 28.7% 3.3% 14.1% 14.8%
% of Minority (Teachers) 31.3% 22.6% 9.1% 1.1% 3.3% 3.6%
Discipline Incident Rate 3.0% 2.9% 0.9% 0.5% 1.6% 0.7%

- Elementary 1.0% 0.8% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%

- Middle/Junior 7.5% 5.4% 4.6% 1.0% 1.4% 0.6%

- High School 5.3% 4.3% 3.9% 1.0% 1.6% 1.7%
Average years of experience 10.5 10.6 11.7 12.2 12.8 13.7
Average Salaries 551,683.47 547,218.35 545,174.30 $538,241.27 549,236.96 557,053.45

- 1%* year teacher w/Bacc 539,305.35 537,426.66 535,276.46 $31,215.26 536,051.78 538,974.29

- 1% year teacher w/Mast 546,927.25 546,639.25 543,276.32 $36,615.86 $42,8390.44 546,400.21

- Teachers w/ 5 years of

experience or less 542,833.29 $39,9240.08 $37,736.15 $33,350.29 $39,824.72 543,305.92

- Teachers w/ 6-10 years of

experience or less 548,790.19 $44,955.27 542,411.25 $36,595.47 544,690.10 549,007.41

- Teachers w/ 11+ years of

experience $59,047.19 $53,527.76 $50,050.63 541,465.89 $53,483.04 $61,929.66
Retention Rate 1 year (2017-2018) 71.2% 73.3% 79.9% 81.9% 82.5% 83.4%
Retention Rate 3 year (2015-2018) 42.4% 45.7% 55.9% 58.3% 59.9% 64.8%
% First year teachers 12.9% 11.4% T.7% 6.7% 5.0% 3.3%
% of Teachers with less than 3
years of experience 21.9% 20.5% 14.5% 13.1% 10.5% 7.8%
1% ¥ear Principals 13.0% 12.0% 12.0% 14.4% 10.1% 9.5%
1" year teachers assigned a mentor 80.5% 85.1% 92.5% 97.7% 96.4% 94.6%
Avg. overall preparation 1% year
Teacher response (%) Good/Very 20.5% 76.3% 82.8% 78.2% 84.9% 88.6%
Good
Avg. overall preparation 1% year
Prin:;ipal response (%) Good/Very 85.0% 90.9% 84.8% 79.2% 87.3% 100.0%
Goo
% Less than fully Qualified 12.8% 13.0% 8.2% 15.8% 9.2% 3.6%

- Elementary 8.3% 9.0% 6.1% Q.7% 1.4% 2.6%

- Middle/Junior 17.2% 16.4% 13.9% 12.7% 5.7% 3.5%

- High School 24.2% 24.2% 26.2% 24.0% 15.2% 3. 7%

% Teaching Out-of-Field 11.4% 11.6% 7.0% 14.1% 8.0% 3.0%

- Elementary 7.1% 7.8% 5.1% 8.4% 0.8% 2.0%

- middle/Junior 15.4% 14.5% 12.3% 11.2% 4.7% 2.9%

- High School 22.4% 22 3% 23 8% 21.8% 13.8% 5.1%
Effectiveness Index Overall teacher
impact 73.2% 73.4% 75.7% 75.4% 75.2% 78.2%
Student Performance:

ELA Proficient or Advanced 27.6% 30.8% 43.4% 47.6% 54. 7% 54.9%

CHiprd armt Darf o e e s e e
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EQUITY INDICATORS

First Year Teachers

First Year Teacher Gaps
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EQUITY INDICATORS
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EQUITY INDICATORS

Less than 3 Years Experience

three years in any school

Teachers Less than 3 Ye&isperience Gaps

Teachers Less than 3 Years Experience High Minority (HM) High Poverty (HP) Low Poverty (LP)
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EQUITY INDICATORS

Three Year Retention Rate

same school for three consecutive years

3 Year RetentiorRate Gaps

3 year Retention Rate High Minority (HM) High Poverty (HP) Low Poverty (LP)
80 30
70
25
60
= € 20
S 50 S
g g
S 40 m2016 & 15 m 2016
5 m2017 & = 2017
o o
e 3 =2018 @ 10 = 2018
20
5
10
0 0
High Minority High Poverty Low Poverty Gap HM-LP Gap HP-LP
Categories of Schools Gap Groups

Equity Indicators Dashboard, DESE 2018



EQUITY INDICATORS

Preparation of First Year Teachers

rated the quality of their preparation as good or very good

Preparation of First Yeafeachers Gaps
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EQUITY INDICATORS

Preparation of First Year Principals

rated the quality of their preparation as good or very good

Preparation of First Year Principal Gaps
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EQUITY INDICATORS

Lessthan-Fully Qualified

provisional certificate OR temporary certificate OR inappropriately certified

Less than Fully Qualified Gaps

Less than Fully Qualified High Minority (HM) Rural (R) Low Poverty (LP)

20 14

1
g% B 1
® 16 T
=) >
o o
2 14 2 10
= =
fch’ 12 g
9 8 8 = 2016
= 10 m2016 =2
g g m 2017

m 2017 6

§ 8 S m 2018
o 2018
5 6 5 4
B L —
s, I g 2

0

o

High Minority Rural Low Poverty Gap HM-LP Gap R-LP
Categories of Schools

Equity Indicators Dashboard, DESE 2018



EQUITY INDICATORS
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EQUITY INDICATORS

Teacher Effectiveness Index A
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Grow Your Own Teachég:

Grow Your Own Teachers (GYOT) is

a loan forgiveness program available
for students of color who are currently
enrolled as seniors in LPS .

GYOT recipients will receive a financial award to be applied toward college tuition.




Interested students must meet the following criteria:

+ Have admission into an accredited college/university to become a teacher
* Beagood citizen

* Submit a written essay

* Provide three letters of recommendation

+ Complete an online application

« Participate in a face-to-face interview with the GYOT selection committee
+ Maintain a minimum GPA of 2.75

Chosen recipients of the GYOT Program will receive a financial award to be applied
toward college tuition in the form of a forgivable loan.

For more information about this opportunity, please contact one of the GYOT
committee members listed to the right:

PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Grow Your Own Teachers

Ms. Bridget Hermann

Assistant Principal

Liberty High School

Email: bridget.hermann@Ips53.org

Mr. Edward Tate

Assistant Principal

Liberty High School

Email: edward.tate@lps53.org

Dr. Rosemary Camp
Administrative Intern

Liberty North High School

Email: rosemary.camp@lps53.org

Dr. Precious Kurth

Assistant Principal

Liberty North High School

Email: precious.kurth@lps53.org




So, what will happen next?
B

“We can, whenever and wherever we choose,
successfully teach all children whose education is
of interest to us. We already know more than we
need to do that. Whether or not we do it must
finally depend on how we feel about the fact that

we haven't so far”
Ron Edmonds, 1979

{
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- Contact Information:

Andrea DixorSeahorn

Liberty 53 School District

Andrea.dixonseahorn@I|ps53.org
(816) 7367098

Paul Katnik

Assistant CommissioneOffice of Educator Quality
paul.katnik@dese.mo.gov

(573) 7512931 (ﬁ
CMissouri i
| EDUCATION. I
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