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February 4, 1994 

Th~ Honorable Marcy Kaptur 
House of Representatives 

Dear Ms. Kaptur: 

The United States has one of the highest mobility rates of all developed 
countries; annually, about one-fiftl1 of all Americans move. Elementacy 
school children who move frequently face disruption to their lives, 
including their schooling. And, sadly, these children are often not helped 
to ac\jusl to the dismption of a new school-new children, teachers, and 
prtncipal-and to make sense of the variations in curriculum between the 
old school and the new. The success of children who change schools 
frequently may therefore be jeopardized. In addition, as the schools pay 
greater attention to high academic standards, advocated by national and 
st.ate leaders, 1 these children may face increased difficulty in achieving 
success. 

In response to these concerns, you asked us to obtain information on 
children who change schools frequently: (1) their number and 
charactert.stlcs, (2) theil':success in school relative to children who have 
never changed schools, (3) the help that fedt!ral educational programs, 
such as Migrant Education and Chapter 1, provide, and (4) the help that 
impro ... ·t!d student r~cord l:iystems could provide. 

One in six of the nation's children who are third-graders2~ver a half 
million-have changed schools frequently, :i attending at least three 
different schools since the beginning of first grade. Unless policymakers 
focus greater attention on the needs of children who have changed schools 
frequently-often low-income, irul.er city, migrant, and limited English 

1 Early in 1990, President Genrge 'Bush and Ule nar.ion'11 governors agreed to a set or six Natiunlll 
Education Goeb !or the year :woo ~'Oncemlng (1) readin~ss for school, (:Z) grndu.'lr.ion from $Choo!, 
(~) iicademic achicvemenr. and citizenship, (4) math and scili!nr.:e achievement, (G) adult literacy, and 
(G) drug. ll.fld ~iolenee-fiee scl1uuls. The third and fourth goals. i.n pan:ieular, r..all for high academic 
stanclaids in ccnain 151:hool subjects. 

21)ur analYscs of r.he n~pattmcnt or Education's Prosvccui Study data focus on rlt..inJ-graders In school 
year l!l!l~91 {see Scope 3lld M~lhodology, p. 4). We use lhe tenn children rr.> refer to these 
tlti.rd-grader... 

3When refcning tn our analyses of the data from the Prospecu Study, we UM: the term "children who 
have changed schools ~uently" to re!er only to UUcd·gradera who ha\•e attended three or more 
schools sincP. r.he beginning or first grade. When not referring io f'rospecl:I Study data, we use the tenn 
more generally to 1-c!er to mobile children. 

Paee 1 C'.AO/BEHS-94-46 Elementary School Chlldrell 



06/23/97 15:36 

Background 

'6'202 401 3036 OPP!PES 
Ill 004 

D·ZS1230 

proficient (LEP)-these children may continue to be low achieving in math 
and reading, as well a"! to repeat a grade. Local school districts generally 
provide little additional help to assist mobile children. 

The Department of Education can play a role in helping mobile children to 
receive appropriate educational service.sin a timely manner. Specifically, 
the Department can develop strategies so that all eligible children, 
inc:luding those who have changed schools frequently, will have access to 
federally funded Migrant Education and Chapter 1 services. Children who 
have changed scl1ools frequently are not as likely to receive services 
provided by the federal Migrant Education and Chapter 1 program.q as 
children who have never changed schools. 

Timely and comparable record systems could be one way to help mobile 
children receive services. A child's records often take 2 to 6 weeks to 
amve in a new school, according to data collected by the California St.ate 
Department of Education and others. Moreover, student records often are 
not comparable across states and districts. The federal Migrant Student 
Record Transfer System (MSRTS), e.stablfshed to transfer information from 
a migrant child's former school district to a new school district, also does 
not proVide timely and complete infonnation. However, other systems, 
such as one c.urrently being piloted in a few states, may in the future 
provide comparable and more timely transfer of student records for all 
children, inclu~ migrants. 

High nwnbers of mobile children, school officials have reported, can 
intP.rf ere with teachers' ability to organize and deliver instruction. While 
the mobility of children is often a reflection of underlying family issues, 
such as shortages of affordable housing, changes in marital status, or 
w1employment, it is the schools that must face the difficult challenge of 
meeting the educational needs of children who change schools frequently. · 
Teachers may find it difficult to assess the needs of such new children, 
determine their pa.st educational experiences, and provide iristruction that 
builds on these experiences. These tasks may be especially difficult when 
many new children enter the classroom throughout the year, oft:en with no 
advance notice. Children may be e~'Posed to cuniculums that vary greatly 
across schools and districts; therefore, if they move from one school to 
another in the middle of the school year, they may have difficulty catching 
up in all subjects by the end of the school year. 
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Some children who have changed schools frequently may be eligible for 
federal education programs for reasons other than their mobility. If these 
children are low achievers, for example, they may be eligible for Chapter 1 
services in subjects such as reading and math. In fiscal year 1993, tl1e 
federal government appropriated over $6.1 billion for school districts to 
provide ~upplementa.cy education services to low-achieving children in 
those schools and grades sezved by the Chapler l program.4 

Another' federal program, the Migrant Education Program, provides 
services for one group of children who are likely to change schools 
freqnently--children of migrant agricultural workers and fishers. About 
440,000 migrant children Wt!re provided with educational, medical, or 
social services through this program, which was ftmded at about 
$300 million for fiscal year 1993. The program serves children who are 
"currently migrant" -those who have moved from one school district to 
another within the last 12 months-as well as "formerly migrant" children; 
the latter are eligible to rt!ceive services for an additional 5 years after they 
are no longer categ01iz~d as "currently migrant." Under the 
Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement 
Amendments of 1988, states, in delivering services, are required to give 
currently migrant children priority over fonncrly migrant children. c; A 
recent House bill proposes to limit migrant education services to migrant 
children who have changed school districts within the la.st 2 years. 

Recently, the attention of national and state leaders has been focused on 
meeting the six National Education Goals, inclueung developing and 
adoptine.; high standards in sehool subjects for all children. As 
policymakers have focused on how all children will meet high standards, 
policymakers have also been examining ways to determine the progress of 
an children and ensure that they receive the seryices they need. A~ one 
way to detennine childr~n·s progress, the National F.duc.ation Goals Panel 
has recommended a voluntazy student record system, which would help to 
monitor the progress of all children, even if they move among schools. 
Thus, issues related to the mobility of all child.nm have reached national 
prominence on the educational policy agenda. 

4We did not focus on smaller prog?'am$ that may also se?VP. childttn who ch0t.nge schools frequently, 
such as Pan. A of the Bilingual Education Act program-Ticle vn ot" the Elementazy and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, the Emf!r@:ency lrnmigrant Eclncation Act program, and th.:- Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless A....istance Aci program. 

6Unle!ls l'.ltherwise not.ed, th" tem1 migrllllt children applie:1:1 tD both cunenciy and formerly migr31lt 
children. 

Pare a ~1ntr.r'r.'T.T,.. ,,.. •• -· 
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Children's mobility can be measured in different ways, including changes 
in residence or changeis in schools. In our analysis, we focus on the latter. 
We analyzed data, collected during school year 1900-91 by the Department 
of Education's Prospect.;; Study,6 to determine the extent Lo which childrer 
chang~ schools frequently; the charactt!ristics of these children, including 
their achievement rates; and the help the:se children receive from federal 
education programs (see app. I). The study proVided nationally 
representative infonnation on third-graders; about 151000 third-graders, in 
235 elementary schools, and their parents, teachers, and school principals 
completed questionnaires. 

The Prospects Study contained a mP.asure of a child's mobility-the 
number of schools that a third-grader has attended since the beginning of 
first grade. This measure allowed us to separate children into thre.e 
groups. The first group, those who have attended the same school since 
first grade, we refer to ·as those who have never changed schools. We also 
provide information on a second group, those who have attended two 
schools since first grade. The third group, those who have attended three 
or more schools since first grade, we refer to as children who have 
changed schools frequently. 

We interviewE!c.l officials from the Department of Education's Migrant 
Education and Chapter l programs to examine (1) the extent to which 
children who have changed schools frequently rec.eive federally funded 
education program services and (2) the effel:t changing schools may have 
on children who are served by these programs.7 We also met v.'ith staff 
from the National Education Goals Panel and the Cowi.cil of Chief State 
School Officers to discuss the development and implementation of the 
Exchange of Permanent Records Electronically for Stude.nts and Schools 
(E.'<PRESS) system; through this exchange, elementary and secondary 
schools, in different localitiE>.s and states, would be able to voluntarily 
transfer student record.S electronically. We interviewed staff, from one 
state and one district, who arc conducting pilots using lhe ExPRESS system. 

To provide examples of how children's mobility may affect their 
irlstruction and achievement, we (1) conducted a case study of a school in 

"The Depltl'tment of Erluc<ition provided llli with c:~rabulatlon dar~ from its Pmsp~ Study. a 
congr1!58l.onally mandated :itudy to det!rminc the short- and long-tenn consequences of children's 
participation in the Chapter l progranL 

7We use the tcnn Migrant Education Program to rder to services authorized in Part D, Subpart 1, 
Chaptlc:r l or Title l of the HawltiM.-Stafl'ord F,Jementazy and Sccundal)' School ImprovemP.nt 
Am•ndmenL9of1988. We w;e the term Chapter l to refer to .~rvices authnriud in Part.A, Basic: 
Progrums Operated by I.Deal F.ducational Agenoes, of Ch:JPtcr 1. 

P4ie4 
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Maryland with a high rate of mobility and (2) compared our results with a 
similar case study conducted in California (see app. IT). We also reviewed 
the literature on issues related to frequent school changes and their effects 
on children. 

We conducted our review from January 1992 through September 1993 in 
accordance With generally accepted goverrunent auditing st.andards. 

Children who are from low-income families or attend inner city schools 
are more likely than others to have changed schools frequently. Overall, 
about 17 percent of all third-gradt!rs-more than a half million-have 
changed schools frequently, attending three or more schools since fust 
grade. Of third-graders from low-income families-that is, with incomes 
below $10,000--30 percent have changed schools frequently, compared 
With about 10 percent from families with incomes of $25,000 and above 
(see npp. I). About 25 percent of Utird-graders in inner city schools have 
changed schools frequently, compared With about 15 percent of 
Utird-graders in rural or suburban schools. 

An inner city child, compared with one in a suburban or rural school, may 
be more likely to change schools frequently, in pa.rt, beca.w;e he or she is 
more likely to come from a low-income family. Another factor that could 
contl'ibute to an inner city child changing schools is that such a child may 
move only a short distance, yet move into a new school atlendance area; 
. however, a child in a larger, less densely populated school attendance 
area-for example, in a suburban or rural school district-may move 
several miles and still attend the same school. 

Migrant and LEP children also are much more likely than others to have 
changed schools frequently: about 40 percent of migrant children have 
changed schools frequently, compared with about 17 percent of all 
children. Among T.EP children, about 34 percent have changed schools 
frequently. 

GMllBEBS·94-4G Elemcatary Scaool Clillcln!'li 
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Of the nation's third-graders who have changed schools frequently, 
41 percent are low achieve~. that is, below grade level, in reading, 
compared with 26 percent of third-graders who have never changed 
schools (see fig. 1). RP.sults are similar for math--33 percent of children 
who have changed schools frequently are below grade level, cornpared 
with 17 percent of those who have never changed schools. In grouping th• 
children who have changed schools frequently into four income 
categories, ,,,.e found that within each category, these children are more 
likely to be below grade level in reading and math than those who have 
never changed schools8 (see app. I). Children who have moved often were 
also more likely to have behavioral problems, according to a recent study. 

'Unless norm, we did not control for otlu~r factoni In OW' analysis 

°Children who moved frequently, that i11, in the top 10 percenl or !amiliei:; suzveycd. were 77 percent 
more likely to h;ive four or more behaVioral probl•rns th1111 chose with no or infrequent mo~ For 
more information,~ Dall!d Wood 111d others, "Impact of Family Reloc:lrion on Children's Growth, 
Development, SchO<JI Fwlction, and Beluwior,• Joum;li of the American Mtdical Association (Sept. 15, 
1993), pp. 1334-aB. 

Pages GAOIBEHS·9"6-i~ Elementacy School ClilldrP.n 
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Source: GAO analysis of Prot:pect5 Study data. 

Overall, third-graders who have changed schools frequently are 
two-and-a-half times as likely to repeat a grade as third-graders who have 
never changed schools (20 versus 8 percent) (see fig. 2). For all income 
groups, children who have cha.ng~d schools frequently are more likely to 
repeat a grade than children who have never changed schools (see app. I). 
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Children who have changed schools frequently, compared 'With children 
who have never changed :11chools, are more than twice as likely to have 
nutrition and health or hygiene problems, according to teachers.10 

When children changed schools four or more tilnes, both a Department of 
Education and a Denver Public Schools study found, they were more likely 
to drop out of school. Children who changed schools four or more times 
by eighth grade were at least four times more likely to drop out than those 
who remained in the same school; this is true even after taking into 
account the soci~conomic status of a c:hild's family, according to the 
Department study. 11 Children who transferred -within the district five or 

1"For a disc:Uli5ion of comprehensive school-based programs that may help a:.-rlsk childnm with 
education and healtJI or behavioral problems, see School·Linkl!d Human Services; A Comprehensive 
Stra~for Aiding St1.1den~ at Risk or School Failure (G>.O/HRb"94"h Dec. 30, 1993). 

11See MPR A5SOdateS, "Cha.nJCU!ristics of At-Risk Students In NELS:88," Conduered !or the National 
Center tor .Edu canon Sr..1llstics, Otnce or Educational Re!lealeh ;and Improvement, Department at 
Education, NCES 92-042 (AU& 1992), p. 16. 

PACe8 
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more times dropped out of school at similarly high rates, regardless of 
reading achievement scores, the Denver study fowid. 12 

Except for migrant children, little is cUITently done to help children whose 
frequent school changes affect the continuity of their schooling. It may be 
difficult for t.eachcrs to focus on the needs of these children, particularly 
those who enter after school has started, rather than on maintaining 
continuity for the rest of the class. When children enter classrooms after 
the beginning of the year, teachers may prejudge them unfavorably. 13 

Teachers in schoo: ~with high proportions of children who change schools 
after the begillning of the year indicated that these school changes disrupt 
classroom instruction, and teachers must spend additional time on 
noninstructional tasks (see app. II). Teachers may therefore not have the 
time to identify gaps in such a child's knowledge; moreover, these gaps 
may grow as the child is left on his or her own to make sense of the new 
curriculwn and its relation to the one at the prP.vious school.14 Children 
who changed schools often, except for migrant children, did not receive 
specialized edu~ational .services, researchers have noted.16 

!!Ridge A. Hammons and Mile:5 C. Olson, "Interschool Transf!!r ¥nd Dropour: ~rne F'uldings and 
Suggest:lons, • National Association of Secondlil)' S<:hool Principals Bulletin (Sept. 1!188), p. 136. 

'~Joan Newman, "What Should We Do About rhe Highly Mobile Student?: Rescan:h Brief (Mount 
Vf!!l'Tlon, Wash.: EduC3tional School District 189, 1988). See also, Carl ~well, "'The lrnpact of Pupil 
Mobillcy on tl\e As.seSRment of Achievement and Im hnplicationa for Program PlllMing~ (Brooklyn, 
N.Y.: ColMlunit;y School District 17, 1982). 

HAridtta ~ Lull and Sandra I. Kirkpmtclt, •A Claasroom Persp@etive on Student MoblliE:)'," The 
Elementaq School Journal (Nav. 1990), pp. 177-91. -

l&Ac:t:ordlng to our analyues or da.r.a from the Research Triangle Inscicuce study and the 1993 Digl!St of 
Educa.tion Sbtistlcs, rhe number of elementary school children who c:hangc schools frequcnt:IY is 
ibOut 10 ifril~ the total nwnbar of migrllnt childr1!Jn in elementary !iChoaL Therefore, the ma,joricy of 
children Mio change 3citooJg treQuenrJ.y Bn! unlikely ui rece~ help. 

Page9 GAOiUBS-N-41 Elementary School Chil.d1'n 
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Of migrant third-graders who have attended three or more schools sin Cf 

first grade, 21 percent receive migrant services, compared with 54 percc 
of migrants who have not changed schools at all (see fig. 3).16 These 
results are surprising since the Migrant Education Act is intended to 
address, to a large degree, the problems mobility creates for migrant 
children. Migrant children who have changed schools frequently are les..c; 
likely to attend school.s with migrant education programs than those wh1 
have never changed schools (see fig. 3). 

1aWhlle tlie Pruspects Study data Is based on a nationally representai.h·e sample of third-graders, the 
number of rnigr.i:nt.R in this a.ample is small and the !1a11tple is nor. representa.tiVI! o! the natiun's 
migrant& These fac:t.anl could affect the ma~tude o! the dl1ferenct! between mignlnt children who 
change schools frequently and those 1"ho have not chwigcd schools. According tO our <U1alyse!i, this 
di!Cerenc.e passed slandard tests of st.'llistical signl!icllflce. 

Page 10 CAOIHEBS·9'"4G ElementarJ' School CILildren 
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Provisions of the Migrant Education Act allow services to migrant children 
who have not changed school districts for a.s many as 6 years.17 However, 
migrant children who have changed school districts more recently have 
greater educational needs than those who have not changed school 
districts for S or more years, according to our analysis of data. presented in 
a study conducted for the Department of Education by Research Triangle 
Institute (RTI). 111 For example, for reading and language arts, about 
50 percent of those who have changed school districts within the last 2 

''Children who ha\"C changed i;chool disbicts wtthin the year, that Is, currently migrant, are eligible for 
rnigr'arlt educ.ation ~ervices. Moreo~r. they may recei\'t' services &5 formerly migrant chlldren for an 
ad~tional 6 Yt'<ln, up to a total or 6 yelllS . 
18Rese3J'Ch Triangle Institute, Descriptive Study of Chi! Chapter 1 Migi-311.t Education Progrll11'1, Volume 
M~ Fin4Uigs and Conc:lusions{NesearCh triangle Park, N.c.: I&'.se.arcli TliMgle lilStitut.e, 1902). 

pared under contr.ict to thc'U:"S, Department of Educ:ar.ton. 

Page ll GAOIHEBS0 94-41i ElemeDt:&rf School Children 
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years fell below t.he 35th percentile. In comparison, teachers estimated, 
about 35 percent or less of those who have not changed school districts 
Within the last 3 years f~ll below the 35th percentile, about what one 
would expect from an average group of .students.19 Results are generally 
similar for math. 

While statt:•,s are required to give priority to currently migrant children, 
these children are less likely to receive either instructional or support 
services from the Migrant Education Program than children who are 
formerly migrant (80 versus 85 percent). When we look at instructional 
service~ alone, currently migrant children are more likely than formerly 
migrant children to be seived (60 versus !50 percent). However, of all the 
children who receivt! instructional services from the Migrant Education 
Program, the majority (61 percent) are formerly migrant; about half of th 
fonnerly migrant children receiving instructional services have not move 
within the last. .'3 years, according to the RTI study (see app. III). 

Low-achieving children who have changed schools trequently are less 
likely to receive Chapter I services than low-achieVing children who have 
never changed schools. Of third-graders who have never changed schools 
and read below grade level, 25 percent receive Chapter 1 reading services 
In contrast, 20 percent of third-graders who have changed schools 
frequently and read below grade level receive tht!se services.20 In grades 
kindergarten through 6, approximately' 90,000 additional low-achieving 
children who have changed schools frequently could receive Chapter 1 
reading services if the program provided t.hese services at the .same raLes 
to these children as to low-achieving children who have never changed 
schools. · 

1llJ:t is c!lia.r wt {l) children who hav11 changed school dil'ltriCts within the la'lt 2 years Me subj;r.antially 
more like1Y tlUUI av~"' to be lnw nchieving 3lld (2) those who have nor. <::hanged :oichool districts for 3 
or more ya:m> appear no mure !JkelY than averagl! to be low achieving. However, the case is less clear 
for cliildr@n who havo ch~ed school di.strlcts between 2 1111d 3 years-<hey !In! only somewhac more 
likely than average ID be Jow achl11ving. 

:!OWnen 'We excluded those children In l'lchools or grades wh<!re Chapcer 1 reading sel"Jlees iMere not 
a\'1.ilable, we found similar ditfcrence6 between the ~u group!! of children: -13 percent of low 
achievers who ha\'l! never changed sehoob receive Chapter 1 re:iding services comp:ln!d "'ith 
37 pen;ent for r.hose low achleven who have charuted ):!Chool.s frequently. 

Page 12 GAOIBEIIS·94-45 Elementary School CJ&ildttn 
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The Department of Education has little information on children who 
change schools frequently and tht!ir participation in thA Chapter 1 
program., as well as the effects that children moving frequently from 
school to school have had on Chapter 1 services. Therefore, we were 
w1able to explain why low-achieving children who havt! changed schools 
frequently may he less likely to be served by Chapter 1 tJrn.n low-achieving 
children who have never changed schools. A 1992 Department of 
Education policy instructs distiict-s to reserve adequate funds so that 
migrant children who are eligible for Chapter 1 se~ice.s-even if they 
anive late in the school year-will receive them. But nonmigra.nt children 
who change schools frequently and are also eligible for Chapter l services 
are omitted in this policy. 

Without student recordS containing recent assessment data, classroom 
placements may not reflect children's needs for servi<.;es. In some districts 
with high rates of student mobility, no assessments oflate entrants may be 
conducted because of a lack of staff time, even when no student records 
are available. Fur example, one educator, surveyed in a California study, 
noted that "if a student comes in our busiest time ... without a transcript, 
we put her in her age-appropriate class. Somelimes it takes weeks before 
the teacher realizes a mistake has been made. We simply don't have time 
to do e::...1:ensive testing anyrnore.'' 21 

According to some researchers, as well as state and district ofticial..c;, 
timely and comparable record sy:;tems are on~ way to hP.lp children who 
move frequently, including those served by t'Aderal education programs, to 
better acijust to a new school.z:i Ar.ros.s districts and states, current student 
rec;ord systP.rns vary as to (1) data clements included and (2) how the 
records are transferred, by rnail or electronically. The most commonly 
used mode of transferring student records-by mail-can be cumbersome 
and time-conswning. In one state, local officials reported, it often takes 2 
to 6 weeks before a new child's records arrive. In a school \"/ith a high 
n1obility rate, teachers rarely used student records to place children, 

21Call!omia SrudcuL Intormation S~tem, "A Sni~y of the Feasihiliey of Implementing a St11Lev.ide 
Process for F.l«tron.ically i::haring Student Tnfomu1.Liun: Executive Summary; Collitborative Efron. hy 
the Cali!ornio Department of Education, the Far West Labnr:uory for Educational Rcsl!11rch and 
01!\"elopment, and the C:alifomia Education Dutil Processing As:suciatlon (Oct. lQ~:2), p. 5. 

:!:!See, f<:1r •xarnple, Andre.a Lash llJ\d Sandra Kirkp<Jtnck, "A CICL.~room Pel'!ipectivi. on Srudent 
MobWry," The Elementary School Journal lNov. 1990), pp. 177-!Jl; "Hi!!hly Mobil~ Scudenta: 
Educational i'rQblems and Possible Solutiot\\I; ERIC Clearir1~house on Urban EdUQtion, New York, 
N.Y. (June 1991); The Pruject DeSOiption of the Califom!a Student Worma.!lon System. California 
Department ofEdncCIZion (Apr. 13,.1992); and Joan Newm1111, "What Should We Do About th.e Highly 
Mobil!! Student'/" (1988). 
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teachers we interviewed noted, because these records usually anived da 
or weeks after the children transferred or not at all. 

The .MSRTS, the federal system that tracks migrant children, is slow, 
incomplete, and used infrequently, according to recent studies.23 With thi 
MSRTS, records take about 1 week, on average, from the time of a request 
the arrival of a hard. copy; however, it is not uncommon for records to ta] 

up to a month to arrive. Because few school districts are on·line, records 
must be printed out at the MSRTS center in Llttle Rock, Arkansas, and 
mailed to the school districts; sometimes, records must first go through a 
regional Migrant Education office. Over half of all student records lack te 
data and, frequently, tnst.mctional and health data. School staff working i 
the Migrant Education Program are much more likely to use records sent 
from the old school than records from the MSRTS, staff report, primarily 
because of the small proportion of nug.rant children in most school 
districts. 

The operation of the MSRTS is e>.."J)ected to be considered this year in 
coajWlction ·with the reauthol'ization of the Migrant Education Program o 
the Hawldns~t.afford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement 
Amendments of 1988. Public Law 103-59, enacted in August 1993, extende 
the contract for the operation of the MSRTS Wltil such time as the Secretar. 
of Education detennines is necessary, but not later than June 30, 1995. Th 
cost to operate the MSRTS center in Little Rock, Arkansas, averages about 
$6 million annually; this does not include the cost of data entry and syste11 
maintenance at the state and local levels, which has been estimated to be 
over $9 million annually. 

California. is one of a few states that ha.ve recently begun to pilot an 
electronic student record format, ExPRESS; it is expected to be used to 
transfer the records of all children, not just migrants. The format ts based 
on common dat.a standards for tr.ms! ening student records and was 
developed by a group of state and local educators with experience in 
information management; these efforts were funded by the Department of 
Education's National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). With E~RESS, 
California officials estimate, the use of these comm.on data. standards 
would reduce the time needed to evaluate the <~ontent of a student 
record-for example, to determine whether a student has taken the 

ZISee Research Triangle lnstitut.e, Descriptive Study of the Chapter 1 Migrarit Education Program, 
Vo!Ume I. Stud.Y Findings and Conc:lwiiol'l8 (1992). see also, National Cummis.slon on Migrant 
Education, Kiiepin~ tip with Our Na~iP.rallt Students: A Report an the Migrant Studl!nt Recota 
'J'ran.qfer Syi;tem ( SRTS) (Bethesda, Md:: Nationl'il C.olMl1Ssion on Migrent \:':du.cation. lQ\)l). 
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equivalent of a certain type of course.24 The use of ExPRESS to electronically 
transfer stlldent records may also generate sa\.ings by cutting costs of 
record transfer, retesting, and reinununiza.t1on, as well as reporting 5tudent 
data to state and federal agencies. A full evaluation to assess costs and 

· benefits of ExPftESS has riot yet been conducted, however, because ExPRESS 

has only been piloted in a few states and has not been fully implemented 
in any state. (See app. IV for further details.) 

The National Education Goals Panel believes that as states and districts 
adopt comparable student record systems, (1) educators will be equipped 
with b~tt.er data to help children and (2) policymakers will be better able 
to monitor progress towards the National Education Goals because the 
progress of all children can be recorded, even that of those who change 
schools, school dlstrict.s, or states (see app. lV). To help in monitoring 
progress towards th~ goals, the panel has reconunended developing a 
volw1tazy, uniform state and district record system for children. The panel 
re~om.mended that the data elements contained in thesP. records be 
consistent with those developed by the Council of Chief State School 
Officers and NCES. Better student record systems may improve stat.es' and 
districts' a.bility to determine whether children who change schooll:i 
frequently are provided with the help they need, according to the 
developers of the ExPRESS system. 

Children who change schools frequently face many challenges to their 
success in school. Such change can cause disruption and add to the other 
challenges-low-income, limited English proficiency, and migrant 
status-that make learning and achievement difficult for them. 
Nevertheless, many of tJle children who change schools frequently may be 
less likely T.o receive Migrant Education and Chapter 1 programs services 
than other ~hildren meeting program eligibility standards. 

N5 the nation moves to setting high standards for a.U children, those who 
are fniling by current standards ma.y be even more likely to fail. How can 
low-achieving and migrant children who change schools frequently be 
helped to meet these high standards? One potential help is impruved 
access to Chapter 1 services, for which such children are often eligible but 
not necessarily served. Anoth~r po.s~ibility is to better focus Migrant 
Education Program funding on the migrant children most in need of 

l4CaJifon\ia Student ln!onnation System, "A Study or lhe Economic Feasibility or lmplemenr.ing 
Electronic Student R~ord Transfer in CaliComia: A Benefit.co.st An;ilysls, • Cullabor<mve Effort by the 
C:llifomfa Depart:ment of Edu.cuuon, the r~ar West Laboratory ror £ducational Research and 
Developuumt, and the California t:ducation n:it."\ Processing Association, Review Draft (Feb. 6, 1993). 
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services, for example, migrant children who have changed school distrtcts 
in lhe last 2 school years. If funding were more focused on these children, 
a greater proportion of these children could he served by local migrant 
education programs or such programs could offer those children most in 
need more inten.qive servicP.s. 

Finally, another potential area of a.ssist:ance ts improved or new student 
re~ord systems. These _systems would not guarantee better delivery of 
services to children who changti school~ frequently, but they could help 
school personnel to make more timely and informed judgements a.buut the 
services rhese students need, including those that federal prograrns might 
provide. In addition, improved state and local r~cord sy.!1;t.ems, which are 
intended to cover all children, could make the existing separate federal 
record system for migrant children (MSRTS) unnecessary in the long run. 

Given the great educational needs of migrant children who have changed 
school districts reccnUy, Congress may wish to eonsider focusing migrant 
education funding to give higher pliority to such children. This could be 
accomplished, for example, by limiting eligibility for federal Migrant 
Education Program services only to migrant children who have changed 
:school rlistrict.s within the last 2 years, rather than contimting program 
eligibility to fonnerly migrant children who have not changed school 
districts for as many as 6 years. 

We recorrunend that the Department of Education (I) detennine the 
reason(s) for the low Chapter 1 participation rates of low-achieving 
children who have changed schools frequently and (2) develop strategies 
so tl1at all eligible children who have changed schools frequenUy, 
including migrant children, '"'ill have access to Cha.pte:i..r l services. 

We also reconunend that the Department of Education determine the 
feasibility of using electronic student record systems, such as those 
currently b.rutg adopted by some states and school districts for al.1 
students, instead of the. Afsrns. 

The Department of Education provided written conunents on a draft of 
this repon (see app. V). The Department generall,y agreed with our 
recommendation about determining the tt!ason(s) for the low Chapter 1 
participation rates of low-achieving children who have changed schools 
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frequently to ensure that these children rP.ceive needed services. It 
suggested that better record tra.nsf er systems may be one way to ensure 
that school districts provide services to children who enter schools at any 
time during the school year. 

Moreover, the Department generally agreed with our reconunendation 
about developing strategies so that all eligible children, including those 
who have changed schools frequently, will be selected for services on the 
same basis. It suggested that its proposals to expand schoolwirle Chapter 1 
programs and encoUiage systemic planning at the district level were steps 
in this direction. We agree that these proposals may help children who 
change schools frequently. However, because many Chapter 1 schools will 
not have schoolwi<le programs, even under the administration's recent 
proposal, we continue to believe that the Depaztment should develop 
additional strategies to ensw-e that low-achieving children who change 
schools frequently have the same access to Chapter 1 sel"\>ices as other 
children. 

The Department also agreed ·with our recommendation that it determine 
the fe~ibility of rcplacihg the MSRTS with electronic student record 
systems, such as those cwTently being adopted by some st.ates and school 
districts. It also stated that it. is currently investigating other options for 
stud~nt recorn transfer. In our report, we note that little evaluation data 
exist on the Ex PRESS system. In examining the feasibility of F:xPRESS, we 
agree with the Department that other record transfer options, as well as 
their feasibility, should also be examined. 

Although the Department commented that we had identified an important 
issue--that children who change schools fr~quently do not. receive 
federally funded services to the same extent as children who do not 
change schools-it raised a concern about the use of the Prospects Study 
dat.a to generalize about migrant students. We had recognized that while 
the Prospects data are based on a. nationally representative sample of 
thlrd-g.raders, the number of migrants in this sample Le, generally small and 
not representa.tive of lhe"natlon's migrants. For this reason, we had 
supplemented our analyses of the Prospects Study data with secondacy 
analysts of data from the RTI study-based on a nationally representative 
sample of migrants. :!I! We also responded to additional technical comments 
provided by the Department, as appropriat.e. 

<Z>Re!;cnrch Triangle Institute, Descriptive SLudy oftlle Chwr..r l Mis:rant 'Et:luc..-vion Progr&n, Voluna1 
I, Scutly Fll!d!ngs and Conclusions (!1192). · 
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We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Education, 
appropriate congressional committees, and other interested parties. If) 
wish lo discuss the contents of this report, please call me on 
(202) 512-7014. Major contributors to this report are listed in appendix, 

Sincerely, 

Llnda G. Morra 
Director, Education and Employment Issues 

·.i 
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