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[nvisible

Children:

A Portrait of Migrant
Fducation in the
United States

A Final Report of the
National Commission on Migrant Education

September 23, 1992

The National Commission on Migrant Education was established in 1988 by the Hawkins-Stafford
Act (Public Law 100-297) to study the issues related to the education of migrant children and report
their findings to the Secretary of Education and Congress. The Commission's first report addressed
the status of the Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) and was released in 1991. This
document is the Commission’s second and final report. It responds to the mandates set forth in the
legislation which authorized the Commission’s formation.
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Chairman’s Preface

he Final Report of the

National Commission on

Migrant Education repre-

sents three years of study

and consultation toward
improving migrant education. When
the twelve members of this Commis-
sion began our journey on September
27, 1989, few people, including the
Commissioners themselves, believed
we would ultimately produce a con-
sensus document. This Commission
spans the political, ideological, and
orofessional spectrum—with opinions
so varied among its members that at
times it seemed impossible we would
reach agreement.

One issue, nonetheless, kept us
united and focused. As we travelled
the country, hearing from those who
serve migrants as well as from migrant
families, all of us developed a sincere
admiration for this population and an
appreciation for their struggles. Our
mission then became how best to help
migrant children. Once we could
agree that our purpose was to analyze
the programs designed to serve these
children and to recommend ways to
improve such programs, our task
became much simpler.

Although it would be misleading
tc suggest that differences among the
Commissioners disappeared in the
writing of this report, it is fair to say
that on most major issues we reached
consensus of opinion. That sometimes
meant compromise—but never over
the basic principle that our duty was
to help migrant children. What we
have achieved, then, is a document
that reflects a broad accord and that,
we sincerely hope, will improve the
opportunity for migrant children to
receive a decent education in
America.

I want to thank all of my fellow
Commissioners, who were a delight to
get to know and a pleasure to deal
with, and to express my gratitude to a
skillful and dedicated staff without
whom none of this could have been
accomplished. Most of all, however, I
want to thank all those persons who
work with migrants to ensure that the
people who help put food on our
table can provide a better life for theis
own families.

E o

LINDA CHAVEZ
Chairman







- Executive

n Thanksgiving

evening of 1960,

Americans switched

on their t=levisions to

watch Edward R.
Morrow’s portrayal of migrant farm-
workers, a program appropriately
titled Harvest of Shame. The images
captured in that program—hard-
working, exploited, and desperately
needy people—awcke the public to a
sobr ing situation. Due to such
increased awareness over the plight
of the migrant farmworkers and the
President’s War on Poverty program,
Congress created a series of special
programs specifically targeted to
assist migrant farmworkers. One of
these programs, the Migrant Educa-
tion Program (MEP), was established
to address the unique educational
needs of children of migrant farm-
workers.

In trying to examine the efforts of
MEP, the National Commission on
Migrant Education began its task in
1988 by assessing the current status

Summary

of migrant farmworkers’ children and
their families. Needless to say, many
of today’s migrant farmworkers
evoke a similar sentiment to those of
their predecessors. There is no doubt
that migrant farmworkers continue
to be one of the most industrious, yet
under-rewarded populations found in
this country. Their efforts to remain
self-sufficient are heroic. As mem-
bers of the working poor, migrant
farmworkers continue to travel thou-
sands of miles annually, often to
work at below-minimum wages, to -
conduct menial and sometimes haz-
ardous labor. Although the situation
has improved in some places,
migrant farmworkers continue to be
alienated by the same communities
who benefit financially from their
hard work ar.d perseverance.

Many critical concerns were
brought to the attention of the
Commission during its 3 years of
hearings and communications with
members of the public. Because
many of these issues are complex,




the Commission has chosen to dis-
cuss some of them in further detail
in the body of this report. Therefore,
the findings and recommendations
presented below capture the essence
of these concerns but do not specifi-
cally touch upon all the important
issues affecting this population and
the MEP community:

Findings
B For 25 years MEP has provided
essential instruction and support ser-
vices to a population of children
whose education is interrupted or
otherwise limited. The characteristics
of the children being served by MEP,

\

AAAAAA

however, have changed dramatically
during this period. When the pro-
gram began in the mid-1960s, most
MEP children were U.S.-born chil-
dren of follow-the-crop agricultural
workers, who accompanied their par-
ents during the school year, thus
interrupting their education. Today,
most children in MEPs in many areas
of the country do not currently
migrate with their parents during the
normal school year. Of those chil-
dren who do migrate, most migrate
between Mexico and the United
States. MEP, therefore, has become a
program that is increasingly serving a
predominantly immigrant student
population whose parents are or have
recently been employed in agricul-
tural work. The children themselves,
however, may not necessarily con-
form to the common understanding
of the term “migrant” that was used

when the program was created.
B Children served by MEP have

I multiple needs that are not ade-

quately met by their families,
employers, the communities in
which they live, or the Federal
Government. While the migratory
lifestyle which many of these chil-

“dren share with their parents con-

tributes to some of the health and
education problems these children
encounter, other factors play an
important role as well. Among the
most important of these are poverty,
la :k of English proficiency, and social
isolation from the larger community
in which they live. In addition,
migrant farmworkers—whose educa-
tional attainment is among the low-
est of any occupational group—have
educational needs that affect the
growth and development of their
children; moreover, instruction in
parenting skills arid academic or job



training opportunities are rare. These
factors make it especially difficult for
MEP children to become integrated
into the social mainstream and to
take full advantage of educational
opportunities.

M For these reasons, many of the
children will drop out of school
before completing high school,
thereby limiting their own social and
economic mobility and, likely, that of
their children as well. The dropout
rate of this population, while diffi-
cult to ascertain precisely, is estimat-
ed to be several times higher than
the national average. High school
credits are frequently lost when
migrant youth move from one school
to another. Utilization of high school
equivalency programs and postsec-
ondary education is limited.

B Because of the changing demo-
graphic profile of the farmworker
populatiorn, increasing numbers of
new entrants are young immigrant
males, many of whom are unaccom-
panied minors. This group is among
the most overlooked of those qualify-
ing for migrant assistance.

B Since its inception, MEP has
changed and expanded in scope, but
appropriations have not increased
proportionally. In 1991, funding was
only 33.41 percent of the amount
that would be generated by the for-
mula as legislated.

Recommendations

Unless such children are provided
with the necessary skills to be able to
compete for jobs in an increasingly
complex and technological society,
they may become a social and eco-
nomic burden to the nation. The
National Commission on Migrant
Education, therefore, makes the fol-
lowing recommendations based on

its findings and 3 years of study and
hearings:
B The Congress, the Federal

" Government, and the states should

recognize the changing profile of stu-
dents served by MEP and take appro-
priate steps to allow enough flexibili-
ty to accommodate the programs
that best serve this population’s
needs. Because so many of these stu-
dents are the children of very poorly
educated recent immigrants, their
needs may be even greater than past
generations of migrant students.
Rather than shying away from
acknowledging the differences
between the students now served by
MEP ana those for whom the pro-
gram was created some 25 years ago,
these governmental entities should
identify and implement changes in
program design and emphasis neces-
sary to serve the students actually
now in the program.

B The Congress and the Presi-
dent should make the funding of
programs for these students a priori-

- M Federal programs serving

- migrant farmworkers and their fami-

lies must be better integrated and
coordinated. Changes are needed in
legislation, administrative regula-
tions, and Federal agencies to ensure
that programs are not duplicative,
that needy populations are not
missed, and that needed services are
provided. Among those specific steps
that should be taken are to develop:

a. a common definition of
migrant farmworkers to facilitate
data collection across programs
which serve this population;

b. a more streamlined (consistent)
set of eligibility criteria for participa-
tion in programs which serve migrant
farmworkers;




c. a mechanism for ensuring
avoidance of duplication of effort
and inefficiency in the delivery of
services across programs; and

d. an executive order establishing
an interagency council whose priority
it is to coordinate services to migrant
farmworkers and their families
among Federal agencies.

B MEP should serve as an advo-
cate for migrant children in local
communities. The program should
be more aggressive in finding and
serving migrant childien and thsir
families who reed services from
Federal, state, and other programs. In
addition, the Depuartment of
Education should ensure that State
Education Administrators not abro-
gate their decision-making responsi-
bilities and authority over MEP local
projects.

B The allocation of MEP funds to
state and local agencies should
ensure that those students who are
currently migrating during the school
year are identified ahd served first,
since these students are presumed to
have the greatest needs. One of the
options that should be explored is a
funding allocation that would give
greater weight to currently migrating
students, which would give programs
an economic incentive to identify
and serve such students. However,
given the changing demographics of
the MEP population, the Com-
mission understands that these chil-
dren who no longer migrate and
whose needs continue to be great
should be counted and served.

B MEP should ensure that
migrant children get better access to
all regular school programs funded
by state and local sources. In addi-
tion, these children must have better
access to those Federal education

programs to which many of them are
entitled, such as the Chapter 1 Basic
Program and English-language acqui-
sition programs. The latter is espe-
cially important given the fact that so
many of these children are from non-
English speaking immigrant families.

B A more concerted effort should
be made to assure that migrant chil-
dren with special needs are identified
and served, despite short enroll-
ments, and to ensure better coordina-
tion between states and communities
to assure appropriate services.

B The Department of Education
should reinforce the work of the
National Secondary Credit Exchange
and Accrual Project by collaborating
with appropriate groups to foster
agreement among the states about
core courses or waivers, which will
lead to the graduation of these stu-
dents. ‘

B Given the limited funds avaii-
able for migrant education, the
Commission would urge state and
local administrators to exercise
restraint in relation tc all administra-
tive expenses including: travel, con-
ferences, training, memberships, and
subscriptions,

This report represents the culmina-
tion of a 3-year examination drawing
from a wide array of resources includ-
ing public testimony, prior research,
commissioned studies and numercus
discussions with members of the
migrant community. The Commission
is deeply indebted to all who con-
tributed to this effort. The Commission
is especially grateful for the time educa-
tors spent away from their classrooms
to present their views to us. We hope
this report will contribute to the efforts
of all migrant educators.
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Demographics'

igrant farmworkers,
a fixture in Ameri-
can agriculture for
many decades, ¢
traditionally poor,
hardworking people who travel great
distances to live and work among
strangers. Despite their instrumental
role in agriculture, reliable statistical
data accurately describing this popu-
lation and their children are virtually
nonexistent.>
The principal sources of available
data which describe migrant farm-
workers come from two independent
sources: the National Agricultural
Workers Survey, which describes a
portion of the migrant population,;
and the Migrant Student Record
Transfer System, which describes
children who are identified as eligible
to receive services provided by the
Migrant Education Program. Neither
source provides definitive data on
migrant farmworkers and their fami-
lies nor are the two sources compara-
ble. Yet, each portrays a population

in need of educational, health, and
social services. These data sources,
although imperfect, provide insight
irto what the migrant workforce is
like now and how it has changed
over time; these sources also offer a
glimpse of what the migrant work-

force might look like in the year
2000.

Difficulties in
Collecting Information

It is somewhat unusual that no
reliable data exist for a group that
receives sukstantial government
assistance?, Although a number of
studies and surveys have attempted
to describe migrant farmworkers,
most of the profiles developed refer
to only a portion of the population.’
Part of the difficulty in collecting
reliable information is that migrant
farmworkers are not identified in the
usual Federal data sources, are poorly
educated, are often suspicious of
interviewers asking questions, and
are frequently lacking English lan-

17



NAWS is the only
Federal demographic sur-
vey whick collects data
on migrant farmworkers.
It was begun by the U.S.
Department of Labor to
determine whether 1986
immigration reforms
(Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986)!°
resulted in farm-labor
shortages. In the course
of finding that there were
no farm-labor shortages,
NAWS obtained demo-
graphic data on workers
employed in most cate-
gories of crop agriculture.
NAWS employs a multi-
stage sampling procedure
to select and interview
“face-to-face” a sample of
farmworkers and their
employers in some, but
not all, states. However,
not all employers con-
tacted nor all farmwork-
ers contacted were will-
ing to be interviewed.
Little can be done to
either estimate or elimi-
nate bias caused by such
omissions;!! consequent-
ly, the reliability of the
NAWS data has yet to
been conclusively estab-

lished.

guage skills. The group’s high lavel of
mobility and the fact that the popu-
lation has been changing over time
further intensify the problems of col-
lecting data systematically.

Previous data-collection efforts
have produced widely differing
results. Depending on the definition
of “migrant” and “migrancy” that was
used to collect and analyze the data,
the migrant farmworker could have a
number of demographic profiles,
could be distributed in a variety of
patterns across states, and could rep-
resent different percentages of the
total national farmworker popula-
tion.® |

Technical difficulties are further
magnified when agencies use their
own definitions to determine who
qualifies as a migrant farmworker
and who is eligible to receive ser-
vices. Even the composite profile of
the “average” migrant farmworker
varies depending on how the data are
collected and used by each program.

With such inconsistencies in
defining who is a raigrant, it is not
surprising that estimates of the num-
ber and characteristics of migrant
farmworkers vary considerably. A
U.S. Department of Agriculture
report indicated there were 159,000
migrant farmworkers in 1985, at the
same time that Migrant Health esti-
mated there were 4.2 million
migrant and seasonal workers and
ther families. A U.S. Department of
Labor study indicated that 80 per-
cent of the crop farmworkers were
Hispanic in 1989-90, but the 1987
Hired Farm Work Force study found
that most U.S. farmworkers were
non-Hispanic White and only 14
percent were Hispanic.” These varia-
tions have resulted from the methods
used to collect data and the different

definitions of “migrant formworker.

The National Agricultural
Workers Survey (NAWS) data are
probably the most reliable demo-
graphic data available on 80 percent
or 2 million of the nation’s estir 1ated
2.5 million hired farmworkers. These
data can be used to develop a profile
of the migrant population.

The National A§ricultural
Workers Survey

NAWS annually collects data on

farmworkers, of which migrant farm-

workers are a subset, to measure
changes in the composition and dis-
tribution of the seasonal agricultural
workforce. It reflects only those
farmworkers who are now employed
in crop agriculture and who have
traveled at least 75 miles in search of
work. NAWS does not count individ-

“uals in other MEP-eligible occupa-

tions who migrate in search of work,
i.e., agriculture-associated industries
(processing and packing, for exam-
ple), dairy or poultry farming, or
those who at one time may have
been employed in agriculture.!?

The NAWS database is limited'?
in that it only describes one category
of all agricultural workers, Seasonal
Agricultural Services (SAS).
However, it is the most useful of its
kind since it does provide current
information about a sample of sea-
sonal farmworkers. For this reason,
demographers are using NAWS data
to make geneualizations about
migrant farmworkers.

The Migrant Population
Identified by NAWS

Most Federal farmworker assis-
tance programs that serve the

Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker
(MSFW)—a subset of those



employed in agriculture—define sea-
sonal workers as persons employed in
agriculture for only part of the year.
As a further distinction, migrant
workers are characterized as those
seasonal workers who cross a geo-
graphic boundary in order to do farm
work. Although the criteria for
defining “seasonal” and “migrant” are
arbitrary,! such definitions are neces-
sary in order to estimate who and
how many people are migrant.

Based on the data collected by
NAWS about the general population
of Seasonal Agricultural Services!s
workers, 42 percent of the estimated
2 million U.S. crop farmworkurs are
migrants.' Of those, 60 percert are
immigrants and 31 percent are par-
ents accompanied by an average of
approximately two children (about
587,000 children) during 1990.

According to NAWS, migrant
 farmworkers within the general popula-
tion of farmworkers are predominant-
ly male (82 percent), Hispanic (94
percent) born in Mexico (80 per-
cent), and married (52 percent) with
children. Fifty-nine percent do farm
work unaccompanied by their fami-
lies.'”” Almost half (378,000) are
Seasonal Agricultural Workers
(SAWs)'® und almost one-quarter
(185,000) are immigrants unautho-
rized to work in the United States.
Most migrants (83 percent) “shuttle”
between home bases abroad (usually
Mexico or Central America) and U.S.
farms or worksites and only 33 per-
cent follow the crops within the
United States—a ratio of 2.5 shuttle
migrants for every migrant worker
who follows the crops.'

The amount of time worked and
the benefits available to or used by
the SAW farmworkers® also vary.
Most face extensive seasonal unem-

ployment and have annual earnings
below the poverty level. During the
year, the average worker spends half
the year doing SAS work for 1.7
farm employers for which he earns
less than $5,000. On average, work-
ers are unemployed for 10 weeks,
spend 8 weeks doing non-agricultural
work, and travel abroad for 8 weeks
(although 40 percent spend an aver-
age of 19 weeks abroad). Less than
one-half have unemployment insur-
ance and workers compensation cov-
erage, and less than one-quarter have
off-the-job health insurance. Few
participate in needs-based social ser-
vice programs and other programs
such as Food Stamps (16 percent)
and Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (3 percent).

The Industry of Agriculture

Agriculture, the industry employ-
ing all farmworkers, is a $170 billion
industry which includes a number of
products. Approximately one-sixth
of annual agricultural sales come
from Fruits, Vegetables, and
Horticultural (FVH). FVH, i.e., veg-
etables, fruits, nuts, nursery, and hor-
ticultural specialties, was worth $28
billion in 1990. Most of the FVH
sales are concentrated in a few states.
For example, California produces
one-third of FVH sales ($9 billion),
which represents 75 percent of the
state’s total crop sales.

Although FVH is the smallest
sector of agriculture according to
sales figures, it employs the most sea-
sonal farmworkers (90 percent),?'
who are often in seasonal “factories”
that employ large crews of workers
for tasks that last a few weeks. Those
unable to find agricultural work
either seek unemployment insurance
or other assistance until farm jobs are




available, they seek non-farm jobs, or
emigrate from the United States.

Most farmworkers find jobs with
growers or Farm Labor Contractors
through leads from friends and rela-
tives. About 75 percent of all work-
ers interviewed for NAWS are
employed directly by growers, pre-
sumably because they generally pay
higher wages. The remainder are
employed by Farm Labor Cont-
ractors who receive a commission for
recruitment and supervision
services.??

The vast majority of the farm-
workers, especially those new to
farm labor, are immigrants. The
dominance of immigrants affects the
structure and functioning of the
farm-labor market, e.g., non-English
speaking workers often require bilin-
gual Farm Labor Contractors to help
them find housing and social ser-
vices. However, rather than hire U.S.
citizens, some employers prefer to
hire immigrants who will usually
endure without question intermit-
tent work schedules, low wages, and
charges for housing, transportation,

and food.®

Changes in the
Agriculture Industry

The agriculture industry has
changed substantially over the past
four decades. Since the 1950s, fruit
and vegetable production has been
shifting to California and the Pacific
Northwest from the East and
Midwest. The shift, which made
California the “garden” state, was
raused by the need for a longer
growing season and changes in the
marketplace, such as an efficient
transportation system, readily avail-
able labor, and an increased demand
for fresh produce all year.

Today, other shifts are evident.
Although Mexican immigrants have
traditionally worked in southwestern
agriculture, over the past two
decades they have expanded their
presence from California into Michi-
gan, Florida, and New York. Almost
60 percent of California’s farmwork-
ers, who are mostly shuttle immi-
grants, are based in California.

Changes in production will influ-
ence the number of farmworkers
needed and the type of work they
will do. For example, production in
Texas is decreasing while production
in other states, i.e., North Carolina
and Washington, is increasing. States
such as New York and Michigan are
switching to fresh production of
fruits and vegetables, and even more
migrants are now traveling to work in
these states. Other vegetable-produc-
ing states to which migrants have tra-
ditionally traveled have either mech-
anized (e.g., Wisconsin) or will prob-
ably do so soon (e.g., Ohio).

Although harvest seasons have
been lengthened through technologi-
cal advances, FVH agriculture is still
dominated by 3- to 10-week harvest
jobs. To meet harvest requirements,
hundreds of thousands of workers
mobilize: to fill millions of short-term
jobs. Although the need for an effi-
cient procedure to deploy workers is
great, the process of matching people
to jobs is haphazard at best.
Thousands of individual farm fore-
men or Farm Labor Contractors
recruit workers for their farms or
crews. There is little communication
among these recruiters, so each keeps
workers “on-call” to guarantee a crew
when work is available.

Mechanization has reduced
employment in many commodities
over the past 25 years, yet the pro-



duction of other commodities has
expanded enough to stabilize farm
employment. For example, by 1990,
mechanical tomato pickers reduced
the number of farmworkers required
to harvest three times more tomatoes
for processing as in 1960. Although
higher yields have increased produc-
tion by almost 50 percent, much of
the productivity increases are for
fruits and vegetables which must be
harvested by hand, not machine.?
Yet, the number of cultivated acres
of U.S. fruits and vegetables has
remained stable since 1970.

The value of U.S. fruit and veg-
etable production has been rising
much faster than the value of live-
stock and grain, assuring that the
high-value FVH commodities will
continue to maintain an important
position in U.S. agriculture. The
combination of increased production
of hand-harvested fresh fruits and
vegetables and various labor-inten-
sive changes (e.g., packing produce
for market in the fields rather than in
a packing facility) virtually guaran-
teed the increased demand for labor
in U.S. fruit and vegetable agriculture
that occurred in the 1980s.

Over the years, the demand for
labor increased within FVH agricul-
ture. At the same time, FVH agricul-
ture has come to depend on immi-
grant workers. This inter-relationship
between rural Mexican workers and
rural U.S. 1armers has permitted
labor-intensive agriculture to expand
in the United States as the demand
for fruits and vegetables has
increased. With an almost inex-
haustible labor supply, U.S. farmers
are confident that seasonal workers
will be available to hand-harvest
crops when and where they are
needed at what U.S. farmers deem to

be reasonable wages.

The demand for Mexican workers
is especially dramatic in North
Carolina. For example, in 1980, less
than 10 percent of the state’s farm-
workers were from Mexico. Ten
years later, the state’s peak workforce
was mostly Mexican. This “Mexican-
ization” came in the wake of U.S. cit-
izens finding better nonfarm jobs
and, as a result of IRCA, Farm Labor
Contractors and Mexican workers
are now forming networks to fill
these farm jobs.2

The revolving door of the agricul-
ture labor market provides opportu-
nities for rural Mexican immigrants
to enter the seasonal harvest work-

force, to leave for better farm or non-

farm jobs, or to return to Mexico.
Farm labor turns over fastest when
nonfarm jobs are available. When
unemployment in the nonfarm sector
is high, farmworkers tend to stay in
agriculture. Most farmworkers aspire
to nonfarm jobs because they offer
more stable employment, higher
wages, better benefits, and more
opportunities for advancement.
However, some farmworkers who
find nonfarm jobs or return to
Mexico are likely to return to U.S.
farm work when no other opportuni-
ties are available.

During the 1980s, U.S. economic
conditions resulted in opportu..ities
for immigrant farmworkers. U.S.
farm wages stopped rising, especially
in California, and benefits such as
farmei-provided housing and health
insurance often disappeared.
Stagnation in farm wages and bene-
fits, but rapid growth in service-sec-
tor jobs, attracted many U.S. farm-
workers into year-round nonfarm
jobs. The resulting vacuum in agri-
culture drew more rural Mexicans




into the United States.” Unfortun-
ately, there is no index which
demonstrates neatly how the expan-
sion of the industry increased the
demand for Mexican workers in U.S.
agriculture,?8

Seasonal farmworkers generally
stay in field work between 10 to 15
years, which means that an estimated
5 to 10 percent of U.S. citizens and
immigrant farmworkers who are
migrant seasonal farmworkers tend
to leave farm work each year. In
order to keep the farm workforce
stable at 2 million, between 100,000
and 200,000 new entrants are need-
ed annually.

The ongoing need for a farm
workforce will remain great. U.S.
FVH production will probably con-
tinue to grow in the 1990s both in
response to a : percent rise in U.S.
population annually and to the pref-
erences of a more mature and
increasingly health-conscious popula-
tion. These circumstances should
generate at least a 15 to 20 percent
increase in fruit and vegetable con-
sumption.?® In addition, the Mexi-
canization of rural America and the
revolving door of the harvest-labor
market should continue to attract
rural Mexicans into the United States
in the 1990s. However, the rate of
increase may be somewhat slower
than that of the 1980s, since it is
unclear whethier FVH production
will continue to expand at the same
rate as in the past. The further Mexi-
canization of the farm workforce—at
50 to 60 percent of the workforce
today-—cannot continue indefinite.y,
and currently glutted nonfarm-labor
markets may slow the departure of
those wishing to leave agriculture.
However, it appears that a significant
need for rural Mexicans in U.S. agri-
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culture will persist into the 1990s,
virtually guaranteeing that the
changes in the migrant workforce
that started a few years ago will con-
tinue well into the decade.

Changing Characteristics of
Migrant Farmworkers

The characteristics of the people
who travel seeking employment in
agriculture have changed since the
inception of many of the programs
designed to serve them. A dramatic
illustration of the differences lies in
Edward R. Murrow's television docu-
mentary, Harvest of Shame. In 1960,
interviews of migrant farmworkers
were conducted in English. If this
documentary were to be replicated
now, both the interviewers and the
interviewed would most likely be
speaking Spanish since most farm-
workers entering the migrant stream
today are immigrants who speak lit-
tle or no English.3°

During the first half of this centu-
ry, two distinct groups of migrants
were engaged in farm work. The first
group was predominantly non-
Hispanic White3! U.S. citizens trav-
eling with their families to follow the
crops northward, primarily from
homes or home bases in the southern
and western states.32 The second
major group entered the migrant
stream in 1942 through a series of
agreements between the govern-
ments of the United States and
Mexico. The Bracero Program, as it
became known, permitted 5 million
Mexican farmworkers to enter the
United States on a temporary basis.

.Although the program was terminat-

ed in 1964, it became the precursor
of today’s migrant assistance pro-
grams and marked the beginning of
Mexico becoming the ongoing source






of migrant farm labor.

Before MEP and most migrant
assistance programs began in the
1960s, migrant workers were ineligi-
ble for social services such as welfare
since most states required a 6-month
residency for eligibility. However, the
Civil Rights movement and an awak-
ened national consciousness prompt-
ed the creation of Federal programs
to improve the condition of migrant
farmworkers.

The new Federal programs pro-
vided much needed health, educa-
tion, and social services to migrant
families and their children who trav-
eled from state to state to follow the
crops. The focus of the programs was
to help the poor non-Hispanic White
and a smaller population of Black
(who represented 25 percent of the
400,000 migrants) migrants escape
from the migrant stream. Hispanics
were not counted separately until
1975 when they constituted one-
fourth and Blacks one-eighth of the
estimated 200,000 migrants.

While many thought mechaniza-
tion might decrease the need for
farmworkers during the 1970s, the
reverse occurred. Growth states like
California and Florida actually
expanded the workforce needed to
produce fruits and vegetables, even
as they needed fewer workers to pro-
duce field crops such as cotton and
sugar beets. Migrant farmworkers
traveled to work in these states and
then north as the crops became
ready for harvest. By the early 1980s,
interstate migration was changing
migrant farmworker demographics.
There were still considerable num-
bers of U.S. citizens (Blacks and non-
Hispanic Whites) in the eastern
stream and (Mexica 1 Americans)
from south Texas who migrated

north and west. In addition, non-
Hispanic White teenagers from the
mid-west migrated to detassle corn,
and families migrated within
California and from California to the
states of the Pacific Northwest.

At the same time, immigrant
males willing to work for lower
wages slowly started joining the
ranks of farmworkers. Parallel growth
in the manufacturing and service
industries offered entry-level jobs
that enticed U.S. farmworkers into
manufacturing, hotel, restaurant,
construction, janito=‘al, and other
service jobs. Concurrently, farm work
was becoming increasingly less desir-
able as the average fieldworker’s
wage slipped from 50 percent to 40
percent of the average manufacturing
wage. The status of farm work was
declining, farmworker unions were
losing members as unionized farms
closed, and farmworkers were losing
fringe benefits such as health insur-
ance and housing.

According to most current na-
tional estimates, fewer than 280,000
of the nation’s 2 million crop farm-
workers are today following the
crops and only 40 percent of this
group brings their families to the
worksite. These estimates portray a
vastly different population from 20
years ago when most were U.S. citi-
zens traveling with their families in
predictable patterns to follow the
growing and harvesting cycles of the
Ccrops.

NAWS View of Migrant
Farmworkers’ Children

As the demographics of the
migrant workforce changed, so did
the demographics of their children.
Previously, migrant farmworkers
were predominantly non-Hispanic



White, U.S. citizens, who followed
the crop harvesting cycle with their
farmworker parents. Now, NAWS
portrays mig-ant children as predom-
inantly young Hispanic immigrants
with limited-English proficiency,
who may-either remain at home with
one parent or travel betvween one
U.S. worksite and a home in Mexico
or Central America. Over two-thirds
come from households with incomes
below the poverty level, yet they
make little use of social services

NAWS data indicate that approx-
imately 587,000 currently migratory
children are in the United States
sometime during the year. Most trav-
el with their families to do agricul-
tural work but once here, most do
not follow the crops:3

@ 382,000 (65 percent) age 21 or
yinger travel with or join migrant
parents and do not do farm work;

B 36,000 (6 percent) travel with
their migrant parents and do farm
work;

B 169,000 (29 percent) travel on
their own to do farm work.

NAWS found that instead of fol-
lowing the crops, as was the predom-
inant pattern in the last decade, only
an estimated 114,000 children or
youths now follow the crops within
the Uniced States, while an estimated
378,000 annually cross the U.S. bor-
der to accompany their farmworker
parents or to do farm work them-
selves. The border-crossing children
“shuttle” between a school in Mexico
and one in the United States at
roughly the same rate (40 percent of
the workers in each category are
accompanied by dependents) as
migrant children who follow the
crops and shift between schools
within the United States.?

A more difficult group to
describe includes young migrant
workers between the ages of 15 and
21.3 There has always been a signifi-
cant group of young farmworkers
who travel on their own to do farm
work. For example, the 1983
Current Population Survey (CPS)
found that 35 percent of all farm-
workers were 14 to 17 years of age?’
who, for example, migrated across
county lines and stayed away from
home overnight in order to detassle
corn in the midwest or to harvest
tobacco in the southeast.?

By contrast, the recent NAWS
data estimated that approximately
17 percent were 21 or younger and
that 60 percent of this group
(202,000) migrate to, and, in some
cases, around the United States with-
out their families.3® About one-third
are unauthorized workers in the
United States who have very little
Mexican education® (and even less
education than migrant farmworkers
in the past).*! They are predominant-
ly Spanish-speaking males from
Mexico,*2 mostly between the ages of
18 and 21 (80 percent); and about
one-half do not live with their fami-
lies. These youth, who are all poten-
tially eligible for migrant education
services, remain unidentified and
unserved by MEP.

There is another group in the
farmworker population composed of
children and migrant youth who
have not met the NAWS 75-mile cri-
terion for migrancy but who would
meet the MEP criterion of migrancy.
They cross a school district, and they
are the children of nonmigrating agri-
cultural workers or fishermen who
would be classified by MEP as for-
merly migratory. It is impossible to
estimate the size of either of these




MSRTS collects and
stores data on the chil-
dren who recriters
locate and judge to be
eligible for MEP. Conse-
quently, the depth,
scope, and reliability of
MSRTS data depend on
the ability of recruiters to
identify all eligible chil-
dren and then to log
them accurately into
MSRTS. A report recent-
ly issued by the National
Commission on Migrant
Education established
that a considerable
amount of MSRTS data
were inaccurate and that
substantial numbers of
individual student
records were incomp-
lete.** Efforts are under-
way to improve the
integrity of the MSRTS
database; however, con-
clusions based on MSRTS
should be made with
caution since not all chil-
dren who are eligible to
receive services have
been identified. Although
MSRTS is still the major
source of information
about the children of
migrant farmworkers, its
records more closely
reflect children who are
identifiod as eligible to
receive MEP services
rather than those who
did or who are now
receiving services.

subpopulations, but their total may
be in the tens of thousands. It is also
impossible to determine how many
of the migrant children counted
through NAWS are also included in
MSRTS. While the extent of overlap
is not clear, it seems likely that some
portion of this population is captured
by both sources.

MSRTS View of Migrant
Farmworkers’ Children

In addition to NAWS, the
Migrant Student Record Transfer
System (MSRTS} provides nation-
wide information on the children of
migratory farmworkers.*

As of March 1992, MSRTS had
records for 628,150% migrant farm-
workers’ children ranging in ages
from 3 to 21 who are now moving or
have moved within the past S years
so that family members could obtain
temporary or seasonal work in agri-
culture or fishing.*¢ About 53 per-
cent of these children had not
migrated in the preceding 12
months. The remaining 47 percent
croseza school district lines within
the past 12 months to accompany or
join a parent or guardian who moved
in search of agricultural or fishery
employment, including 32 percent
who crossed state lines.

Unlike NAWS, which portrays
farmworkers on the basis of the char-
acteristics of a sample of the popula-
tion, MSRTS describes all children
identified as eligible to receive MEP
services. Unfortunately, MSRTS is
not comprehensive since it lacks
information on thuse children who
might be eligible for MEP but who
have not been identified.

While population characteristics
of these children differ across states
as well as geographic areas, national
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MSRT'S statistics indicate:

& 95 percent are eligible for MEP
pecause their families were or a:e
involved in farmwork; 7

B slightly less than half are mov-
ing across district lines either during
the regular and/or summer school
term;*8

B over 65 percent were born in
the United States and approximately
30 percent were born in Mexico;*

B over half of the total MEP-eli-
gible population are in three states—
California, Texas, and Florida;5°

B even though identified children
range in age from 3 through 21, and
approximately 85 percent are
between the ages of 6 and 16.5!

The MSRTS database shows that
the number of currently migrant
children rose about 17 percent dur-
ing the 1980s, while the number of
formerly migrant children rose 42
percent over the same period.5
Currently migra:ory refers to chil-
dren whose families have moved
within the past 12 months in search
of temporary or seasonal work in
agriculture or fishing industries.
Formerly migratory refers to children
who are not now migrating but who
would have been consiaered current-
ly migratory within the past 5 years.5

According to MSRTS data, the
number of both currently and for-
merly migrant children increased
faster in the second half of the 1980s
than in the first half. The increases
can be attributed, in large part, to an
expansion of legislatively prescribed
eligibility requirements that were
modified in recognition of the eco-
nomic, health, educational, and other
needs of a large number of children
not included among MEP’s con-



stituency as it was originally defined.
(Exhibit 1.1)

Locations of the MEP Population.
By definition, children who are regis-
tered in MSRTS as currently migra-
tory will be living in at least two
locations during the year. Some
states are considered by a large per-
centage of migrant families to be
~ their “home base,” or the place from
which they start their migration and
to which they return after complet-
ing seasonal work. The largest num-
bers live in California, Texas, and
Florida during the regular school
term.> Other states (e.g., Minnesota
and Wyoming) have their largest
number during the summer.
Approximately a third of these chil-
dren migrate annually, moving
through—as well as to—states east,
west, and north of their home base
state. Still other states, because of
their vast expanses (e.g., Alaska),
have a sizeable number moving only
within their state borders.

In states where agricultural/fish-
ery work is only seasonal, the largest
numbers of MEP children are present
during the spring, summer, or fall.
These states are known as “receiving
states,” since the bulk of their
migrant population returns to their
home base location after the agricul-
tural or fishing season has ended.

Another group of states are
viewed as having “settled-out” popu-
lations. Over time, many migrant
families find stable employment and
elect to exit the migratory stream.
However, since these formerly migra-
tory families can “settle out” in any
state including “home base” and
“receiving” states, a proportion of
each state’s eligible children includes
those who are migrating and those
who have not migrated in over 12

Exhibit 1.1
MEP Identified Population for 1981, 1986, 1991
350000
I Formerly Migrant
B Cyurrently Migrant
300000 [~
250000 ™
200000
1980-81 1985-86 1990-91
months. Source MSRTS statistics - 3/31/92

Migrant Streams. Historically,
migrant children have been por-
trayed as a population that moves
seasonally across specific regions of
the country, commonly referred to as
streams. These streams represent
three separate patterns of migration.
One stream includes Texas and north
to the central plains region; another
stream consists of California to the
northwest and the western states;
and another includes Florida and
north along the East Coast.

Demographic data and
Commission testimony suggest that
with changes in the population who
do farmwork, the pattern of migra-
tion appears less distinct by stream.
Nonetheless, regional migration pat-
terns show that some children move
in a defined path within a specific
area. For example, children from
Puerto Rico frequently travel to the
northeastern and mid-Atlantic states;
children from Mexico migrate to
California and Texas; and children
from Canada migrate into Maine.
Since the migrant population in each
state differs in size, length and time




of residency, as well as pattern of adapt to these variations.
migration, migrant education pro- Of the migrant children included
grams must be flexible enough to in MSRTS, roughly 68 percent

.
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~ (intrastate and formerly migratory)
presently remain in their home base
states throughout the year.¢ The
degree to which MSRT'S enrolls cur-
rently migratory children has been a
subject of considersble concern by

~ the Commission. Although the
Commission understands that, needs
created as a result of a migratory
lifestyle continue after the children
no longer migrate, it is assumed that
currently migrating children will
have greater needs. Since MEPs are

- need-based, the Commission sup-
ports the current legislation requiring
that those children with the greatest
needs be given priority in receiving
services.

Raclal/Ethnic Compesition.
MSRTS portrays the children of
migrant farmworkers as predomi-
nantly Hispanic, with a slightly high-
er proportion of Hispanics enrolled
during the summer than during the
regular school term.5” Blacks, Asians,
and Native Americans make up less
than 4 percent each with a some-
what larger percentage of non-
Hispanic Whites.

Exhibit 1.2 may not present the
entire picture. The standard
racial/ethnic reporting categories
required by Federal programs tend to
obscure the appearance of other
racial/ethnic groups as migrants, i.=.,
indigenous Mexicans and Central
Americans who do not speak
Spanish. These relatively small
groups e concentrated mainly in
California and Florida; however, their
numbers may be locally significant,
e.g., 12,000 Mayan speakers are
located in the Immokalee/Indian
Town area of South Central Florida.

Health. Although MSRTS records
contain migrant student health infor-
mation, the best sources of aggregate

Exhibit 1.2
Racial/Ethnic Profile of MEP-Eligible Population
1989-1990
Raclal/Ethnic Category MSRTS  MSRTS &n m
Ethnle Regular  Summor Rogular  Summer
- Tom Torm Torm Torm
American Indian/Alaskan Native ~ 2%* 1% 1% 2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 3% 3% 3% <%
Black = . % 2% 3% 1%
Hispanic , O 79% . 85% 74%  86%
Nen-Hispanic White 1% B% 20% 0 N%
*Rounded to the nearest percent

information on migrant health come
from the Migrant Clinicians Network
Survey. Studies conducted by this
organization show that health condi-
tions among migrant populations are
similar to those in third-world
nations. Among migrant children oti-
tis media, upper respiratory infec-
tions, nutritional diseases, dental dis-
eases, conjunctivitis, parasitic infec-
tions, and work-related injuries occur
with a frequency much higher than
in the U.S. national population.

Most surprising is the appearance
of diabetes among females between
15- and 19-years old. By age 20, the
diseases typical of children ages 1

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)® represents an
agreemeni between the United States, Mexico, and Canada to create a
trading bloc even larger than the European Community. Some have specu-
lated that, as a result of NAFTA, U.S. farmers will shift fruit and vegetable
production to Mexico to take advantage of its lower labor costs and lest
stringent environmental regulations. Upon closer inspection, Mexico's
costs may not be so low. Although Mexican farm wages are lower, Mexi-
can farmers pay proportionately more for other associated costs such as
housing. Production costs can also be high in Mexico, since Mexican yields
are often half of U.S. yields and Mexican farmers have less equipment.

While Mexico will undoubtedly produce more fruits and vegetables
tor the U.S. market, FVH agriculture will probably expand in both coun-
tries as farmers take advantage of local climatic conditions. Mexico pro-
duces fruits and vegetables during the winter months, when California
production ebbs but Florida production peaks. However, since three-
fourths of U.S. fruits and vegetables are produced in the spring, summer,
and fall seasons when Mexico is not producing, the United States will
retain much of its fruit and vegetable industry as well as its need for farm-
workers. By contrast, Mexico may have the advantage in processed fruits
and vegetables. Some products are processed by freezing or canning, so
while prod ~tion can occur during one period, the product can be sold
throughou. the year.
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Migrant Fichers

In 1974, Congres< expanded MEP eligibility for services to children of
migrant fishers. Since that time, the total number of children identified
under this provision has risen significantly, particularly since 1980-81
when the total nearly doubled to 26,222. This growth mainly reflects
increases in Alaska.

Some questions persist as to the migratory status of these children.
Officials generally agree that fishers move frequently and far but that
family members do not move. Exceptions were noted in the cases of
Vietnamese fishers in the Gulf of Mexico whose famiilies live aboard
their boats.5” In Alaska, with a state population of 524,000, the fishing
industry is the largest source of private employment. Fishing and seafood
processing employ approximately 41,000 people, half of whom are
young, out-of-state males. MSRTS reports that Alaska has over 12,000
children of migrant fishers, a iarge number considering that Alaska only
has about 165,000 children within the ages served by MEPs.

However, officials indicate that most fishing occurs in the summer
and that in fishing districts the school year is adjusted to fit the seasonal
fishing cycle. Although many males hold several fishing licenses and
work in several fisheries each year, they almost always travel alone.
Children accompany their parents usually for short trips or during sum-
mer vacation. Consequently, the children's education is virtually uninter-
rupted, and families do not migrate during the school year. Similar find-
ings characterize the fishing industry in Massachusetts to which fishers
from North Carolina and Cape Verde Islands travel.

Exceptions exist that indicate some groups of fishers do migrate with
their families. In Louisiana, a small population of Vietnamese families
live aboard the family boat. Shrimp fishers spend a few months in Florida
and then migrate to follow the movement of shrimp.68 In both cases, the
children of these families attend more than one school during the school
year.

Overall, the majority of fishing is done by unaccompanied males,
mostly unmarried. The families of married fishers are almost totally
sedentary and, for the most part, their children do not have problems
associated with migrancy.

through 19 are replaced by environ-
mentaliy caused problems and
chronic diseases such as diabetes and
gynecological problems for females
and dermatitis, scarlet fever, dental
disease, and genito-urinary disease
for males. Also, an examination of
recotds of migrant student deaths
reported by MSRTS indicates that a
relatively large number die as a result
of work-related accidents, violence,
and drowning.®

Education. Most adult migrant
farmworkers have completed low
levels of education. Over 90 j ercent

primarily speak a language other
than English, and 84 percent speak
limited English or none at all.¢!
These same problems burden their
children. English proficiency appears
to be decreasing based unon teach-
ers’ ratings of the child's vral-lan-
guage skills. In 1977, approximately
65 percent of the migrant student
population were judged to have oral-
English skills at a level adequate for
functioning in a classroom. By 1990,
that percent {ell to less than 40 per-
cent.®? Although these statistics are
cause for concern, they should also
be viewed with carrtion since they
come from two noncomparable stud-
ies. |
While the majority of the migrant
workers represented in NAWS are
Spanish-speaking Mexicans who
immigrate on a seasonal basis, there
are also about 65,000 Mexican and
Central American agricultural work-
ers who speak only indigenuus
Native American languages, rather
than Spanish. The linguistic isolation
of these workers and their children
poses a special challenge for educa-
tors and other service providers.

| Trends For the Year 2000

Although no one can predict with
total accuracy future changes in the
characteristics of the migrant farm-
worke?, it seems that the trends al-
ready in evidence today will contin-
ue.53 As the country moves closer to
the year 2000, the United States will
continue to have a labor-intensive
agricultural industry. The demand for
fresh fruits and vegetables has been
growing by about 2 percent annually,
or between 20 and 30 percent over
the decade. Neither the North
American Free Trade Agreement,
IRCA provisions, nor mechanization



are likely to reduce farmworker
employment below current levels—
2.5 million people who work in agri-
culture at some time during the year,
with 2 million of those working in
crops.

It appears that the major shift by
the year 2000 will not be in the
number of farmworkers, but rather
in their distribution and characteris.
tics. Several factors will play a pivotal
role in determining the destination of
migratory farmworkers. Uncontrol-
lable factors, such as the natura] phe-
nomena of freezes, droughts, and
storms, affect, if and for how long,
work is available, Higher transporta-
tion costs may cause a shift in pro-
duction closer t~ population areas,
This is especially important since
two-thirds of the population live on
the East Coast yet two-thirds of the
fruits and vegetables are grown else-
where. Likewise, increased water
costs might shift production to areas
with more readily available but less.
costly water supplies,

Possible shifts in production cen-
ters will produce a corresponding
relocation of migrant farmworkers
and require more flexibi'ity in all the
programs that serve migrants, This is
an important consideration, since
migrant farmworkers, especially
those involved in entry-level harvest
labor, will be increasingly disadvan-
taged relative to the average U.S,
workforce. Of the 1.3 million appli-
cants for the SAS program who said
they did 90 days of rarm work in
1985 and 1986, the median had a
fifth-grade Mexican education; and
most had not finished primary school
in Mexico.5s

A compounding problem is that
the U.S. labor demands are shifting
from entry-level industria] jobs to

those requiring more education.
Farmworkers who may want to move
into nonfarm work may not be able
to because they lack the skills needed
in both the industry and service sec-
tors jobs, 66

Since the average migront farm-
worker's career is less than 10 years,
by the year 2000, migrant farmwork-
ers and their children will have all the
disadvantages normally associated
with poorly educated immigrants who
were employed in a seasonal industry
which offered almost no career lad-
ders and almost no fringe benefits.
Their educational, health, and social
services needs will continue to be
great. Consequently, the migrant
assistance and education programs
will be targeting a much more needy
population than ever before.

“w..] wag born In Jaipa, Zacatecas, Mexico. My father, an orphan since the
age of 7, made his first movs to the United States In 1961 stthe age of 14. He
spent several years working In the fields of southern Califorala, migrating to
and from Mexico...my father...marrled...my mother and [left to] follow the
crops all the way to...a small town | northern Californla. Soon after my moth-
of, my sister, and | joined him. At first we didn’t have any place to §9, nor any
money with which te rent a home. We wers taken In by an uncle who lived on
a ranch. Our first stay In ‘el norte’ lasted for only a tew months,
“Wlnalumnﬂumdbeomnﬂmmmmn it was very expensive
to support a family In America on o farmer’s Incoms, it was sasier than trying
to make a living In our home town of Jaiga. Not only did we have luxuries like

“..oin the tields it is normal for children to be working at a very young age.
Most migrant tamilies are large and cannot survive on a single Incoms. Many
tlmsmnmmumdomulnmmm
Iy, much less pay for day cave. Instead the wholo family
10 years oid when | first started working. | picked fruit and vegetables along
side my paremts all season,
[only] enough...to buy the basic Recessities. By the time | was in high school,
| was employed at thres different jobs at the same time...

“Even with a combined family income there were times when our family [of
ulnht]molthulnd.htormmumm. E
& house with our relatives whe aiso sought employsiwnt In the fiolds. With 14
people In the same house it was very difficult to make ends mest..,”

—Loia Espmoza®







 Administration and

Governance

“ .if you want to serve the migrant
child, you have to serve the decision
makers that impact and effect legisla-
tion of policy or educational curricu-
lum..." —DR. TADEO REYNA!

hrough literally hundreds
of hours of meetings and
thousands of pages of tes-
timony, the National
Commission on Migrant
Education heard the eloquent and
sometimes impassioned messages of
administrators, teachers, parents,
government officials, and even
migrant youth. Although some car-
ried their messages through transla-
tors, some in halting English, and
others in the articulate mien of the
truly educated, the message was sim-
ilar—the Migrant Education Program
(MEP) works, regardless of its short-
comings. Although a large measure
of the program’s success can be
attributed to the enthusiasm and
dedication of the individuals who
“make it happen,” many of the pro-
gram’s features and characteristics set

forth in the legislation provide the
backdrop that makes it possible.

Many supplementary programs
and services for disadvantaged people
were part of the War on Poverty pro-
grams created in the 1960s. At that
time Congress enacted Title 1 of the
Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) which autho-
rized the creation of four programs: a
Basic Grant Program to Local
Education Agencies (LEAs) and
three separate state grant programs.
Each program focused on a distinct -
target population. The requirements
for implementing all ESEA Title 1
programs remain today,? despite
numerous reauthorizations and statu-
tory revisions.

MEP originated as an amendment
to ESEA Title 1 in 1966 [See
Appendix C] when Congress
acknowledged that children of migra-
tory workers had certain needs that
warranted a gpecial program.

*The children of migratory agricultural work-
ers present a unique problem for educators.

Requirements for all
ESEA Title 1 programs:

B eligible children must
be assessed annually;

B programs/services are
based upon the assessed
needs of eligible children;

B children with the
greatest needs receive
priority for services;

B eligible children
attending private schools
are not excluded;

@ parents/guardians of
participating children are
to be involveu in the pro-
grams; and

W programs/services are
evaluated to determine
their impact on children’s
basic skills achievement.




State Education Agencies
(SEAs) conduct the fol-
lowing activities to sup-
port the goals of Chapter
1 MEP:

M identify and recruit eli-
gible migrant children;*

M enroll eligible migrant
children in the Migrant
Student Record Transfer
System;

M assess the unique needs
of migrant children;

M design programs and
services for regular
and/or summer school
terms;

M coordinate these pro-
grams and services with
other states, agencies,
and programs that serve
migrant families;

W involve parents in MEP
and establish Parent
Advisory Councils; and

B evaluate the effective-
ness of programs and ser-
vices relative to desired
outcomes.

SEAs are authorized
to administer these activ-
ities directly or through
subgrants to local operat-
ing agencies such as
school districts, nonprofit
agencies, or other public
agencies. In 1992, every
state and jurisdiction,
except for Hawaii,
American Samoa, and
the Virgin Islands,
received MEP grants,

Migratory workers travel from community to
community in order to work. They often settle in
a single community for two months or less.
Consequently, their children are seldom in school
long enough to participate in school activities;
some spend only two to six weeks in any one
school district during the harvest season. Well
over half are not achieving at their grade level.” 3

The primary goals of Chapter 1
MERP are to serve the urique educa-
tional needs of children who migrate
as a result of their families’ work in
agriculture, dairy, or fishing, and to
help children who have ceased
migrating to overcome educational
difficulties resulting from a previous-
ly mobile lifestyle. On an annual
basis, State Education Agencies
(SEAs) apply to the Secretary of
Education for funding to help them
meet the goals of the program.

If educators are to translate statu-
tory requirements into workable pro-
grams for migrant children, they
must find a way to satisfy both statu-
tory and regulatory requirements
without sacrificing program effec-
tiveness. MEP must be adaptable
since migrant children live in differ-
ent states at various times of the year.
To make the programs more flexible,
staff at each level of the educational
hierarchy—local, state, and Federal—
must synchronize their efforts to
provide a coordinated national pro-
gram for migrant children.

Federal Role in MEP

At the Federal level, the Office of
Migrant Education (OME), within
the U.S. Department of Education
(ED), administers MEP. OME issues
regulations, allocates funds, awards
contracts, and routinely performs
regulatory oversight responsibilities
(such as monitoring).

While these duties are similar in
nature and scope to those in other

o
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Federal programs, OME has an addi-
tional set of responsibilities.
Statutorily, OME allocates funds to
states according to a formula, devel-
ops a standard form to certify the eli-
gibility of migrant children,s devel-
ops and disseminates a policy manual
that describes program requirements
for subgrantees,® and coordinates
activities with the states.” MEP made
major gains when OME formalized
program operations by disseminating
both a policy manual and a standard
certification form. Each ensured that
program requirements were consis-
tent across states. In addition to
developing policy, OME also over-
sees coordination of interagency, intra-
agency, and interstate activities. Such
efforts are ongoing and are accom-
plished in a variety of ways.

In 1991, ED identified 18 pro-
grams across the Federal Govern-
ment that served migrant families.?
Although most agencies work with
each other voluntarily, MEP is one of
the few programs that operates
under a mandate of interagency coor-
dination. In this area, OME’s efforts
are primarily limited to participating
in interagency committees and enter-
ing into agreements with other
Federal programs.

Within ED, most of OME's intra-
agency coordination activities involve.
the Office of Compensatory
Education Programs. Even though
OME requires commitment from its
grantees to coordinate, the
Commission found communications
between MEP and other ED pro-
grams generally limited to higher lev-
els within the organization, such as
between the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Elementary and
Secondary Education and the Office
of the General Counsel.




Consequently, the Commission rec-
ommends that ED consider a more
formalized coordination process for
encouraging intra-agency coordina-
tion within ED. The Commission
suggests that ED encourage its pro-
gram officers to employ monitoring
strategies (e.g., joint program moni-
toring) that present as little disrup-
tion to the school staff as possible.
This suggestion reflects the
Commission’s concern about the
burden placed on local schools when
program officers arrive at different
times.

OME has been overseeing con-
tracts that facilitate interstate coordi-
nation of MEP services among states
since 1978. To ensure that states
were involved, in 1988 Congress
required OME to include them in
the consultation and approval of
these coordination contracts.!” In
1992, OME formalized state involve-
ment by creating a process that
allows states to provide input with-
out compromising the integrity of
the procedure for awarding Federal
contracts. The Commission believes
that consultation should not be limit-
ed to state directors as members of
the National Association of State
Directors for Migrant Education
(NASDME) but should also include
local project staff who are responsi-
ble for providing services to migrant
children.

The Commission found that to
achieve this goal of interstate coordi-
nation ED has adopted practices to
ensure that technical assistance and
coordination are at the heart of MEP.
The most frequent forms of coordi-
nation are the provision of technical
assistance through contractors,!! the
participation in NASDME meetings,
and the dissemination of joint mem-

oranda with other Federal programs
to encourage activities that benefit
migrant children.

Overall, the Federal role focuses
on administrative activities which
facilitate the implementation of MEP
in every state. Besides performing the
traditional functions of an office in a
regulatory agency (issuing regula-
tions, allocating funds, reviewing pro-
grams for compliance, etc.), OME
provides technical assistance and
coordination services. These activities
assist the states in meeting the needs
of migrant children. OME's leader-
ship has furthered this end by active-
ly encouraging ongoing communica-
tion between ED and the states.

State Role in MEP

Congress authorized MEP as a
state grant program so that through
SEA leadership, programs and ser-
vices could be targeted to the states
and the areas within those states
where migrant children are found.
Each state operates its MEP based
upon the number of migrant children
within its jurisdictions, the time peri-
ods migrant children are in residence,
the state’s size, and the need for ser-
vices.

SEA Administrative Activities.':
Each SEA has flexibility in the way it
administers MEP within its own
jurisdiction although standards exist
to cnsure some uniformity in pro-
gram implementation. For example,
the state must establish a formal
complaint procedure which describes
the process for resolving program
grievances; however, the specifics can
vary by state. In addition, if the state
establishes its own rules, regulations,
and policies for MEP, then the state
must convene a state committee of
local administrators, teachers, and

“Coordination and cooper-
atlon can never be man-
dated, and the willingness
to cooperate does not
occur until people under-
stand the uniqueness of
the migeant chiid, the
migrant lifestyle, and the
Migrant Educsation
mmoll“ UOII cap-
turs the heart and soul,
the mind and body will fol-
low and usually do for
many yoars; and | belleve
that this fact alone has
helped make migrant edu-
cators unusually commit-
ted and the Migrant
Education Program unique-
ly successful. The Interre-
lationship between atti-
tude and cooperation and
coordination cannot be
separated...”

—Rosenr Levy®
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parents to act in an advisory capacity.

SEAs are permitted to award sub-
grants to LEAs, nonprofit agencies,
and other public agencies through an
application process. The
Commission'’s review of FY 1991
state plans, which are the applica-
tions that the states submit to OME
for grants, indicated that all use sub-
grantees to provide services to
migrant children, except New
Hampshire and the District of
Columbia. The most frequent recipi-
ents of these subgrants are LEAs.

The primary role of the SEA is
administrative, i.e., to ensure that
MEP services are offered to meet the
needs of migrant children and that
funds are spent within the guidelines
of the statutory and regulatory
requirernents. Although each state
administers MEP differently, some
practices are similar in all states,
These similarities and differences can
best be seen through the analysis of
the specific functions that are
required by MEP.

Identification and Recruitment. >
To ensure that all migrant children
have access to MEP services, each
state must identify and recruit (I&R)
eligible children who reside within
its borders. I&R is one of the most
critical components of MEP since it
determines whether migrant children
will have access to MEP services. [t
also affects MEP funding allocations
to the state,

In most states, the SEAs and their
subgrantees share I&R responsibili-
ties. The SEA's primary role in this
process is administrative: overseeing
and training local recruiters, commu.-
nicating with state-level organiza-
tions to locate migratory workers,
and monitoring the overall quality of
statewide I&R activities. In some

states with areas of high concentra-
tions of migrant families, the local
MEP is responsible for its own I&R;
however, in other areas where the
migrant population may be more
scattered, the state usually conducts
its own statewide I&R.

In order to ensure that the chil-
dren being served are eligible under
the MEP definition of migrant, ED
encourages the states to accurately
identify children by allowing no
more than 5 percent to be inappro-
priately classified as eligible.!s In
accordance with statutory and regu-
latory requirements, each state’s
recruitment effort must be statewide,
thorough, and comprehensive,

Migrant children are identified in
a variety of ways. State staff responsi-
ble for recruitment usually commu-
nicate with associations, other state
offices, and organizations that can
provide information both on the
location of agricultural, dairy, or fish-
ing activities and on periods of peak
employment. Statistics from the
Migrant Student Record Transfer
System (MSRTS) provide additional
information. By evaluating profiles of
past-year enrollments, state staff can
determine where and during what
time periods migrant children are
likely to be residing in their state.

In essence, I&R is a labor-inten-
sive activity, particulaily when chil-
dren are in the process of migrating.
I&R is also costly for states with large
rural areas and scattered migrant
populations. As a result, SEAs often
require their local subgrantees to hire
local recruiters. An additional benefit
of using these local recruiters is that
they are known within their commu-
nities and can readily locate migrant
children. Other recruitment strate-
gies include using SEA staff or part-




time staff to recruit in areas without
local MEPs,'6 conducting statewide
recruitment through one!” syb-
grantee, and/or requiring local school
superintendents to notify SEA staff
of eligible migrant children.'s

Use of MSRTS. !> MSRTS is a
national computerized database that
stores information on migrant chil-
dren and transfers it to the MEP in
 the new area when the child moves
The child’s transition into a new
school is smoother if these records
are complete and accurate.
Consequently, SEAs must design
Wways to ensure the integrity of the
child’s records,20

Although the Commission found
that MSRTS has accomplished some
of its original goals, problems still
~ exist in the accuracy of the informa-
tion and the timeliness with which it
is exchanged. Recommendations for
resolving these problems were
included in the Commission’s report
to Congress.?! As part of its recom-
‘mendations, the Commission sug-
gested reducing the amount of infor-
mation included on MSRTS, involv-
ing parents, improving quality con-
trol, and transferring information
electronically. We are pleased with
the response from ED and NASDME
to this report. Both groups have
adopted the spirit of the report and
are in the process of modifying
MSRTS. The Commission, however,
cautions that its recommendations
were offered as a complete package
to be considered in its entirety.

Assessment of Needs.22 SEAs and
their local subgrantees are required
anrually to assess the needs of MEP
children and to use this information
to design programs and to select eli-
gible children, especially those with
the greatest needs.’ Only those chil-

dren who now reside or are expected
to reside within the district are
assessed and then only in those areas
or subjects of program concentration.
When deciding which needs should
be addressed, SEA staff must consid-
er the availability of other programs,
personnel, and library resources.?*

The process of assessment pre-
sents challenges to the states because
some of their MEP populations are
not in school and much of the assess-
ment information is held by other
entities (e.g., LEAs and MSRTS). For
these reasons, California initiated a
system that uses certain MSRTS ele-
ments to capture the characteristics
of the state’s migrant children; the
system is known as the Student and
Program Needs Assessment
(SAPNA)/Migrant Education Needs
Assessment and Evaluation System
(MENAES).? The Commission
heard testimony regarding its value.
For the first time, both local and
state staff had profiles on groups of
students.?6 While the Commission
commends these efforts to improve
the information reported to MSRTS,
it is concerned that SAPNA/
MENAES, which is mainly a man-
agement tool for the states, may
interfere with the primary mission of
MSRTS—the exchange of student
records.

The Commission appreciates how
complex a process it can be for a
state and its projects to gather accy-
rate data on the progress of migrant
students. While states must conduct
assessments, comprehensive informa-

* tion on migrant children remains ely-

sive. Unfortunately, the information
needs of state administrators (for
program management) differ from
those of local service providers (for
program planaing). Consequently,




“,..wo soe all of these
entities as members of one
body whoss common pur-
pose is to meet the educa-
tional needs of the migrant
child, and this body we
see not as one member but
many. And just like the
human body usés its mem-
bers for ditferent fune-
tions, this body of migrant
entities uses its different
members...for different
functions...And many
times...we use the hands
for anuther activity, use
the eyes for another activ-
ity; but sometimes we
need eye-hand coordina-
tion.”

—Dr. Tapeo Reva2®

each requires its own set of tools and
procedures for assessing migrant chil-
dren that will provide the informa-
tion necessary to design effective
programs. Mandatory testing may be
the most efficient method for states
to acquire information on the basic
skills knowledge of migrant children
but it may also provide unreliable
information about them since many
migrant children are recent immi-
grants with limited-English skills.

The Commission believes that
Federal policy should be sensitive to
these problems and encourage realis-
tic practices; otherwise, SEAs may be
in the unenviable position of having
to choose between following the
spirit or the letter of the law.

Designing Program Services.””
SEAs are authorized to use MEP
funds for supplementary programs
and services that meet the special
educational needs of migrant children
during the regular school term, as
well as during the summer term. MEP
funds can pay for personnel, equip-
ment, materials, staff training, sup-
port services, construction of school
facilities (if necessary), and coordina-
tion activities with other programs for
migrant children. In contrast, MEP
funds cannot be used as general aid or
to support programs that are the legal
responsibility of the LEA, such as a
desegregation program.

The SEA generally assumes
administrative and leadership roles
with respect to the funding, location,
term, and general design of its MEP.
However, the local projects deter-
mine how the basic program objec-
tives will be implemented and
include a description of the process
as part of their application. SEA staff
approve local project applications
and then monitor the program to

ensure that the services delivered are
those described in the application.

State Coordination Activities.”® In
addition to OME'’s coordination
activities, MEP also requires exten-
sive coordination activities by the
states. Coordination must occur
among the agencies and Federal pro-
grams that serve migrant chitdren
and families, among the states to
ensure the transfer of student infor-
mation, and among all local MEP
projects.

The SEAs generally promote
interagency coordination amoug the
agencies that serve the migrant fami-
ly by forming committees composed
of agency representatives. The com-
mittees meet regularly to plan and
coordinate services. These meetings
help MEP state directors to learn
when and where migrant families
will be working so that they can plan
more coordinated services for
migrant children and, thereby, help
to reduce program costs.

In an ideal situation, coordination
among agencies allows each agency
and program to share resources to
expand the scope of its services. ror
example, by sharing information
about the same migrant farmworkers,
the Migrant and Seasonal Farm-
worker Job Training and Partnership
Act (JTPA) Program can assist MEP
in identifying and locating families;
Migrant Health can conduct health
screenings; and Migrant Head Start
can provide preschool services to
children. This referral process
enables a family to access services
from several programs without
applying separately for each.’® In
some cases, services from various
programs are in one location so all
the needs of a family can be

addressed.?!




SEAs also make sure that intera- SEAs are required to ensure that

gency activities occur at the local MEP projects involve parents in
level and provide assistance if the meaningful ways in planning and
agencies are not working together. In  implementing programs for their
general, MEP applications include children and themselves. Projects
descriptions of the activities local offered in the regular school term

subgrantees plan to use when work-  must convene Parent Advisory

ing with other agencies. SEAs then Councils that include parents of chil-
monitor the programs to ensure that  dren participating in the program. In
the planned activities occur. particular, MEP projects must find

The Commission confirmed that  ways to involve parents who lack lit-
one of the negative effects of migra-  eracy or have limited-English skills.
tion is the lack of continuity that - N ——
tends to disrupt the migrant child’s
education. Effective interstate and
intrastate coordination helps to ame:
liorate this problem by encouraging
continuity through curriculum, cred-
its, and services.32 The Commission
recognizes that each state is responsi-
ble for designing a curriculum to suit
the needs of its students. However,
such independence—and the increas-
ing autonomy of some LEAs—makes
interstate coordination of educational
services for the migrant child exceed-
ingly difficult.

Interstate coordination within
MEP is accomplished by the use of
MSRTS, by consultation with NAS-
DME, and by the awarding of special
grants/contracts administered by
OME. A portion of each state’s MEP
funds is set aside at the Federal level
to support the MSRTS contract,
since MSRT'S facilitates the nation-
wide exchange of student informa-
tion. NASDME supports interstate
coordination by sponsoring national
conferences and regional meetings
where SEA and local operating staff
can share training and information.

Parental Involvement.>> “One of the
things that migrant education taught
us [is that] as parents, we have the
pzul)der of changing the minds of our .

ildren."— ; Y : ,
childr Anastacio Andrada /° . 74
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Examples of Section 143
Coordination Grants are:

B Interstate Migrant
Secondary Service Program
coordinated services to
junior and senior high
school migrant students
in 11 states.

W Interstate Migrant
Secondary Team Project
addressed the problems
of California’s intrastate
migrants and trained a
national group of migrant
education experts,

B Migrant Dropout
Reconnection Project tar-
geted migrants who had
dropped out of school
and helped them gradu-
ate or obtain an equiva-
lency diploma. The ro-
ject newsletter, sent to
identified dropouts, pro-
vided information on
ways for them to “recon-
nect” with school. This
outstanding project was
awarded a grant by ED'’s
Dropout Prevention
Program.38

The SEA's primary role in this area is
to ensure that local projects fulfill
this obligation.

The Commission is pleased to
find that over half of the states out-
lined actiwities in their MEP plans
that go beyond the legal require-
ments for parental involvement.3 [n
addition, some agencies not required
by law to have councils, were offer-
ing them. By doine so, they were fol-
lowing the spirit of the mandate.

Evaluation.’s At least once every 3
years, a MEP project must conduct a
formal evaluation to determine the
impact of its program on the migrant
children it serves. SEAs must submit
information annually on the migrant
children who participated in the pro-
grams and biennially on how success-
fui the project was in meeting its
goals. In addition, local MEPs must
determine how successful formerly
migrant children have been in main-
taining achievement gains for at least
2 years,

Though SEAs have always been
required to evaluate MEP and report
their results to ED, the states and the
Federal Government have tried over
the years to develop a process that
suits the needs of both the states
(sufﬁciently accurate for program
planning) and ED (sufficiently uni-
form to generate a national profile of
program success). Meanwhile, the
states and OME are working to
resolve the difference between what
is required and what is practical.

With this in mind, the
Commission has several suggestions.
First, the Commission encourages
Congress and OME to continue sup-
porting the development of a flexible
evaluation system for migrant educa-
tion. Second, Congress is also urged
to review the current reporting

schedule to ensure that LEA and
SEA requirements are synchronized.
Third, the Commission suggests that
ED explore vehicles to gather inor-
mation on the proportion of LEP
migrant children who participate in
other supplementary programs such
as Chapter 1.

Special Projects
to Enhance MEP

In 1978, Congress authorized a
discretionary grant program (Section
143) to support interstate coordina-
tion activities. These grants were
funded by ED, but administered by
the states. Although more than 100
gran*s were funded, most were too
narrowly focused to meet the pro-
gram goal,” and they did not clearly

differentiate between the general

educational needs (e.g., language
enrichment) and the specific educa-
tional needs (e.g,, high school credit
transfer) of migrant students. OME’s
role in interstate coordination
includes ensuring that these contracts
and grants meet their stated objec-
tives and that states are consulted in
the process.

In 1985, legislative amendments
gave ED more control over program
design.® In response to these
changes, OME asked the states to
identify priority areas for coordina-
tion. Given their need for technical
assistance in providing services to
migrant children, the states request-
ed that resource centers be estab-
lished. Eventually, the Program
Development Centers were created
to provide technical assistance, These
Centers became tools to help the
states facilitate coordination within
states and across regions.

As part of the 1988 legislative
changes, Section 143 became Section




1203 and the coordination projects
under this Section became national
in scope. Those projects that are cur-
rently funded under Section 1203
are listed in Appendix E, Exhibit 2.1.
While most appear to focus on valu-
able national efforts for coordination,
the Commission is concerned that
some sections of the two projects,
the Migrant Stopover Center and the
National Secondary Credit Exchange
and Accrual Project, may not be
meeting their intended goals.

The Migrant Stopover Center,
which provides a variety of services
to families traveling in the central
stream, was neither requested by
NASDME nor enthusiastically sup-
ported by OME. One of its services
is short-term college counseling,
which does not appear to be a viable
activity for a stopover location.® The
Commission encourages ED and pro-
ject administration to work coopera-
tively to identify more appropriate
activities.

The National Secondary Credit
Exchange and Accrual Project, which
was originally created to assist high
school migrant students transfer
credits between schools, shifted its
~ focus away from its main goal toward
the development of a formula to cal-
culate the national migrant dropout
rate. However, the Commission is
encouraged by a review of recent
contracts which suggest that the pro-
. ject may be refocusing on its original
goal of credit exchange and accrual.
The Commission further believes
that the transfer of credits for cur-
rently migrant students is very
important and it urges ED and other
agencies such as the Chief State
School Officers, the National Goals
Panel, and the National Governors
Association to support and encour-

age the project’s original goals of sec-
ondary credit exchange for migrant
children. It would be a tragedy for
MEP children if any part of this
Section 1203 project failed.

Given that the major obstacle to
the transfer of credits for migrant
students is the lack of a common pol-
icy on credit accrual across states,!
this project is certainly a high priori-
ty and has the potential to ease this
problem.

“...there is nothing more disappointing to a
student than to have passed a course only to dis-
cover that the course was not accepted. It is not
hard to imagine how their disappointment can

grow into real disillusionment, a reluctance to re-
enroll in school or ever to graduate.”42

While this chapter describes the
structure and core of the activities
that are the basis for MEP, the ulti-
mate goal of the program is to help
migrant farmworkers improve the
quality of their lives:

“In our role as advocates for farmworkers’
families, we must help other institutions change

so that we can ultimately empower migrant fami-
lies to meet their own needs."3

The Commission also believes
that MEP should serve as an advo-
cate for migrant children in local
communities. The program should
be more aggressive in finding and
serving migrant children and their
families who need services from
state, Federal, and other programs. In
addition, ED should provide support
for state administrators in ensuring
that local MEPs meet their stated
goals and objectives. Furthermore,
the Commission suggests that
Congress consider, during the next
reauthorization, legislative language
which would permit the Section
1203 grant process to be opened to
other public and private groups.
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Meeting the Needs
* of the Migrant Child

“The Day the Crops Failed... When
[ went to my back yard everything was
frozen and 1 was very frightened, it's
because of the cold weather. My family
and 1 couldn’t eat any more good veg-
etables. We only have beans, eggs, and
several radishes. We need some money,
so we can buy food. We all live in a
trailer in a camp. My mom . lomatoes,
at work, got frozen...If we put on the
gas stove to warm up, we would have
to pay lots of money and [we] don't
have enough.”
—FEGOBILIA IBARRA, Grade 3
igrant children are
characterized by a
diverse set of traits.
They possess a wide
range of academic
strengths and weaknesses. Some
migrate during different seasons to
different places for varying lengths of
time and some do not migrate at all.
Such a diverse set of traits provides
states and local programs with the
unique challenge of designing pro-
grams and support services with the

flexibility to meet the considerable
acadernic, linguistic, and health ser-
vice needs of this population.

During the course of conducting
research and hearing testimony, the
Commission was encouraged to find
that many Migrant Education
Program (MEF) staff aggressively
sought out and served migrant chil-
dren in need of instructional and
social-service assistance. Conversely,
the Commission was discouraged to
find that based on the changing
demographics within the migrant
workforce, some children migrating
now have even greater needs than
those of the past. Identifying these
children and providing appropriate
services are two of the tasks that
state and local agencies are address-
ing (See Appendix F).

In 1991, more than 600,000 chil-
dren were certified as eligible for
Chapter 1 MEP throughout the
United States.? This program funds
supplementary educational and sup-
port services to children ages 3 -




*
through 21 whose parents ae
presently migratory (currently) or
whose families have moved in the
past 5 years (formerly) (see
Appendix C). While national statis-
tics indicate that almost half of thesze
children moved? sometime during a
12-month period,* statistics describ-
ing the status of migrant children
show that states have widely differ-
ent proportions of currently and for-
merly migratory children. (Appendix
E, Exhibit 3.1.)

MEP provides a range of services
to about three-fourths of the eligible
population.’ Services are based upon
a migrant child's needs, the availabilj-
ty of MEP funding, the existence of
other funded services, and the time
of year when a large number of chil-
dren are present. Although MEP is a
supplementary program that targets
specific services to specific needs, it
also provides full services both in the
areas of instruction and support to
migrant children. As a result, a vari-
ety of programs are available for a
broad range of age groups from
preschool to age 21 which are served
during either or both the regular and
summer school terms,

MEP Population
Compared to Regular School
Term Population

In relative size, the MEP popula-
tion during the regular school term
represents slightly less than 1 percent
of all children enrolled in public
schools across the nation. While the
incidence of MEP children varies by
state (from about 5 percent in Alaska
to less than 0.01 percent in West
Virginia),” they represent a relatively
small proportion of the total public
school population in any state during
the regular school year. For the hand-
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ful of districts that operate year-
round programs, their students are
included as part of the regular term
enrollment.

Changes in the location and con-
centration of the MEP population
vary seasonally based on when
migrant labor is needed. Conse-
quently, some states (e.g., California
and Texas as home base states) serve
many more migrant children during
the regular school term, while others
(e.g., Wyoming as a receiving state)
serve the largest number during the
sunmer, and rune during the regular
school term. Still others because of
their vast expanses (e.g,, Alaska),
serve a sizable population that moves
within the state boundary rather
than to other states. As a result, the
states offer programs and services
that are tailored to the size of the
migrant population, their length of
stay, and their migration pattern.

California, which has a lazge
intrastate migratory population,
serves the largest concentration of
migrant children during the regular
term and offers special projects to
targeted populations during the sum-
mer months. Nebraska has the largest
concentration of children during the
summer term, so MEP services are
provided in the summer rather than
during the regular term. By contrast,
in New York where migratory move-
ment is within the state and where a
sizeable portion of formerly migrant
children reside, relatively comparable
numbers of children receive services
during both the regular and the sum-
mer terms.

Identification &
Recruitment Are Critical

Identification & Recruitment
(I&R) ¢ e the processes through




which migrant children are identified
and deemed eligible for MEP. Since
children who are migrating and those
who formerly migrated are eligible,
recruitment activities must target
both groups. Activities range from
basic administrative procedures suc*
as recertification of those previously
identified to intense outreach activi-
ties. Some common methods of
recruiting include posting announce-
ments in public buildings such as
churches or stores, visiting migrant
labor camps, and even “spreading the
word” to other migrant families new
to an area.t Recruitment occurs pri-
marily through local MEP projects
although some states use regional
centers or one location for statewide
recruiting.’

MEP staff (e.g., recruiters, home-
school liaisons, teachers, etc.) respon-
sible for recruitment activities play
an important role in the program
since they are usually the first MEP
contact the family has. Once a
prospective family is identified, staff
explain the services available through
MEP and obtain basic information
from the parent or guardian to deter-
mine whether the child is eligible for
the program. Many recruiters also
assess family service needs'® and
serve as advocates for migrant chil-
dren to ensure that they receive

appropriate school services and
placements'!.

One problem caused by migra-
tion is the lack of continuity of ser-
vices across states. MEP children
recruited in one state may not be
recruited when they move to another
state. A recent analysis of MSRTS
records found thousands of students
who had left one state and entered
another without being recertified as
eligible for MEP.'2 This might hap-
pen when the child migrates to an
area without a migrant program. The
Commission views recruitment as
one of the most critical components
of MEP, particularly since it affects
those who are currently migrating
and who may be the most difficult to
find and serve. The Commission
encourages MEP recruiters to devel-
op more aggressive methods for iden-
tifying currently migratory children
since they may also be the children
most in need of academic and sup-
port services.

Counted, But Not Served

Not all migrant children deemed
eligible for services actually receive
them.'3 Although eligible children
are counted for the purpose of deter-
mining funding, some may not nec-
essarily receive services. There are
several possible reasons for this dis-
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Leadership Training
Programs, designed to
teach leadership skills to
teenage migrant youth,
are held on weekends.
Florida offers leadership
institutes to middle and
senior high school stu-
dents who are at-risk of
dropping out of school.
This program helps stu-
dents develop leadership
skills while they earn
credits for promotion or
graduation.?? In Oregon,
weekend leadership insti-
tutes permit students to
develop mutual trust,
cooperation, and self-
esteem. These programs
are held on weekends so
that migrant children
with limited-English
skills can train with their
peers™3 rather than with
the general population.

ese programs vary in
design but their common
objective is to raise the
self-esteem of migrant
youth by exposing them
to new experiences.

crepancy. Migrant children are enti-
tled to receive the same basic and
supplementary services available to
all children within a specific pro-
gram. Consequently, some or all of
their needs may have been met
through local, state, and Federal
resources rather than through MEP,
However, since MEP has limited
funds, if a MEP is not available to
provide services, some children may
not be served, particularly if other
programs are not available.

Of the 550,865 children enrolled
in MSRTS during the 1989-90 regu-
lar school term, states reported that
66 percent (360,839) were MEP par-
ticipants. The services they receive
can range in intensity, for example,
from daily language instruction to
tutoring several times weekly.
Exhibit 3.2 illustrates that over a 6-
year period the proportion of eligible
children who receive MEP-funded
services during the regular school
term ranged from a high of 73 per--

cent to a low of 65 percent.

However, the actual numbers of chil-
dren served by MEP have increased
continuously since 1987.14

Needs of MEP children

As is true with other educational-
ly disadvantaged populations,
migrant children generally come
from families with low incomes,
inadequate housing, and serious
health problems.'s What makes
migrant children unique is their
mobility which is caused by their
parents’ employment in agriculture
and fishing. Consequently, on an
annual basis, some children change
schools once, others change several
times,!” and still others attend
schools both within and outside the
United States.!®

, Exhibit 3.2
MEP Eligible Versus Participating
During the Regular School Term -
1984-85 through 1989-90!5

Schee! MSRTS MEP Percont
Yoar Enwelimonts Participants  Served
1984-85 438,958 311,615 71%
1985-86 440,733 323,601 73%
1986-87 448,914 300674 67%
1987-88 471,619 308,249 65%
1988-89 513,137 333,042 65%
1989-90 550,865 360,839 66%

A recent national study of
migrant children documented that
approximately 39 percent of the
migrant students who attend the reg-
ular school term and 45 percent of
the migrant students who attend the
summer school term move within a
12-month period.!® During the 1991
calendar year, MSRTS statistics
showed that 48 percent of the popu-
lation moved at least once during
that time.20

A national profile of migrant stu-
dents suggests that:

B a high proportion (84 percent
to 94 percent) qualify for free or
reduced lunch;?!

M over one-third are one or more
grades behind their age-appropriate
grade level;2

B for approximately 40 percent,
fluency in English interferes with
classroom work;3

@ some have had little or no
exposure to formal education;

B over 40 percent are estimated
to be achieving below the 35th per-
centile in reading;? and

@ the proportion who have needs

diminishes over time once children
cease migrating,26

Ditferences between Currently and
Formerly. Some educators view both
currently and formerly migratory



children as having greater needs than
other disadvantaged populations.?’
Further evidence suggests that a
greater proportion of currently
migratory children have needs that
exceed those of their formerly migra-
tory counterparts,® and that within
the currently migratory population,
differences exist between those who
recentlv entered the migrant work-
force and those who migrate annual-
ly.® In part, these differences result
from the changing demographics of
the migrant farmworker population.
As one local MEP director reported
to the Commission:

The change in our migrant population over
the last ten years has been significant. The profile
has been one of steadily increasing numbers of
nationalities, languages, cultures, and needs... It is
not uncommon to find a ten-year-old child who

has never put one foot through the door of a
school in his life.3

States also report differences in
their currently migratory population
that are related to when they move.

The FY 1991 MEP Grant

Application from Arizona noted
that:

Generally, the needs of mobile migrant stu-
dents fall into two broad categories—one being
those students whose families move in a regular
cycle which means late arrivals into the school
program and early departures. These students’
needs center around flexibility in both timing and
content of the delivery of instructional services.
The second broad group of mobile students are
those whose families move from place to place
within a more confined geographic area and their
movements have less predictability. These are
more often dysfunctional families with more
intense support service needs.3!

Programs Designed
to Meet Needs

To address the need for intense
support services, MEP, as a full-ser-
vice program may fund instructional,
medical, and social services.
However, to receive these services,

migrant children must have a need
that falls within the boundaries spec-
ified by the state or by local projects.

Strategies for providing services
vary from project to project because
of differences in the needs of the
population, the availability of other
programs and services, and the fiscal
resources of MEP. Some local pro-
jects that operate year-round cus-
tomize their services in response to
the seasonal changes in the numbers
and types of migrant children who
attend. Other projects offer services
only during the regular term or the
summer term, whenever the greatest
numbers of migranrt children are pre-
sent. Some sites offer projects that
serve only migrant children within
their district. In contrast, other pro-
jects provide services across a region
that includes severa! school districts.

Many programs offer full-day
instructional services as well as tutor-
ing, home-based services, compen-
satory instruction, and special pro-
jects such as Leadership Training.
Differences in instructional strategies
are most notable between regular
and summer term projects since
MEP is usually the only instructional
program available during the sum-
mer.

Regular Term and Summer Term
Projects. Although MEPs are usually
classified by school term, the pro-

Exhibit 3.3
Number of Migrant Children
Receiving MiiP Services
By School Term 1984-1990%

Yoar Roguise Summer
Schesl Term  Scheol Torm
1984-85 311,615 100,895
1985-86 323,601 112,350
198687 300,674 104,751
1987-88 308,249 105,419 ~
1988-89 333,042 125,427 ~
1989-90 360,839 127,980

One project in Florida
has nine components.
The preschool supports a
Head Start-like program.,
At the primary and ele- -
mentary grade levels
instructional tutors assist
migrant children in the
regular classroom. Class
size is reduced (using
local and MEP funds to
support the regular class-
room teacher) in
Language Arts classes in
middle schools and high
schools. Also available
are after-school tutorial
programs with accompa-
nying child-care services
for younger siblings. This
program also offers after-
school recreational pro-
grams, a dropout preven-
tion program, and med-
ical and social referral
services, 3>
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When the regular school
term ends, the summer
term MEP project in
New York begins its
home-study program.
Later in the summer, a
day and evening program
begins when larger con-
centrations of currently
migratory children arrive.
Day programs are offered
to elementary children
and evening programs are
offered to middle and
high school students. For
those who cannot attend
either program, a home-

study program is avail-
able 4

grams share many features regardless
of when or where the service is
offered, differing for the most part
only in the numbers of children they
serve,

Unlike the regular term, all chil-
dren who are counted for summer
term funding must be served.36
Furthermore, programs during the
regular term supplement existing
school district programs, while dur-
ing the summer, MEP is frequently
the only available service.

The greatest number of children
are served during the regular school
term (Exhibit 3.3). The amount of
instructional time may range from
less than an hour to several hours per
week depending on how instruction
is provided.’” Furthermore, a greater
proportion of summer term as com-
pared to regular term students
receive more than one MEP-funded
service.

Exhibit 3.4 shows the number
and percent of the population that
received difterent types of instruc-
tional services during the 1989-90
Program Year. In both school terms,
the largest percentage of children
received MEP-funded reading and
mathematics services, while the
smallest percentage received voca-
tional services.

As one local project director in

California stated to the Commission
regarding summer programs:

The major focus of migrant education in
summer schools is not only to remediate
unlearned skills, but also provide students with a
stimulating, rich curriculum that integrates high-
er-order thinking skills, meaning-centered cur-
riculum, student-centered activities, and perhaps
most important of all, learning how to learn. The
seeond focus is not to stop the learning process

but to see that it continues.3

Services Are Need-Based. Each
migrant child is assessed to deter-
mine whether he or she needs educa-
tional and support services. Should a
need exist, project staff might design
a program appropriate for the stu-
dent’s needs by selecting a combina-
tion of services provided by MEP or
other funded programs, Conceivably,
some children might not receive
MEP services because their needs are
met through other funded programs,
while other migrant children might
receive services through a combina-
tion of MEP and another funded pro-
gram. Among children who did not
participate in MEP, less than one-
third received Chapter 1 and less
than 10 percent participated in pro-
grams for students who are limited-
English proficient.® Those children
who do receive MEP services partici-
pate in other programs only at a
slightly higher rate 43

Although these statistics paint a

Exhibit 3.4
Number and Percent of Children Receivin
MEP Funded Instructional Services 1989-9038
Service Rogular Su..00! Torm Summeor Scheol Torm
Instructional Area Numbor  Percont Number  Porcent
English As a Second Language (ESL) 72,868  20% 31,874 25%
Reading ‘ 141,499  39% 63,035  49%
Other Language Arts 60,898 17% (57,751 45%
Mathematics . 100903  28% 64893 51%
Vocational 12,187 3% 13,884 11%
Other Instructional Services 53,716  15% 51,301  40%
(e.g. driver education)
Unduplicated Count 360,839 127,980




less-than-clear picture of who is and
is not served and why, there are pro-
jects particularly in the regular term
where multiple sources of funds
(e.g, MEP and bilingual programs)
finance instructional supplementary
services.# Consequently, whether a
migrant child can participate in MEP
as well as other funded supplemen-
tary programs differs from school dis-
trict to school district. Thus, the
degree to which migrant children
participate in MEP and in other pro-
grams is a function of the match
between each child’s need and the
array of existing programs.

Support Services. Migrant chil-
dren receive a number of services
created to offset some of the prob-
lems associated with poor nutrition,
inadequate medical services, etc. As
with instructional services, more
children received supporting services
during the 1989-90 regular term
than during the summer term,
except for nutrition and transporta-
tion services which serve larger num-
bers of children during the summer.
Exhibit 3.5 shows that similar pro-
portions of the children received
medical, dental, and guidance ser-
vices regardless of school term.

Targeted-Service Groups.
Although MEP can provide funded
services to eligible children between

the ages of 3 and 21, more than 60
percent of the children served by
MEP are enrolled in kindergarten
through gr. de 6.% In fact, only
slightly more than half of the local
projects in a 1990 nationzl sample
offered services to those aged 18
through 21.47 At a national level,
almost equal proportions of currently
and formerly migratery children
receive MEP services. On a state-by-
state basis, differences in the percent-
ages of the served population that is
currently migratory range from 99
percent (i.e., Montana) to less than
20 percent (i.e., Massachusetts).**

Priority in MEP services is to be
given to currently migratory children
if they have a need. While some pro-
grams are clearly designed for chil-
dren moving between school dis-
tricts—such as the Portable Assisted
Study Sequence (PASS) which per-
mits secondary students to continue
course completion through indepen-
dent study—the Commission’s
research suggests that services gener-
ally do aot vary relative to migratory
status. Rather, it appears that time of
year and the availability of resources
or other programs are more likely to
determine whether MEP serves a
higher proportion of currently or for-
merly migratory children.

Exhibit 3.5
Number and Percent of Children Receiving‘s
MEP Funded Supporting Services 1989-90
R b

Servico Area Rogulae School Torm ~_Summer Scheo! Torm
Supporting Service Number  Porcont Numbor  Porcont
r
(ﬂﬂaﬁ:glg_o_u_qs_gLir]gw _________________ o 178,134 49% °,777 46%
Social Work/Outreach - 64065  18% 34,657 27%
Hedth 81,778  23% 30,804 24%
Dental 35493 10% . 18,834 15%
Nutrition 35940 10% .. 56,387 44%
Transportation 4416 10% 60,063 4T%
Other Supporting
(e.g., translationservices,insurance) 153909  43% . . 68894  54%_ )
Unduplicated Numberof Participants 360,839 127980 o
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Migrant Populations

with Unique Needs

ven within such a disad-
vantaged population as
migrant children, there
are some whose needs are
distinct. The Commission
was mandated to review the status
and the needs of four such groups—
preschool-aged children, migrant
children with disabilities, gifted and
talented migrant children, and
migrant children who are at-risk of
dropping out of school or who have
dropped out.
Preschool-aged migrant children,
a recent legislative priority for the
Migrant Education Program (MEP),
are of particular concern to the
Commission. Because of the devel-
opmental nature of the preschool
years, what happens during these
years is important for all children but
especially critical for the migrant
child. Consequently, preschool inter-
ventions must be comprehensive and
provide intensive health, education,
nutrition, and parental support ser-
vices. In addition, programs must be

responsive to the needs of migrant
families who are not able to afford
high-quality early childhood pro-
grams,

Another group requiring special
interventions is migrant children
with disabilities. While they 1 epre-
sent only a small portion of the total
number of migrant children, their
needs are significant. Federal legisla-
tion requires that all children with
disabilities be identified and served;
however, migrant children with dis-
abilities still face difficulties in being
properly diagnosed and 1eceiving
appropriate services. Much of the
difficuity is directly attributable to
linguistic, cultural, and lifestyle
attributes over which the migrant
child has no control. Consequently,
there is a need to look carefully at
identifying migrant students with
disabilities as well as providing inter-
ventions and coordinating services
for these children.

Migrant children who are gifted
and talented may be overlooked ini-




tially because of linguistic, cultural,
and lifestyle factors which compli-
cate their identification. Unlike
migrant children with disabilities,
gifted and talented children are not
entitled to receive MEP special edu-
cational interventions. Consequently,
even gifted migrant children who are
identified may not receive services.
Migrant children who are at-risk
of dropping out or who have
dropped out of school may do so to
help support the family, or because
they have been unable to amass
enough credits to graduate from high
school because of their mobility.
Although several MEP programs

show promise in helping migrant stu-
dents complete high school, they are
only available on a limited basis.

While some migrant children do
succeed in school, there are others
whose needs require special interven-
tions tailored to their age group, dis-
ability, or other educational support
service needs. Each section of
Chapter 4 discusses the special prob-
lems and concerns associated with
each of these groups—Preschool-
Aged Migrant Children, Migrant
Children With Disabilities, Gifted
and Talented Migrant Children, and
Migrant Students At-Risk.

Preschool—Aged
Migrant Children

t is widely believed that chil-

dren who participate in high-

quality, early childhood pro-

grams will not only perform

better in school but will even-
tually become contributing members
of society.! In America 2000, the
National Governors’ Association and
the President endorsed this belief
and made it a national goal—by the
year 2000 all children in America
will enter school ready to learn (See
Appendix F).

Thanks to the efforts of many
early childhood providers, more
young migrant children today are
entering school better prepared.
However, there are still many young
migrant children and their families
who live in poverty and are neither
able to find nor afford the high-qual-

ity early childhood education and
health care services they need. While
some of these services are available at
no or low cost to migrant children
and their families, often the parents’
inadequate English skills, mobility, or
their reluctance to seek assistance for
a variety of reasons interfere with
their receiving services.

The Commission believes that
young migrant children will best be
served by a well-integrated commu-
nity support system that includes all
existing preschool, health, nutrition,
and social service programs.
Although coordinating such diverse
programs is difficult, communities
are struggling to develop models to
coordinate their early childhood ser-
vices despite many obstacles.2 With a
coordinated social service delivery




system—which we currently lack—
migrant parents can provide their
young children with the health ser-
vices, experiences, and skills neces-
sary to succeed in school.

Programs Serving Young
Migrant Children

Three programs at the Federal
level—Migrant Education Program
(MEP), Migrant Head Start, and
Migrant Even Start—provide services
only for migrant children (Appendix

E, Exhibit 4.1). Other programs such

as regular Head Start and Chapter 1
Even Start, which are also available
to the general population, can pro-

vide services to migrant children.

Migrant Education Program. In
1988, Congress demonstrated the
importance of serving preschool
migrant children by allowing MEPs
to receive funding to serve children
between the ages of 3 and 5 who
were identified as MEP-eligible. Prior
to that time, preschool-aged migrant
children could receive MEP services
under certain conditions; however,
the r-ost of these programs was not
reimbursed by the Federal
Government. Because of legislative
changes, the U.S. Department of
Education (ED) now requires states
receiving MEP funds to identify
those migrant children aged 3 to 5
and serve those whose needs are not
being met by any other program.’
Although costs cannot be reim-
bursed, programs can serve children
ages 2 or younger only if, without
such services, an older sibling could
not otherwise attend MEP.

Migrant Head Start. Migrant Head
Start programs are broad-based and
interdisciplinary, family-centered to
support the family’s principal role in
the development of the child,

designed to promote “the child’s
everyday effectiveness in dealing
with both present environment and
later responsibilities in school and
life,”* and coordinated with the ser-
vices of other community agencies.’

Migrant Head Start provides
highly comprehensive services and
requires high standards of service in
the areas of education, health, nutri-
tion, social services, and parental
involvement.5 As the most evaluated
early childhood program, research on
Head Start has demonstrated that
young children who participate in
high-quality Head Start programs are
at first developmentally, socially and
emotionally more successful than
their peers.’

Migrant Even Start. The Migrant
Even Start Program was originally
enacted into law in 1988 and is
required to collaborate with other
community programs to avoid dupli-
cation of services. The basis of this
program is to help both children and
their parents at the same time.
Program components include a
preschool program for the children
and adult education and parenting
programs for the parents, which
assist them in learning how to help
their children succeed in school.
Even Start enables parents and chil-
dren to become true partners in edu-
cation by providing parents with the
literacy skills necessary to help their
children with their school work, to
read to their children and to obxain
better jobs, thereby improving the
family situation.

The Commission believes that
both Migrant Head Start and Even
Start contain model elements that
MEP educators should build upon in
designing programs for migrant pre-
school children.

Lo




Roadblocks to Coordination

Essentially, migrant children are
entitled to every Federal program for
which other children of low-income
faniilies are eligible.? In some areas
where one MEP program may not be
reaching its total eligible population,
these migrant children might be
served by other preschool programs.
For example, MEP in New Mexico
plans to serve only 46 percent of its
preschool population because. other
programs such as regular Head Start
and Migrant Head Start already pro-
vide services to the children.?®

Some Migrant Head Start
grantees consider their services to be
more responsive to the needs of chil-
dren and working parents because, as
private nonprofit organizations, they
are free of the constraints usually
governing school systems.'® Although
the Commission is not certain that
this is true in all cases, we believe
MEP providers should identify the
most cost-effective and responsive
program design.

While in some places an abun-
dance of early childhood programs
creates a larger safety net of services,
it can also result in fragmentation if
many programs provide the same
functions and services to the same
clients. Duplication of effort is nct
only inefficient, it may also be con-
tentious.!! During a time of limited
fiscal resources, duplication can lead
to competition and animosity among
service providers—a situation which
inhibits coordination.

Commission research uncovered
one example concerning the overlap
in services provided by MEP and
Migrant Head Start. MEP providers
view the 1988 modification to MEP
legislation that extended services to
children 3 years of age as a positive

step for those who wanted to serve
preschool-aged children but lacked
funds. In contrast, other programs
serving this population view this
expansion as an encroachment into
their service responsibilities and as a
change not in the best interests of
either migrant children or their fami-
lies."2 In particular, some Migrant
Head Start providers believe that the
public school systems are unable to
provide the flexible services that
migrant families require and about
which they are unwilling to ask the
early childhood community for
advice. Although the Commission is
uncertain how widespread this prob-
lem is, one early childhood provider
described the situation as follows:
“Unfortunately,...there’s virtually no real col-
laboration going on between the local sc hool sys-
tems and the private, nonprofit or other child
care providers anywhere in this country...I
know...the local Migrant Head Start provider
runs a sixteen to twenty-week program, because
the agricultural season...has become that long.
The local Migrant Education Program, on the
other hand, has *raditionally run a six-week pro-
gram because that's-when the schools are avail-
able to them. So the migrant children come in at
the school’s convenience tor a pre-school pro-

gram run for the weeks that it's convenient for
the schools to run it.”13

On the other hand, the Com-
mission also heard testimony which
highlighted how a long-term and on-
going partnership developed
between competing state agencies
which served the same migrant farm-
workers and their families:

“...in 1964...a social worker...and a home-
school visitor...were [each] responsible for the
recruitment and enrollment of respective pro-
gram children. One evening when [we] arrived at
the same camp, [we] mutually agreed...to hold a
joint meeting with [our] superiors and funding
sources...Such a meeting was held with the fo)-
lowing results: 1) the county would be divided in
half by assignment; 2) one person would enroll all
children for both programs; 3) age limits were set
for day care and education; 4] [we] would meet




jointly with both supervisors...Parents, growers,
health and church officials were pleased with the
results. They knew who to contact...In 1965...we
organized [a] meeting of all local agencies and
their responsible state officials... Today, nearly 30
agencies still meet annually to review services,
introduce new staff, and refine roles.!

The good news is that in some
places coordination is occurring daily,
despite obstacles.!> The Commissio.
is aware that several MEP and
Migrant Head Start programs are
sharing funds, personnel, training,
and other resources.'s As a result of
these efforts, migrant early childhood
providers hold joint training sessions,
utilize the same intake form, share
resources, and sometimes cperate in
the same building.!” As another
example, the Minnesota Migrant
Child Development Program
Steering Committee has been devel-
oping coordination strategies for
almost 20 years.!8

Program Services Vary Widely

The Commission found a rich
diversity of models to serve young
migrant children. The differences
among the models are based upon
the variability of participant needs,
geographic location, and program
philosophy. While such diversity
often leads to innovation, the quality
of services across programs is gener-
ally unknown. The Commission
would urge these proups to carefully
review their guidelines and perfor-
mance standards to ensure that they
are clearly stated and obtainable.

Continuity across programs is a
critical factor in program design for
those migrant families who are high-
ly mobile. Several early childhood

nrograms aspire to improve inter-and.

intrastate coordination by actually
moving with families. For instance,
the Texas Migrant Council’s Pre-

school Program staff relocates with
the families as they move upstream
during the harvest season and acts as
a liaison between the migrant family
and local service agencies. The Coun-
cil operates over 34 projects in Texas,
Indiana, Kansas, Ohio, Washington,
and Wisconsin.'?One of its major
strengths is that bilingual person-
nel—a rare commodity in many
receiving states—move with the
migrant families.

Working migrant families, whose
wages generally fall below the pover-
ty level, have significant childcare
needs. Since both parents may work
in the fields just to provide for their
family’s necessities, very young chil-
dren may be left unattended in a car
near the field, actually taken into the
fields, or left at home in the care of
an older sibling who must miss
school. For parents fortunate enough
to locate quality childcare programs,
the program hours may not coincide
with the parents’ long work day nor
be responsive to the unique needs of
migrant families. In comparison, the
Commission is aware of areas in
which services are offered from early
morning to late evening and even on
weekends.2? The Commission urges
childcare programs to expand their
services, wherever possible, and to
meet the needs of the families they
serve.

Programs may also vary by popu-
lation density or by geographic loca-
tion. For example, in an area where a
large population of migrants resides,
the optimum program is designed to
keep the children within the com-
munity. The program’s location along
the migratory stream also affects its
operating schedule. For example,
Migrant Head Start programs in
home base and receiving states run at

“One of the experiences
we have the most prob-
loms with Is In our summe”
educatics or owr children
{up North]. When we
anive, usually the pro-
grams havs aiready start-

| od, and this is tn eatly

June. The programs are
held from three to four
woeks, and our sexson is
much longer than that. We
[work] from July to August
and part of September. We
have to take our children
to the fisld, which about
ninety percent of us do,
because there are no
babysitting faciiities that
we can use. There are
some babysitters, but they
charge them anywhere
from two to three dollars,
per hour, and that's per
child."?

—Juamta Castio




alternating times of the year based
on fluctuations in the harvest sched-
ule.22

Early Interventions Needed

Current health and nutrition pro-
files of migrant families indicate that
many young migrant children begin
life precariously and continue to
struggle as they enter schoci and
later in life. Consequently, programs
for young migrant children should
prevent early health, nutritional, and
developmental set-backs which tend
to put them at a later disadvantage.

Poor Health Profiles. Although
there is limited research on the
health status of migrant farmworkers
and their families, the data consis-
tently portray a popuiation with
health needs similar to those in a
third-world country.Z3 A recent
national report underscored the poor
health conditions of migrant farm-
workers by concluding that “hired
farmworkers are not adequately pro-
tected by Federal laws, regulations,
and programs; therefore, their health
and well-being are at risk."24

The Commission’s review of
studies on the health status of young
migrant children found this popula-
tion to be especially vulnerable to
malnutrition, dental problems, low-
birth weights, high infant mortality,
and developmental abnormalities.2s
The tragedy of these findings is that
such problems can be preventcd, in
part, by early intervention.
Unfortunately, migrant children’s
health needs are often ignored until a
crisis arises. By that time, the child
may have suffered irreparable dam-
age with long-term consequences.

One particularly troubling health
problem is the improper immuniza-
tion of young migrant children. The

Commission heard testimony about
children who were over-immunized
or, because of a lack of access to
health care, under-immunized.25
Despite on-going efforts to maintain
immunization records through the
Migrant Student Record Transfer
System (MSRTS), significant prob-
lems relating to the timeliness and
accuracy of records on immunization
still exist.” Given their substandard
living conditions and interaction with
many people, migrant children are
especially susceptible to—and can
quickly transmit—infectious diseases,
Therefore, national immunization
campaigns should provide priority
services to migrant children.

Prenatal and Infant Healthcare.
Regularly scheduled preventive
healthcare is a luxury that many
migrants can neither afford nor find.
However, the factors which charac-
terize agriculture (i.e., continued
exposure to pesticides known to
cause birth problems, inadequate
field sanitation,? and the high inci-
dence of hospitalization and physical
disabilities caused by farm-machin-
ery accidents®) create an even
greater need for services.

- Factors related to rural isolation,
lack of transportation, and language
barriers restrict the availability of
healthcare, especially in upstream
states.’! Inconsistent access to prena.
tal care,® incompatible eligibility cri-
teria for Medicaid across states and
limited access to migrant heal:n due
to the program’s fiscal consiraints,
may further limit healthcare options
for some migrant women and their
young children.3? In some states,
families may wait at least a month
for a medical appointment.® Such a
long wait might ssreclude mobile
families from receiving treatment




mainly because they may have to
migrate before the date of their
appointment.

Nutritional Status. Relative to the
general student papulation, children
who start school hungry are four
times more likely to suffer from
fatigue, three times more likely to
suffer from irritability and concentra-
tion problems, and twice as likely to
suffer from frequent colds.> This is
especially disturbing in light of
Commission testimony that
described participation rates of
migrant families in programs
designed to provide nutritional sup-
plements, i.e., the Women, Infants
and Children Program (WIC) and
the Food Stamp Program are much
lower than expected.

The lower-than-expected partici-
pation is due, to some extent, to
regional differences in eligibility
requirements.* Although migrants
are given a priority status when par-
ticipating in the Food Stamp and
WIC programs, this does not guaran-
tee that services will be provided.
Other reasons for nonparticipation
include pride in not receiving public
assistance, a lack of program informa-
tion, and an inability to produce
proper documentation.’’

Fortunately, there are other
efforts to provide nourishment for
young migrant children. About 40
percent of the migrant children
enrolled in school-sponsored
preschool programs are eligible to
receive free or subsidized meals.?®
However, less fortunate children who
cannot locate a summer program or
who are not otherwise enrolled in
school may go hungry.

Programs for Parents of infants and
Toddlers. Many expets believe that
the first 3 years of a child’s life create

the foundation for future learning.
Therefore, parents are in the best
position to influence their children’s
early development. Commission tes-
timony indica’ s that some migrant
families, especially those living in
poverty, may be unable to provide
their children with experiences to
help prepare them for school.* For
these children and their families,
high-quality, early childhood and
parenting programs can nurture a
child’s intellectual, linguistic, and
social development.?! Many of these
programs rely on an intensive home-
visiting component,*? especially by
early childhood education and health
specialists, as a method for promot-
ing development and lowering mor-
tality. '

Unfortunately, most Federal and
state early childhoc 4 and parenting
programs are neither mandatory nor
do they enroll children younger than
3 years. Less than 1 percent of the
early childhood programs nationwide
provide services for infants and tod-
dlers.# In fact, infants and toddlers
represent only about one-third of
Migrant Head Start’s total partici-
pant enroliment.*s These statistics
may indicate the need for a stronger
empbhasis on services for infants and
toddlers, especially since the benetfits
would appear to be substantial .4
Therefore, the Commission believes
that the benefits of parenting and
home-visiting programs for migrant
infunts and toddlers should be
explored further.4’

Limited Access to
Preschool Programs

High-quality, affordable, early
childcare and education programs are
unavailable to many migrant families
with young children primarily




because of income, service availabili-
ty, rural isolation, mobility, or lan-
guage barriers. Middle-class families
are more likely to participate in
preschool programs than are low-
income families such as migrant fam-
ilies. In 1991, according to the
National Education Goals Panel, 4.
out of 10 children ages 3 to 5 years
from families with incomes of less
than $30,000 were enrolled in
preschool compared to 7 out of 10
children from families with incomes
of more than $75,000.48

The Commission repeatedly
heard that access to early childhood
programs is limited. Although the
Commission could not obtain exact
percentages of children served, wait-
ing lists for these programs are per-
haps the best indicator of their short
supply. As one early childhood
provider in California explained:

“We have a waiting list of approximately 80
children and this waiting list would probably
triple. The reason it stays this low is because the
parents understand and know that the waiting list
really never changes. Once [they] get into the

program, they don't leave until the end of the
program..."%

The Commission recognizes that °

appropriately serving preschool
migrant children is an expensive
proposition. High-quality early child-
care and education programs that
provide comprehensive and intensive
services were estimated to cost an
average of $4,800 per child in FY
1988.% By contrast, in FY 1990
Migrant Head Start received approx-
imately $2,600 per child.5!
Consequently, MEP providers are
struggling to fund services for
preschool-aged children without
diminishing services for other chil-
dren.

Some service providers claim to

have found cost-effective ways of
providing high-quality services. One
program reduced staff costs by hiring
migrant mothers and eventually
assisting them in becoming certified
as early childhood specialists.5?
Another cost-effective technique is
through home-based services where
a child-development specialist regu-
larly teaches parents the skills they
need to help their children.s3

The Commission is encouraged
by the fact that participation rates
within migrant-specific, early child-
hood programs have steadily
increased during the past several
years. ...1989-90, MEP served
13,104 preschool migrant children
during the regular school term and
12,833 during the summer term.5¢ In
comparison, Migrant Head Start
served less than 6 percent of the total
eligible population in 1986.5
Although the number of children
served in FY 1992 increased, a large
number of children still remain
unserved.56

Overall, the participation of
migrant children in programs varies
nationwide by program. For exam-
ple, in 1990, eight states did not pro-
vide MEP preschool services to
migrants. In states that did, the per-
centage of preschool children receiv-
ing services ranged from between 1
and 92 percent of the total migrant
population served.5” However, on a
national basis, prekindergarten chil-
dren represented only 4 percent of
the total population served by MEP
during the 1989-90 school year.>8
Preschool participation rates for
migrant children vary little between
regular and summer terms. Rates,
however, vary by migrant status, with
the currently migratory receiving
more services than the formerly



migratory preschool children.*®

To some extent, recruitment and
identitication procedures may deter-
mine accessibility to preschool pro-
grams. A 1991 survey of MEP
preschool providers suggests that the
recruitment of children dwpends
upon whether an older sibling has
already been identified through a
regular school program.®

Program .xccess is Critical

The Commission believes thot
most migrant parents—like parents
everywhere—provide their young
children with love and support; how-
ever, in order to compete in school,
children need some of the experi-
ences that the migrant lifestyle can-

were negligible, children who partici-
pated in preschool programs were
less likely to drop out of school®® and
less likely to be retained in kinder-
garten or first grade.®

While the Commission believes
that most migrant children enter
school eager to learn, they may not
be as prepared as others to do so.
Early childhood education and other
preschool services provide the
health, nutrition, and edy:fational
support that is especially important
for those young migrant children
whose families are highly mobile,
poorly educated, and inadequately
paid. Although federally sponsored
programs have helped many young
migrant children, many more remain

not provide. Without the experiences unserved.

commonly found in high-quality
early childhood programs, many
migrant children may enter school
less prepared and have difficulty
adjusting to the school environment.
One early childhood provider
explained to the Commission:

“The need for children to get socialization
experiences to learn English, to be exposed to the
kind of experiences that they can’t have in their
lives as migrants is critical to their future school
success. Going to zoos, going to beaches, going to
the fire station, sitting in a policeman's car, these
are all important experiences that children need
for their language development as well as their
knowledge of the world. There’s no way the
migrant child can compete without haviug some

of these experiences, which most middle-class
children have as a matter of course.”!

Research verified this assump-
tion. A recent study found that par-
ticipation in preschool programs
helps migrant children (74 percent)
perform at grade level %2 By compari-
son, 51 percent of the children who
had not enrolled in preschool per-
formed below grade level. Although
the effects on academic achievement




Migrant Children
with Disabilities

igrant children with

disabilities continue

to be one of the

most elusive and

challenging popula-
tions to serve. In 1984, an Interstate
Migrant Education Council (IMEC)
conference focused national atten-
tion on this issue.! Although migrant
educators are now more aware of the
issue, the Commission finds that two
of the problems associated with serv-
ing these children nearly a decade
ago still exist today.

First, data on migrant students
with disabilities are sketchy and not
systematically collected by states.
The data available on children with
disabilities suggest that significant
barriers still exist in identifying and
serving these children. Second, the
lifestyle of migrant children, which is
often characterized by mobility, lim-
ited-English proficiency (LEP), and
poverty, complicates the accuracy of
assessing children who have certain
types of disabilities. Because some of
these children have other needs in
addition to a disability, ongoing com-
munication between the Migrant
Education Program (MEP) and
Special Education programs that
serve the same children is vital.2

Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act
Migrant children with disabilities

are protected by the same laws that
govern state an

scal school-district

services to all children with disabili-
ties.? As a result of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act,
states which receive Feder: * funds
under this act must ensure that all
children, regardless of the severity of
their disability, receive an appropri-
ate public education at public
expense. The states must comply
with specific directives concerning
testing, developing individualized
services, and providing an appropri-
ate classroom placement.*

The Act also requires that the
school consult the paren.s during all
phases of the screening process and
inform them of the procedure for
challenging decisions regarding their
child.® Finally, the law commands the
states to conduct systematic searches
to identify and serve all children with
disabilities.
~ Other parts of the law are also
important to migrant children.
Whenever possible, the primary lan.
guage should be used when asscsstug
the child and communicating with
the parents, especially if the child
and parents have limited-English
skills. In addition, the diagnosis must
consider linguistic factors.
Unfortunately, a preliminary study
conducted by the Commission sug-
gests that some of these provisions
may not be adequately enforced and
that some migrant children with dis-
abilities may not be receiving the ser-
vices to which they are entitled.” The
Commission would urge educators at

Y



the local level who are responsible
for providing services to children
with disabilities to aggressively seek
out and serve these students.

Participation in
Special Education

Compared to the general popula-
tion, fewer migrant children are
 identified as having certain disabili-
ties. Analysis of the data raises the
following question: Are migrant chil-
dren being accurately diagnosed or
are these statistics suggesting actual
differences in disability problems
unique to this population? To some
extent, diverse practices across states
and schools may explain why fewer
children are identified with certain
disabilities. In addition, recent
increases in the numbers of all chil-
dren reported with disabilities may
reflect an increased awareness in
these children’s needs, rather than an
absolute rise in the number of chil-
dren with disabilities. Indeed, the
number of children with disabilities
in the general population who
receive services has increased by 26.4
percent since 1976.°

Although the Federal Govern-
ment reports annually to Congress
on the status of children who receive
services for their disabilities, data on
migrant children are not reported
separaely.? However, statistics from
the Migrant Student Record Transfer
System (MSRTS) and a national
study reveal that only 6 percent of
the MEP population is identified as
disabled while 11 percent of the gen-
eral population is identified as dis-
abled. Furthermore, differences
between migrant children and the
general population are also apparent
when examining the percentages of
each population with respect to each

disability category. A greater propor-
tion of migrant children are found in
five out of eight disability categories
than exists in the general population.
(See Exhibit 4.2.) Thus, relative to
the general population identified as
disabled, migrant children appear to
be under-represented as a group but
appear to be over-represented in sev-
eral disability categories.

Differences in Identification
and Participation Across
Regions

A recent national sample found
that migrant children with disabili-
ties also vary by geographic region: in
Central States, 8.8 percent of all
migrant children received Special
Education services; in Eastern States,
5.1 percent were served; ard in
Western States, 1.9 percent were
served.'”

Similarly, information collected
from the 1989-90 State Performance
Reports showed dramatic differences
by location in the percentage of
migrant children with disabilities. For
example, Alaska served one-third of
its almost 6,000 students who are eli-
gible to receive Special Education
services, while four states reported
providing no services.' Overall, both
national-level data (ranging from 6.7
to 14.2 percent)'?and local-level
data'? reveal differcnces in partipa-
tion rates.

Although comparisons to the
national Special Education popula-
tion by region are not available, the
data appear to indicate that a rela-
tionship exists between circumstance
and location that, in large part,
determines whether children with
disabilities are identified. As a result,
migrant children because of their
mobility are more likely to encounter




Exhibit 4.2

Comparison of Special Education Migrant and Non-
Migrant Population by Disability Category

e e .
mmenseurr weselll |

onmeepcaLy meuneobLl
ooyl .0
VisUALLY "Wﬁs.o
e weunco RS
L

MENTAL RETARDA

.MEP Children

BlGeneral Student Population

1.7
11

Research Triangle Institute, 1992

differences in how their disabilities
 are identified and the types of ser-
vices they might receive,

Disproportionate
Representation By Disability
The Commission found some
curious national trends when exam-
ining percentages of children identi-
fied by type of disability. As Exhibit
4.2 indicates, in only one category
(Mental Retardation) are migrant
children identified at about the same
rate as the general population. !4
Other sources, in addition to a
recent national survey, have also
found higher rates of easily identifi-
able physical disabilities such as
hearing, visual, orthopedic, and other
health-related impairments than
those found in the general popula-
tion.!s The fact that migrant children

are found to have physical or med-

' ically related disabilities at a rate

higher than the general population
highlights the need to investigate
better health interventions and more
comprehensive strategies for serving
migrant children.

Better Health Interventions
Needed. In addition, such evidence
highlights the need for further infor-
mation about the relationship
between young migrant children’s
nutrition and healthcare and their
susceptibility to developing certain
disabilities.'s In addition to poor
health and malnutrition, disabilities
may also result from farmwork
injuries (e.g, loss of limbs).!” Migrant
children are also more susceptible to
pesticide contamination than adults
since children can absorb more pesti-
cide per pound of body weight,!8

Numerous health clinicians testi-
fied that the prenatal and follow-up
care of migrant children for poten-
tially disabling childhood illnesses is
sporadic at best.!® In addition, med-
ical treatment may be delayed
because MEP funds can only be
expended as a last alternative in
treating disabling health conditions.20
This is especially serious in light of
corresponding research that found
migrant children to be susceptible tn
some diseases—such as ear infec-
tions, which if untreated may cause
permanent hearing loss.2! Unfortun-
ately, m.any of these debilitating ill-
nesses may have an impact on the
child’s future success in school.22

Better Assessments of Language
Minority Children Needed. While
migrant . hildren are more likely to
be over-represented in the physical
disability categories, they are more
likely to be under-represented in
milder disability categories (e.g,,




speech impairments and emotional
disabilities), which can be masked by
limited-English skills.® Assessing lan-
guage minority children with disabil-
ities can be a complicated process
and is difficult to perform effectively.

Numerous assessment approaches
exist for children who are not prof:-
cient in English, yet none appecar to
be completely satisfactciv * The
demand is now great for assessment
instruments and procedures to
ensure that LEP chiliiren with dis-
abilities are neither overlooked nor
misdiagnosed.? Hrwever, until these
material: becorne readily availzhle,
the Commission urges school idis-
tricts to contace professivnal srgani-
zaticns to locate indivicuais wh can
concluct assessments in other lan-
guages. This is especially important
in order to ensure that ali children,
including migrant children, receive
the services to which they are enti-
tled by law.

Other problems, especially in
rural school districts where resources
are scarce, were uncovered during
testimony before the Commission.
As one state specialist explained to
the Commission:

“...districts were extremely uncomfortatle in
attempting identification of migrant children for
Special Education. A few districts identified all
language minority children as speech and lan-
guage delayed in order to access Special Educa-
tion resources to serve them. Most districts avoid-
ed identifying migrant or language minority chil-
dren altogether, even when there were significant
indications of a focus of concern that would ordi-
narily have triggered a Special Education referral.
Their reasoning was that the process of sorting
through language, culture, and [disability) factors
is far more time-consuming and complex for LEP
children, and Special Education staff lacked lan-

guage, cultural, and knowledge competencies to
perform such evaluations.”26

In response to these problems,
the state established a special com-

mittee to foster communication and
coordination across the state MEPs
and Special Education Programs. .
This committee provided statewide
training in assessing language minori-
ty children.?” As a result of this ini-
tiative, MEP iden ification rates for
the state imnproved. Strategies such as
these could serve as models to other
states struggling with this problem.

interrupted and
Delayed Services

It is unclear how differences in
referral procedures,® assessment, and
delivery of services across the nation
efiect the rate at which migrant chil-
drev with disabilities are identified
and served. The availability of ser-
vices may be directly effected by
funding and resource limitations
within certain areas.?

For currently migrant children
who move frequently, especially
between schools in the United States
and Mexico, services will differ
depending on the state and school
district in which they reside. The
children may experience interrupted
services, delays in assessment, and
conflicting teaching methods.
Presumably, such children face
greater obstacles to being identified
and served than do formerly migrato-
ry children. In fact, testimony and
other data show that currently
migratory children do indeed face
greater obstacles to receiving ser-
vices.3® A recent national study, how-
ever, indicates that such differences
are negligible !

Barriers to Assessing and
Serving Migrant Children

The Commission identified sever-
al barriers that need to be addressed
when assessing and serving migrant




“There Is the aspect of
foar that government Iis
going to take away the
child. | cite the case of an
11-year old child In Quincy
in a famlly of six children
who wete in school and all
carefully Instructed never
to mention that they have
a sister at home. This sis-
ter had a congeniiz! hip
defect that prevented her
from walking."’®

~—M. Gomez-Palaclo

children with disabilities. These
include barriers to time and
resources, training and language, cul-
tural issues, summer services, and
communications.

Time and Resource Barriers.
Evaluations for determining a disabil-
ity can be extensive and often com-
plex for children who are LEP.3
Some districts forego the evaluation
when they know the child will move
in the near future; the school year is
ending; or insufficient resources exist
to evaluate a large number of chil-
dren. For currently migrant children
who move frequently, an evaluation
might not be completed before the
ckild transfers to another school dis-
trict. In this situation, the need for or
status of the evaluation must be
entered in MSRTS or the parent
must be properly informed to ensure
the next school district is notified.
For these reasons, the Commission
encourages all MEP staff to keep
migrant parents informed of the edu-
cational progress and screenings
(complete or incomplete) of their
child. As informed parents, they are
better able to act as advocates for
their disabled child.

Training and Language Barriers.
The possibility of underclassifying or
misclassifying migrant children, espe-
cially in mild disability categories, is
further complicated by issues sur-
rounding the testing of LEP
children.® A major barrier to provid-
ing appropriate services for LEP chil-
dren is the shortage of trained per-
sonnel qualified to work with these
students,® especially in rural school
districts and during summer pro-
grams. Because of the language and
cultural issues involved in evaluating
and serving these students, special
techniques and training are required.

The Commission is aware of higher-
education programs?® that offer
courses for Special Educators inter-
ested in teaching migrant or lan-
guage-minority children with disabil-
ities.

Cultural Bariers. Especially when
dealing with an increasingly immi-
grant population, cultural barriers
often contribute to a family’s misun-
derstanding about how their child
will be treated in school. The fami-
ly’s perceptions may interfere with
the child's access to needed Special
Education services. For example,
some children are actually hidden at
home.* Other families believe a
child born with a disability is a pun-
ishment from God and, therefore, a
source of shame.3” Some fear that
their child will be taken away.3*

Another issue to consider is that
the migrant child may have received
different services in other countries,
states, or school districts. For exam-
ple, the incongruities in the Special
Education systems between Mexico
and the United States may be con-
fusing. In Mexico, children with dis-
abilities are placed in separate
schools. Upon coming to United
States, if these same children are
placed in regular classrooms they
may have difficulty coping largely
because of the differences in lan-
guage, teaching methods, and peer
groups. 40

Summer Service Barriers.
Testimony revealed that access to
services is limited for migrant chil-
dren with disabilities who move dur-
ing the summer.*! A recent national
study found that fewer migrant chil-
dren are eligible for Special Educa-
tion services during the summer
term than during the regular term.*
According to law, only those children
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whose Individualized Education
Programs specify the need for sum-
mer services are entitled to them.
However, if the child moves during
the summer another school district
may not honor such a request.® In
some cases, services are denied
because the district is unaware of the
existing Individualized Education
Program or lacks the necessary staff
ot resougces to provide the services.
Such situations raise questions about
compliance to the law. Because of
reduced staffing, schools may not be
able to provide summer services for
blind and deaf migrant children. It
may be even more difficult to serve
those who come from Mexico, which
uses a different sign language
systezn. |
Communication Barrlers. To a large
extent, MSRTS has tried to improve
communication among school dis-
tricts within the United States by
including a Special Education code in
its database. However, MSRTS infor-
mation on student participation in
Special Education Programs is in-
complete for reasons relating to the
voluntary nature of data entry across
states, privacy concerns, as well as
the burden associated with providing
such information.*s Better communi-
cation across school districts, states,
and perhaps even between the U.S.
and Mexican governments is
required.

Integration and
Coordination Required

The Commission’s testimony and
research found that coordination was
not always evident at the local level,
across schools, states, and countries,
nor is it evident between providers in
MEP and Special Education pro-
grams.*6 While educators in both

fields have historically viewed their
missions as fundamentally different,?
these differences have resulted in’
migrant children receiving somewhat
disjointed services across both pro-
grams and within the regular school
program.*® This is largely a result of
the way schools structure services for
students in with disabilities.

The amount of time some stu-
dents leave the classroom to receive
Special Education instruction varies.
A recent national study found that
Hispanic high scherol students in
Special Education were more likely
to be placed in a separate resource
room rather than in the regular class-
room. Overall, the study found that -
Hispanics spent only 38 percent of
their time in regular classrooms as
compared to other groups who
spent, on the average, about 50 per-
cent of their time in regular class-
rooms.* Although these findings
relate to the general population, they
raise the related issue of the desir-
ability of interventions which segre-
gate Special Education students® and
the need for integration between the
Special Education and the regular
education systems.’! The Commis-
sion urges local staff to work towards
providing integrated services for
migrant children with disabilities so
that the children can benefit from
both supplemental and regular class-
room instruction.

Parental Involvement in Special
Education Programs

Commission testimony and
research found that some parents
may not be well-informed about the
status of their children within the
Special Education program, in most
cases because of inadequate English
or reading skills. Furthermore, the




information presented may contain
technical jargon which is unfamiliar
to many parents.*? Finally, disabilities
may be treated differently in their
home countries,’ causing even
greater frustration to parents accus-
tomed to other ways of dealing with
such conditions.>4

The Commission believes that
schools should keep parents
informed of their children’s evalua-
tion, involved in planning services,
and advised of their children’s pro-
gress as required by existing Special
Education laws. Since MEP providers
are familiar with the cultural and lin-
guistic issues surrounding migrant
children, they shou!d work losciy
with Special Education providers to
ensure that parents fully understand
their rights so that chey can become
their child’s best +{vocate.

Research and :stimony indicate
hat identifving and providing appro-

priate services for migrant children
with disabilities remains difficult
largely because of barriers to service
(trained personnel, adequate assess-

~ment procedures) as well as factors

within the child’s background (lan-
guage, culture, poverty). Regardless,
the Commission supports the statu-
tory and regulatory requirements
that specify each school district is to
conduct a systematic search to iden-
tify and serve =} migrant children
with disabilities regardless of how
long the child resides within the dis-
trict. The Commission also encour-
ages states and local school districts
which receive migrant children who
have already been identified as eligi-
bie to receive Special Education ser-
vices, to initially accept such identifi-
cation and place them in appropriate

classrooms so that they do not fall
farther behind.

Gifted and Talented
Migrant Children

he Migrant Education

Program (MEP), created

as a compensatory educa-

tional program, appropri-

ately concentrates on
serving those migrant children who
are on the verge of academic failure.
Although many raigrant children are
in need of compensatory instruction,
there are others whose exceptional
academic potential may require dif-
ferent and more challenging pro-
grams.

While there are difficulties in
identifying and providing ag propriate
services for gifted students in the
general popu.ation, the problems are
magnified for gifted migrant stu-
dents. Because they are culturally,
socially, and economically different
from the gifted mainstream, gifted
migrant students are often over-
looked for special programs. When
these students are identified, little
attention is given to the background
cultural and socioeconomic factors

tu




that may interfere with their perfor-
mance and ability to achieve.?

Participation in Programs
for the Gifted

It is not surprising that the
national status of gifted children,
especially gifted migrant children, is
largely undocumented. Research is
sparse and data collection on this
population is sporadic, mainly
because the Federal Government
does not require states to collect or
to report information on gifted chil-
dren. Furthermore, programs for
these children are funded and admin-
istered separately by state agencies
and local schools, and any informa-
tion reported by the states is done
_voluntarily.

In 1990, a survey of 47 states
found that the percentage of children
served by gifted and talented pro-
grams ranged from 1.8 to 12.1 per-
cent of their total state population.*

In contrast, less than 1 percent of the

migrant children participating in
MEP were involved in a special pro-
gram for the gifted and talented.’
This low participation rate appears to
be consistent with other research
which points to the historical under-
representation of at-risk (i.e. cultural-
ly diverse and low-income) children
in gifted and talented programs.6

Identifying Gifted
Migrant Children

Unfortunately, the needs of gifted
migrant children are seldom add-
ressed or officially recognized be-
cause, in general, they do not exhibit
wue same outward signs of exception-
al abilities as does the national stu-
dent population. As one researcher
of gifted migrant children explained:

“The gifted and talented [mainstream] stu-

dent is commonly characterized as reading two or
more grade levels above that of chronologically
aged peers. The migrant gifted and talented child,
with interrupted schooling and lack of access to
reading materials within the home environment,
may be doing well to read at grade level.”’

It is often difficult to discern the
“giftedness” of children who have
changed schools several times, have
limited-English skills, and live in
poverty. Since traditional means of
identifying gifted students may not
be useful with migrant students,
alternate means of assessment are in
order. This is especially pressing since
children from economically disad-
vantaged backgrounds, i.e. migrant,
are under-represented in programs
for gifted students.

Using Multiple Measures to
Assess “Giftedness”

There is little consistency in the
identification practices and criteria
used to determine “giftedness” in any
population, a fact that further com-
plicates the process of identifying
gifted migrant children.® The lack of
consistency poses a problem for any
student (especially the migrant stu-
dent) who attends more than one
school during the term: A student
considered gifted in one school,
might not be in another.

Migrant child-=n may be by-
passed tor gifted programs because
screening procedures commonly used
to identify and assess “giftedness”
may overlook those who are at-risk.?
Nearly 90 percent of all states
reported using traditional assessment
methods such as standardized tests to
identify participants for gifted pro-
grams.!? Historically, the traditional
measures have been more effective in
identify .ng children from the main-
stream culture. Even teacher nomi-
nation, the single most-commonly




“Aithough there wore a
greater number of Hispanic
students when | was in
high school, teachers still
strongly clung to thelr pre-
conceived notions about
minorities. There was one
particular teacher who
atfected me greatly...Like
most minorities, | was
automatically placed in
the non-coliege bound
biology class. The first day
of Giass we were assigned
to the mini lab. In the
process of completing the
lab, my pariner, also a
migrant student, broke the
slide. The teacher stopped
the class and procesded to
Inform us of how stupld wa
were. | have never feit so
humiiiated In my life. The
siide had not been broken
Intentionally. it was not
the fact that | had been
embarrassed that angered
me. Rather, it was baing
condemned as a stupid
child that bothered me.
Her expectations of me
were obviously very low.
Two weoks later | was
moved to a college
preparatory biology. Her
responss was, ‘I thought
you were just another one
of those Mexicans.”
~Liia Espimoza™

used measure of identification, is
unsuccess‘ul in identifying migrant
gifted students at the same rate as
the national population.!! While this
identification technique should be
less rigid than standardized tests, the
Commission heard-instances where
teachers unconsciously discounted
the capabilities of migrant children.2
The most devastating use—or
lack of use—of tests may come from
the inadvertent practices of some
MEP providers. A study conducted

~ for the Commission found that some

MEP providers were reluctant to
refer their students to be tested for
gifted programs for fear that the stu-
dents would lose self-esteem if they
failed to meet rigid cut-off scores for
eligibility." The Commission under-
stands such concerns but would
encourage teachers not to deny chil-
dren the opportunity to try, especial-
ly those who want to take the test.
Rather, these teachers should help
their students develop self-esteem
through other avenues, such as acad-
emic achievement.

Because some traditional assess-
ments are limited in their power to
identify a broad range of “giftedness,”
educators are appropriately investi-
gating new approaches to assess-
ment. In recent years, nontraditional
assessments have become a respected
way to evaluate competence in a
variety of disciplines. The concept is
simple—determine the student’s
competence by observing the studcnt
at work. By combining traditional
measures, as just one aspect of the
assessment, with nontraditional
assessments such as student portfo-
lios and performance assessment,
assessors would have a more bal-
anced and culture-free approach to
identifying migrant students who are

gifted.

The Commission believes that
state and local educators should
work towards identifying and adopt-
ing multiple-eligibility criteria for
programs and nonbiased assessments
for identifying gifted migrant chil-
dren. In particular, special assess-
ments are needed for MEP students
with limited-English skills, who may
be hindered temporarily by their lan-
guage abilities.!* The Commission
urges MEP providers to contact pro-
fessional organizations to locate indi-
viduals who can conduct assessments
in other languages.

Mobility Issues

Gifted MEP children who move
frequently may also fail to be includ-
ed in a program for gifted students.
While there have been attempts to
ameliorate such problems through
the use of the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System (MSRTS),
these efforts appear to have had lim-
ited success.!® Students who arrive
after the start of school may miss the
annual program screening,!” find that
existing programs are already over-
subscribed,!8 or leave before the
screening is completed and the
results are available.!®

Interruption of services is further
complicated by the fact that curricu-
la for gifted children differ across
states and schools. This can b . espe-
cially troublesome for secondary
school-aged migrant students who
participate in advanced course work
required for college admittance.?
The Commission believes that the
Portable Assisted Study Sequence
and the National Secondary Credit
Exchange and Accrual Project should
be flexible enough to address the
needs of this population.

Lo



Gifted Programs Limited

Funding for the gifted continues
to be precarious?! in light of the
understandable need to fund remedi-
al instruction. Indeed, at the Federal
level, the Jacob K. Javitz Program for
the Gifted and Talented is the only
program that targets gifted children.
Funding for gifted programs, albeit
limited, comes from the states and
. almost half of the states provide gift-
ed programs to less than 5 percent of
their total student population.?

Limited funding has curtailed the
number and quality of programs
available for gifted migrant children.
Not only are services extended to
few children but—as one expert
fears—the score of interventions
offered is minimal and many gifted
children still spend most of their
time languishing in the regular class-
room with an unchallenging curricu-
lum.? The Commistion believes that
local and state MEP providers shonld
advocate access to available programs
for gifted migrant children.

Since it is not clear how many
programs for the gifted exist, the
Commission believes other avenues
for providing services to gifted
migrant children should be explored.
One witness suggested that MEP and
Chapter 1 services be extended to
migrant gifted children.2¢ However,
such an approach may require a fun-
damental change in perception, as
well a change in authorizing legisla-
tion, as to what constitutes “a need”
for services under current program

(e.g., MEP and Chapter 1) criteria.

Alternative Approaches

A study conducted for the
Commission suggests that some gift-
ed MEP students are under-chal-
lenged and have set their academic
goals too low.? There are several

ways to help gifted migrant children
realize their potential.

Traditional methods of separating
gifted children through “pull-out”
programs or homogeneous groupings
by ability are currently being called
into question by those who promote
a more integrated approach to teach-
ing children. Rather than be exposed

to a high-ability curriculum for only

a few hours a week, gifted migrant
children should also be exposed to a
high-ability curriculum during their
hours in the regular classroom.

The integrated approach is gain-
ing support through the develop-
ment of individualized learning plans
for at-risk gifted children such as
migrant children.26 With these learn-
ing plans, children could remain
under the supervision of the teacher
within a regular classroom but work
at their own pace. This strategy is
useful in assuring that students also
master the regular classroom curricu-
lum. An added advantage to the indi-
vidualized approach is that program
adjustments are quickly and easily
made by the teacher in response to
ongoing informal assessments of stu-
dent progress.?’ As such, the instruc-
tional plan takes into account the
unique abilities, learning styles, moti-
vation, and background characteris-
tics of the child.

While the individualized learning
plan has promise, one issue requires
further consideration. This approach
can be too labor-intensive for regular
classroom teachers who may have
limited experience in designing dif-
ferentiated learning plans for their
high-ability migrant children.2
Nevertheless, given the range of edu-
cational readiness of migrant chil-
dren, local educators may want to
consider the merius of individualized




programming for this group of gifted
~ children.

Other ways to challenge gifted
migrant students can easily be pur-
sued by local administrators. These
include encouraging children to par-
ticipate in academic competitions;
establishing mentor programs with
successful lawyers, doctors, or other
professionals who were former
migrant students; and using commu-

nity resources—such as universities—

to establish prograrns which rein-

force and nurture the aspirations of
migrant students.?

While these alternative approach-
es hold promise for inspiring gifted
migrant students to excel, recent
research indicates that these children
are largely unchallenged during most
of the school day.3® The Commission
believes that migrant children who
have the potential to excel in school
should have the opportunity and the
assistance they need to succeed.

Migrant Students
At-Risk

he children of migrant

farmworkers are often

described as at-risk.

Although the term has

many connotations, for
this report, children who are at-risk
are those most in danger of dropping
out of school. Two predictors which
commonly identify children who are
at-risk are poor academic perfor-
mance and grade retention. Both are
associated with migratory children
who change schools frequently and
who might also be recent immigrants
to this country.

The National Educational Goals
Panel has also identified a list of
characteristics which increases the
likelihood of a student dropping out
of school. Of these, the two most
often linked with migrant children
are limited-English proficiency and
poverty.]1 The consequences of
poverty can be long-range, often
affecting future generations. For

example, a recent study found that
64 percent of the children in house-
holds headed by young high school
dropouts are impoverished, which
means those children are likely to
become dropouts, thereby continu-
ing the cycle.2

Identifying At-Risk
Migrant Students

In addition to family income
which is considerably below the
poverty line, other factors in the
migrant lifestyle which can con-
tribute to children leaving school
before graduating include, but are
not limited to the inability to accu-
mulate sufficient credits to graduate
because of interrupted school atten-
dance, inconsistent record keeping
among and between schools, and
adolescent pregnancy and its associ-
ated lack of adequate child care ser-
vices.? Since many of these at-risk
predictors are associated with



migrant students, it is not surprising
that these students have the lowest
graduation rate of any student popu-
lation and that their rate of complet-
ing postsecondary education is equal-
ly dismal.?

One obstacle to determining the
number of migrant students who are
at-risk of dropping out is that no
standard definition of dropout exists.>
Although the Department of
Education (ED) is in the process of
developing such a definition,® until
the task is complete it will be diffi-
cult to describe the population of

3EST COPY AVAILABLE

dropouts in general, and migrant

dropouts in particular. The
Commission applauds ED’s efforts
on behalf of developing a standard
dropout definition and recommends
that ED work with the National
Education Goals Panel and the
National Association of State
Directors of Migrant Education
(NASDME) to establish and imple-
ment a nationally accepted definition
of the migrant dropout. We also rec-
ommend that national migrant
Jropout rates distinguish between
migrants born in the United States




and those who are foreign-born.

Dropout data are further
obscured by the increasing numbers
of immigrant students entering the
schools. In many cases, it is virtually
impossible to determine if those
migrants who are counted as
dropouts ever attended school in the
United States. If we are to have edu-
cational outcome data that truly
reflect the impact of our educational
system, we must know whether the
immigrant child was ever enrolled in
U.S. schools, the age at which first
enrolled, and the length of time in
attendance. At the very least, this
information would help MEP evalua-
tors distinguish the program impact
from the exposure students actually
had to the program.

Yet another obstacle in determin-
ing dropout rates for migrant stu-
dents is that comparable data
describing the general student popu-
lation are incomplete, at best.
According to a 1989 report of the
National Center for Education
Statistics, the number of ways used
to calculate dropout rates might be
part of the reason.” Although a num-
ber of studies have calculated
dropout rates, their estimates vary
depending on the method used to
collect and report the data.
Furthermore, dropout statistics are
not gathered in a format that allows
ED to determine the effect that
migration has on whether a migrant
student will drop out. Even the avail-
able databases—including the
Migrant Student Record Transfer
System (MSRTS)—do not contain
information researchers can use to
compute the total potential or the
actual migrant dropout rates.

Since migrant students are diffi-
cult to track, dropout statistics

describing them can only suggest
current trends. For example, we
know that more migrant students
appear to exhibit at-risk characteris-
tics than do students of other at-risk
groups. We also know that approxi-
mately 75 percent of the MEP-eligi-
ble population is Hispanic® and that
dropout rates for Hispanics between
the ages of 16 and 24, nationwide,
are higher than the rates for other
ethnic groups.® More significantly,
whil : the rates for all groups have
declined steadily over time, dropout
rates for Hispanics have increased
over the last 5 years to 32 percent, !
which may reflect growth in the
numbers of immigrants among the
Hispanic population." Yet a com-
monly cited study of migrant
dropout rates, the Migrant Attrition
Project, concluded that the dropout
rate among migrants had declined to
45 percent,'2 a substantial improve-
ment over the 89 percent dropout
rate reported in a 1975 study.!3 The
findings of the two studies are not
comparable and their causes can nei-
ther be attributed to a specific reme-
dy nor an educational intervention
without further research.

Perhaps the best evidence that
migrant dropout rates might be
reversing is that more migrant stu-
dents are reaching twelfth grade.
Many educators consider this reversal
to be a hopeful trend since migrant
students who stay in school so long
are highly motivated to graduate.
The supporting statistics are dramat-
ic. Betw :en 1984 and 1990, the
numbers of migrant students
enrolled in twelfth grade jumped 43
percent to 30,745, while the overall
migrant student school enrollment
increased just under 13 percent. 4




Migrating into Rural Areas
Intensifies At-Risk Factors

Since many migrant farmworkers
and their children live and travel into
rural areas, we must also consider
additional factors which put them
even more at-risk. As reported in a
1990 study, rural schools estimate
that they have higher percentages of
at-risk children than do urban areas.
The study also reported that the
social and economic pressures facing
rural students are at least as difficult
as those facing the inner-city youth—
an important consideration since
two-thirds of the school districts in
the United States and one-third of
the school children live in rural
areas.'

Another major problem in many
rural areas is the lack of social, psy-
chological, and family services. This
is especially true in the more remote
and impoverished areas where
migrant families tend to live.' Many
rural communities lack adgquate
medical personnel, SpecizZEducation
programs, and drug-abuse pro-
grams.!” Ironically, these services are
essential for at-risk populations such
as migrants. For this reason, the
Commission recommends that the
Program Coordination Centers target
rural, isolated areas for additional
technical assistance and work closely
with the Rural Technical Assistance
Centers. The Commission further
recommends that the Office of
Migrant Education (OME) increase
its monitoring of secondary school
programs in the more isolated areas
with an emphasis on coordinating
services and outreach efforts.

The Effect of Retention on

Migrant Students!
The Commission often heard testimony

that migrant students who move fre-

quently are under pressure to keep up
academically with their nonmigrating
peers. Compounding this pressure is the
fear that they will not be promoted at
their next school—a fear substantiated
by the Grade Retention and Placement
Evaluation Project (GRAPE), a MEP-
funded study. The study found three
major at-risk factors leading to high
dropout rates for MEP students. These
students are older than their grade peers,
they exhibit poor academic achiever-~-:t
and they come from families of low
socioeconomic status. '

GRAPE also determined that 35
percent of MEP kindergarten stu-
dents in 1988 were one or more
years older than their classmates as
compared with only 5 percent of the
general population. By second grade,
49 percent of the MEP students were
in a grade below their age peers as
compared with 21 percent of the
general population. After second
grade, the percentage of MEP stu-
dents who are in grades below their
age peers remained 25 percent high-
er than for the general population
until ninth grade when MEP students
began to drop out in larger numbers.
This study also found that 65 percent
of the MEP students in grades below
their age level had been retained
while in kindergarten or first grade.
Such figures, when juxtaposed with
the MEP dropout rates, present a
chilling relationship between grade
promotion, grade retention, and
future academic success and high-
light the need for quality early child-
hood programs.

These factors strongly suggest
that schools need to provide alterna-
tive programs that improve academic
achievement, thus eliminating the
need for grade-level retention. While
retaining migrant students in the
early grades is done with the best of

“In the wintertime, we
have 47 centers In Texas.
We get up to about 5,000
children. In the summer-
time, we closs our opera-
tions (In Texas) and we
relocate stafl...wa go to
the states of Ghlo,
indiana, Wisconsin,
Kansas, Panhandle
(Florida), and Washington.
$o we serve the migrants
while they are there...my
staff goes in March—
that’s when our migrants
leave, iate Mavch, and
they shuttle for 3 days; get
up there and they open up
a center. The flrst day that
work starts, they open up
the center and we operate
the center from 4:00 in the
morning. The bus starts
plcking up kids at 2:45,
3:00 in the morning.”2
—R. Querra




Annabel Ortiz dropped
out of high school after
her freshman year to get
married. During the next
several years, she had a
baby son, was divorced,
and learned that she had
cancer. After a year of
chemotherapy and
surgery, Ms. Ortiz began
home instruction supple-
mented by PASS courses.
While her battle with
cancer is not yet over,
Ms. Ortiz has been mobi-
lizing her forces on yet
another front. She was
able to return to school,
on crutches, in January
1992, After graduating
from high school, Ms.
Ortiz hopes to attend
Yakima Valley (Washing-
ton) Community College
to study social work.?’

intentions, especially if the student
has limited-English skills, research
conunues to suggest that it may not
be helpful. One option being consid-
ered in some areas is grade promo-
tion combined with intensive indi-

.vidual remediation. The Commission

suggests that ED (through OME and
NASDME) and the National
Education Goals Panel identify alter-
natives to retention being used suc-
cessfully by schools—such as pro-
grams that combine promotion with
supplemental remediation as well as
any other innovative approaches
being developed—and vroadly dis-
seminate this information.

The Role of the Family

The Commission heard repeated-
ly that the family plays a significant
role in a child’s decision to stay in
school.!® If a program is to be suc-
cessful in deterring a migrant student
from dropping out or in encouraging
a dropout to return to school, it
should stress to parents the impor-
tance of their role in inspiring their
children to obtain an education. This
is especially important for older
youth who often leave high school in
response to the economic needs of
the family. The parents of these
youth must agree that, over the long
term, the value of the student to the
overall well-being of the family will
be greater with continued education:

“While many of these Hispanic workers will
earn good wages during the years of young adult-
hood, most will be unable to withstand the physi-
cally grueling pace indefinitely and will face
either mid-life career changes or severely reduced

eamnings within 5 to 15 years after entering the
harvest workforce,"20

Earn-to-learn programs or those
offering education in conjunction
with a part-time job often provide
just enough money to keep students
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in school. Such programs work best
when the school, the employer, and
the parents can cooperate to serve
the interests of the students.?!

Programs to Help
Students Who Lose Credits
While Migrating

All high school students must
accrue credits in required courses in
order to graduate on time. -
Unfortunately, mainstream course-
credit programs frequently cannot
accommodate the travel patterns of
the migrant family.3 Students,
unaware that graduation require-
ments vary by school district, usually
learn this fact after they are denied a
high school diploma for insufficient
credits. Understandably, these stu-
dents often become discouraged and
are more likely to be tempted to earn
money by working in the fields.

“I have attended 13 different schools in cities
and towns in Texas and Oregon. I started out as a
freshman...in Salem, Oregon, hoping I wouldn't
have to move anymore. Well, my family and I
made several more trips to Texas and moved to
different towns in Qregon. As I continued school,
I started to realize that I was getting further and
further behind because of course failures and fre-
quent moves. By the middle of my junior year,
my parents decided to move to Woodburn,
Oregon. That's where I met Mr. Maldonado, a
migrant counselor, who introduced me to
[Portable Assisted Study Sequence] PASS. I have
made up a number of required classes and | hope
to graduate this year with my class. | am grateful
for the PASS Program and Migrant Education
because it has helped me so much. The sad part
ahout all this is that I am moving again and will

hve to be graduating from [another] high
school "24

This is why credit accrual pro-
grams, established through MEP, are
considered critical to keeping
migrant students in school. The two
major programs in the United States
are both based on the premise that
the MEP student can complete
course work towards high school

~l




graduation even when the family is
migrating. PASS? and the National
Secondary Credit Exchange and
Accrual Project (SCEAP) are espe-
cially important because they pro-
vide counseling to help students
graduate from high school and con-
tinue their education.

PASS originated in California in
1978 as a component of a Secondary
High School Dropout Project. PASS
provides 40 courses for middle and
high school students within a semi-
independent study program. Course
credits can be issued either by the
school district where the migrant
student finished the course or by the
home-base school.?

In states with local migrant pro-
jects, MEP supports the availability
and distribution of PASS courses at
no charge to migrant students. To
date, this procedure has been suc-
cessful. Since 1987, the number of
PASS units completed nationally has
almost doubled; the number of
semester credits granted has tripled;
and, 25 percent more migrant stu-
dents have been helped to graduate.

In addition to PASS, a Mini-PASS
is available to sixth, seventh, and
eighth grade students (ages 13 to 15)
in Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, Michi-
gan, New York, and Wisconsin.
Developed in Wisconsin in 1985,
Mini-PASS offers 26 courses and
each semester course contains all the
materials the student needs to com-
plete the course.

Although both programs are
much needed, PASS has been criti-
cized because of the quality and skill
level of the course materials. In
response, NASDME, ED, and
migrant educators are currently revis-
ing all courses to ensure that they
meet the states’ minimum curricu-

lum requirements and reflect the
skills and comp=tencies taught in
most public schools.

The other program, SCEAP, was
established by ED in October 1990
and funded through a 3-year cooper-
ative agreement. The project was
designed to create a national system
of credit exchange and accrual to
increase the high school graduation
rates for all migrants.2¢ The Texas
Education Agency office in
Edinburgh, Texas, an area that has a
high concentration of migrant stu-
dents (60,000, of which 30,000 are
currently migratory), won the award.
Three satellite offices are located in
Washington, Illinois, and New York.

The major problem migrant stu-
dents encounter with credit transfer
is the lack of a common credit unit
policy across school districts and
even within the same state.”® To
address this problem, the project will
develop a model for secondary credit
and exchange, which will incorporate
the best features from PASS and any
other correspondence courses; a
national graduation rate formula;a
database of generic correspondence
courses; and interstate credit agree-
ments.

'The project is also trying to estab-
lish a national consensus on ways to
accept sunimer credits and to record
all earned credits on MSRTS. The
first year's report, issued in
September 1991, only focused on
the graduation rate formula and did
not discuss progress of a national
credit accrual program. Years two
and three will be devoted to review-
ing curricula in major sending and
receiving states; formulating agree-
ments among states leading to a vol-
untary system of credit exchange and
accrual; providing technical assis-
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Maria Banuelos, a 17-
year old migrant student
from Washington, is the
oldest of five children.
Her family cuts asparagus
in the spring, picks
berries in the summer,
and apples in the fall. She
has helped cut asparagus
for the past 5 years.
During the asparagus sea-
son, the family works in
the fields from 2 am. to
8 a.m., when Maria goes
home, eats breakfast,
showers, and goes to
school. It is hard work,
but she does it to help
earn money for her fami-
ly. An eleventh grade stu-
dent, she is completing
her sixth PASS course
with a PASS grade point
average of 3.6. PASS has
helped her complete the
credits she lost. Her
goals are to graduate
from high school, attend
business college, and
then go to a 4-year uni-
versity to become an
electrical engineer.3




tance; and providing in-service train-
ing to help states =stablish, improve,
and/or expand secondary programs,
As stated in Chapter Two of this
report, the Commission believes that
this is one of the most important ini-
tiatives currently underway at ED
and urges that its efforts be encour-
aged and that a common credit unit
policy be adopted.

Few Programs Target Migrant
Students Who Drop Out

Although approximately 18
Federal programs currently provide
assistance to dropouts or at-risk stu-
dents,®! only two, the HEP and the
Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
program, specifically target migrant
or seasonal farmworker dropouts.
Ten of these 18 programs are admin-
istered by ED; the Departments of
Labor and Health and Human
Services administer the other pro-
grams.

Several are explicitly designed to
help the dropout or the at-risk <tu-
dent. However, little information is
available about how successful these
Federal programs are in helping stu-
dents complete their schooling.32

The Commission found that the
resources of MEP are further
stretched by the needs of the chang-
ing demographics of the migrant
labor force. Increasingly, the migrant
streams are comprised of less educat-
ed immigrants who may not be
aware of th. .aportance of an educa-
tion for themselves and their chil-
dren. These migrant families require
different interventions from those
used in the past.

MEP also funds many successful
migrant state and local dropout pro-
grams. Some of these are funded
under Section 1203 as interstate

coordination programs and others are
funded under the basic state grants,
as part of a district's dropout preven-
tion activities. One such 1203 pro-
ject, which issued the Dropout
Retrieval Report, concluded that
efforts to bring migrant students
back to a regular or alternative
school must first consider why the
students choose to drop out.33 More
specifically, the report found that
there are certain core qualities that a
successful migrant dropout preven-
tion project must contain;

B A work-study program. This is
important since helping the family is
often one factor in the student’s
decision to leave school.

W A flexible schedule and a conve-
nient location. Classer must be pro-
vided at the camps and during the
carly morning and late evening hours
to accommodate the migrant stu-
dent’s travel and work schedule.
Summer schools which are close to
or at the camps provide one of the
best methods for accruing credits, for
tutoring students in skills required to
pass competency tests, or making up
lost courses. To be useful, however,
such courses must be accepted for
graduation credit at other schools.34

B A pre-general education diploma
(GED) program to prepare students
who are illiterate or are reading at a
low level. Such assistance reduces the
frustration of :hose not yet reading at
the GED-. cquired level of sixth
grade. Programs can be adapted to
involve the parents who might not
have the skills necessary to help their
children.?

B A “migrant-only” dropout preven-
tion advisor. Each school district
should employ a person familiar with
the characteristics of at-risk students
to offer early intervention.

b
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M Role models. To see a successful
former migrant in a professional set-
ting can help the student better
understand the importance of a high
school diploma.

W Community involvement.
Establish work-study programs to dis-
pel stereotypes and fears in the minds
of community members and the
migrants.3

In addition to such projects, the
Commission has heard testimony that
highlights MEP’s successful inter-
ventions for at-risk students. One
example is the Migrant Dropout
Reconnection Project which has
encouraged many out-of-school youth
and potential dropouts to get a high
school diploma. The project also
offers a toll-free phone number and a
newsletter to help students locate the
closest projects and services.3” The
Commission recommends that suc-
cessful dropout prevention strategies
developed by MEPs be made available

to all schools attended by migrant
children.

MEP’s High School
Equivalency Program (HEP)
HEP, the only ED program
designed to accommodate out-of-
school migrant youth, originated in
the Office of Economic Opportunity
as a discretionary grant program in
1967. It was designed as an employ-
ment/training program for high school
dropouts and has always had training
overtones. In 1973, HEP became part
of the Comprehensive Employment
Training Act Program administered by
the Department of Labor and in 1980
it was transferred to ED. In 1987,
HEP grants were extended from 1 to
3 years and awarded on a competitive
basis. The major services or assistance
offered through HEPs are counseling,
placement services, healthcare, finan-

cial aid, stipends, housing for residen-
tial students, and exposure to cultural
and academic programs.

Today, HEP is funded by Section
418A of the Higher Education Act
and administered by OME and serves
an average of 3,000 students
annually.®® Grants are given to institu-
tions of higher education and non-
profit organizations. Currently, neither
geographical location nor the size and
proximity of the migrant population is
considered when awarding the grants,
so some areas of high migrant concen-
trations do not have HEP services.

The Commission addressed the
issue of geographic distribution,
among others, during the 1991 hear-
ings concerning the reauthorization of
HEPs and the Collage Assistance
Migrant Programs (CAMPs).% At that
time, the Commission asked the
Subcommittee on Education, Arts,
and Humanities to consider the fol-
lowing recommendations: expand the
program /ycle from 3 to 5 years;
include geographic distribution as a
criterion in funding future
HEPs/CAMPs; include eligibility for
Section 1201 of the Education
Amendments of 1988 and/or Section
402 of JTPA as a criterion of
HEPs/CAMPs’ eligibility; appropriate
adequate funding for HEPs/CAMPs;
and reject the concept of capacity
building for a service delivery program
as an inappropriate constraint on these
programs.

Uninterrupted funding of HEPs is
vital if they are to continue preparing
migrant workers or their dependents
to attain the same level of prepared-
ness of regular high school graduates
so that, as much as possible, they can
choose among the full range of high
school outcomes. To be eligible for
HEP, a person must be a migrant

“That day | was alone at
home and tidinking. ‘What
was going to happen with
my future?’ | went to the
mallbox. The first letter
that | saw was a bill, bill,
and another blil. | saw
another letter that was for
me. REAL TALK [The
Migrant Dropout Recon-
nection Project News-
lstter)...that's when |
started looking for the
possibllities that would
help me.”

—Emnn®




On March 15, 1988,
Anna Elizabeth Robles
received her GED certifi-
cate from the University
of Tennessee HEP. The
path from eighth grade
dropout, mother, and
migrant worker to self-
sufficiency has not been
easy. The daughter of
migrant farmworkers, Liz
still remembers the pain
and rejection she felt
from teachers and stu-
dents when attending
school in her native
Texas. Today, Liz s a
successful store owner
whose shop carriers
Mexican staples and
ingredients not available
in nearby stores for
migrant farmworkers
who work in the area.
Not content to be just a
shopkeeper, Liz has
become a spokesperson
and advocate on issues
affecting the local
migrant workers, Liz
illustrates the reason why
the University of
Tennessee HEP estab-
lished satellite programs.
Although Liz was moti-
vated to finish the
requirements for high
school graduation, she
would not have been able
to do it without the satel-
lite program since her
income and her presence
were required by her
family and children. The
University of Tennessee
HEP satellites have
helped over 500 students
like Liz become assets to
their communities.4’

worker or seasonal farmworker, or a
dependent of one for least 75 days
during the past 24 months; lack a
high school diploma (or a GED); not
currently enrolled in school and be at
least 17 years of age; and be in need
of the academic assistance, support
services, and financial aid that the
program provides. HEP students gen-
erally come from low-income fami-
lies. The HEP/CAMP National
Evaluation Project Study found that
more than 75 percent of recent pro-
gram participants reported total
annual family (with an average of
seven members) incomes of under
$10,000.

A 1989 ED study of HEPs collect-
ed data describing individual HEPs,
student characteristics, and outcomes.
The major findings of this study were
that HEP has had a stable base of pro-
jects since its inception*! and 85 per-
cent of the programs are operated by
institutions of higher education; moust
participants are Hispanic; more than
half of the average total hours of pro-
gram services were devoted to instruc-
tion, and during the remaining hours
participants received counseling,
health, and support services; and many
have strong training components. The
average rate of GED completicn for
1986-87 was 70 percent, ranging

between 24 percent at the Milwaukee -

Area Technical College and 100 per-
cent at the University of Colorado. Of
the 1987 HEP graduates, 40 percent
enrolled in technical vocational
schools, 37 percent at 2-year colleges,
and 23 percent at 4-year schools.*2
Over the past 23 years, HEPs and
CAMPs have served about 65,000
people.” During this time, HEP has
evolved mainly into more of a com-
muter program that serves a small
area. Today, students are more likely

to be older (mid-twenties), more
recent immigrants, have lower skill
levels, and have limited-English pro-
ficiency—factors that contribute to a
more difficult transition into postsec-
ondary education or into society.#
Some HEPs are housed on college
campuses, thus enabling migrant stu-
dents to be part of a world that is
different from their own. Other cam-
pus-based HEPs let students choose
housing to suit their needs; they can
choose either residential, in which a

“student lives on campus away from

the distractions of family life, or
commuter, which allows the students
to live at home to help their families.
Other HEPs are not on a college
campus, but are satellites of a cam-
pus-based HEP. These programs offer
the student the prestige of being
associated with a college program.

Effectiveness of HEPs

A 1984 study of HEPs funded by
the HEP/CAMP Association found »
that 80 percent of the HEP studen®
obtained their GED at the end of the
course and most continued their
education in either vocational or
postsecondary schools or found new
jobs as a result of their upgraded
skills.#s This success becomes even
more significant considering that
HEPs usually operate between 8 and
12 weeks. In addition, the students
graduated from the programs with
greater self-esteem and confidence in
their abilities to lead productive
lives.46

The story of Jesus Estrada, cur-
rently working on his doctorate, is
one example of the many HEP suc-
cesses heard by the Commission. Mr.
Estrada graduated from the first
Oregon HEP class in 1967 and is
now director of a successful
University of Tennessee HEP with
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satellite programs in three other
states.® The Commission believes
Mr. Lstrada to be just one example of
how HEP has positively influenced
the lives of its participants.

Through testimony and research,
the Commission learned of several
recurring concerns about HEP. The
first deals with relative costs. Com-
pared to other programs th..: offer a
high school diploma as its outcome,
the annual per student cost of HEP
- ($2,335) is relatively high. State-
administered adult basic education
programs offer students ($40 per
pupil of Federal, excluding institu-
tional and state support) the oppor-
tunity of earning a high school diplo-
ma at a lower cost.*” However, most
migrant students who drop out do
not take advantage of these programs
for several reasons. These programs
are usually in operacion when the
family is migrating; they do not offer
transportation so that students can
attend class regularly;* and they do
not provide vital assistance (financial,
academic, or other support services)
which are major components of HEP.

The second area of concern is the
level of student disadvantage of HEP
participants. The data are unclear
about the educational level of the
students when they begin these pro-
grams. Yet based on information
compiled by the HEP/CAMP Na-
tional Evaluation Project and other
research, program participants
appeared to be representative of the
children of migrant workers.5! They
came from families involved in
migrant agricultural labor either
away from or close to their perma-
nent residence. Few had parents with
high school diplomas. Most families
spoke a language other than English
at home, one-half were the first gen-

eration born in the United States and
the others were equally divided
between foreign born or those whose
parents or grandparents were born in
the United States. Twenty percent of
the participants were married. On
the average, the perticipants appear
to be as disadvantaged as the migrant
population in general.

Because of limited funds, it is
possible that HEPs selected only

 those students most likely to benefit

from and complete the program;
however, it is also possible that only
those with the -apability and/or
motivation to succeed signed up for
the program. Without additional
resources, all those who are eligible
to participate in HEP (i.e., meet the
minimum criteria) will not be able to
do so, and this segment of the
migrant population will remain
under-served.

The last factor is the difficulty in
measuring the impact of HEP. The
ability of HEP graduates to secure
nonmigrant employment is a desired
outcome of HEP. However, data
describing the employment history
of HEP graduates are generally
unavailable. Regardless of this con-
cern, a high proportion of HEP par-
ticipants meet the educational goals
of the program by obtaining a GED.
Of those, all continued their educa-
tion either at a vocational school or a
college. Such actions are the first
step toward a successful future out-
side of migrant employment. Once
these students meet the HEP goal of
obtaining a high school diploma,
their employability or their prospects
for employment should be similar to
those of the general population, at
best, or comparable to those with
similar disadvantages, at the very
least. '







Migrant Students

hirty years ago there was
no record of a son or
daughter of migrant
farmworkers ever having
graduated from college.’
While the situation has improved
somewhat, there are still few oppor-
tunities available to prepare the high-
ly able migrant child to participate in
the academically demanding situa-
tions of higher education.? This is
especially true for postsecondary
migrant students who, in spite of the
hardships imposed by migrancy, have
successfully completed high school.
As the only national-level support
program directed solely at migrant
college students, the College
Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP)
is a rare and extremely vital program
that affords access and equity for
migrant students who seek postsec-
ondary education®. The support ser-
vices offered, such as professionally
trained migrant student counselors,
are especially important to the stu-
dent who, in many instances, is the

first person in the family to complete
high schocl— much less go to col-
lege.

The Transition to College

CAMP assists qualified first-time
college students to make the transi-
tion between high school and col-
lege. These students tend to be at
higher risk of failure than other first-
time college students’ by virtue of
their inadequate academic prepara-
tion and their disadvantaged back-
ground, which frequently requires
them to work while attending
school. To help tiie students develop
th= motivation and skills necessary to
complete higher education, CAMP
was conceived as a full-service pro-
gram. The services designed to meet
these needs can range from financial
aid (tuition, fees, a stipend, and room
and board) to career rounseling,
tutoring, cultural and social activities,
and college-orientation programs.

To be eligible for CAMP, a person
must be a migrant worker, a seasonal




“I remember being advised
to apply to a junlor college
instead of a 4-year school
80 that | conld “avold the
possibllity of dropping out.”
| was told that It was very
difficuit to be accepted Into
tniversities and that only
those people who can afford
it could anroll thers...At
this polnt, | was only sure of
one thing: | knew that |
wanted to be a teacher and
for that | needed to get an
education. | took all of the
college preparatory classes
that were required to enter
ad-year Institution...l was
ong of the lucky ones...|
was able to get a lot of
assistance through CAMP
and the Equal Opportunity
Program (EOP) at Callfornia
State University,
Sacramento. The irony of it
is that | never would have
known about CAMP had |
niot been the reciplent of a
scholarship for migrant stu-
dents in Californla (BEAM
Scholarchip). it was at the
State Parent Migrant
Conference that | was...
introduced to CAMP, From
CAMP and EOP | received
counseling, exposure to col-
lege campuses, assistance
with college applications,
and financlal assistance. In
my oplnion the most impor-
tant thing the CAMP could
have given me was the
means to network with other
programs. Unfortunately,
thers are many migrant stu.
dents who do not get any
exposure to support pro-
'm.”j

- =Linia Espinoza

farmworker, or a dependent of either
for at least 75 days during the last 2
years. Each participant must be qual-
ified to enroll as a full-time freshman
and must require academic assistance
and financial aid.

CAMP helps students master the
skills essential for college and acade-
mic success, such as study and test
taking skills, learning strategies, note
taking, and time management,
CAMRP also helps students with
course work by providing tutoring
and other instructional support for
those who need it.

History of CAMP

CAMP originated as a U.S. Office
of Economic Opportunity discre-
tionary grant program in 1972, The
following year, CAMP was trans-
ferred to the Department of Labor
and became part of the
Comprehensive Employment
Training Act program. In 1980,
CAMP moved to the U.S.
Department of Education. CAMP
grants were extended from 1 to 3
years in 1987 and then to 5 years in
1992,

Both CAMP and the High School
Equivalency Program (HEP)® are
authorized by Section 418A of the
Higher Education Act and are
administered by the Office of
Migrant Education. CAMP and HEP
are funded through discretionary
grants awarded on a competitive
basis to institutions of higher educa-
tion (IHE) and nonprofit organiza-
tions, without regard to their geo-
graphical location or proximity to
sizeable migrant populations. The
longest operating program, St.
Edward's University (Austin, Texas),
has operated for many years, The
newest grantee is the University of

Tennessee (Knoxville).

Over the years, funding for
CAMP has been in jeopardy. For 6
years, beginning in 1980, as part of
overall budget cuts the
Administration annually requested
the termination of HEPs an¢ CAMPs
since financial 2id was available
through other programs, although
none focused on migrant students.
The 1987 budget proposed that
CAMP be combined with the Special
Services for Disadvantaged Students
Program into a new Special College
Services Program. In contrast to the
$7.1 million appropriated for HEP
and CAMP in 1986, the appropria-
tion requested for the newly consoli-
dated program was $3.9 million. Had
the termination or consolidation of
CAMP taken place, the subsequent
reduction of financial and supporting
services would not have enabled stu-
dents from such disadvantaged back-
grounds and fragmented educational
histories to meet the educational
goals of CAMP,

Although funding for CAMPs has
remained relatively constant over the
years, the average undergraduate
tuition charges (adjusted for infla-
tion) have increased for public and
private universities, othesr 4-year, and
2-year institutions from 1977 to
1987.7 Consequently, the number of
students served through CAMP
funding has decreased by one-half
(Exhibit 5.1).

It remains unclear, yet important
to consider, how increased tuition
costs combined with limited CAMP
opportunities will affect the future
aspirations of able migrant students
to seek higher education.

How Programs Very
All CAMPs are characterized by




an intense commitment to recruit-
ment. As with other pregrams for
migrant farmworkers and their chil-
dren, one of the difficulties in serving
this population is that they must first
be identified and recruited.? CAMP
counselors rely on a network of
resources, which are not part of the
traditional college recruitment and
application process, to help them
identify eligible migrant youth. The
network includes the migrant home-
school coordinators, the high school
guidance counselors, local agricultur-
al community contacts, and people
within the migrant labor
community.!0

In addition to recruitment,
CAMPs are permitted to provide ser-
vices such as testing and special acad-
emic, career, and personal counsel-
ing; tutoring and supplementary
instructional services; and other
essential supporting services to assure
the success of CAMP participants.
While CAMPs have experimented
over the years with ways to provide
services that best meet the needs of
their students, research has identified
several factors found to be effective.
These factors include providing clear,
measurable student outcome goals;
matriculating participants who meet
or exceed the program's entry-level
requirements; and providing program
interventions designed to support
identified student needs.!! The
Commission encourages CAMPs to
work towards incorporating into
their nrograms factors that research
has identified as being effective in
meeting program objectives.

CAMPs are designed to be either
commuter or residential, or to let
students decide which best meets
their housing needs. Unlike com-
muter programs, costs for CAMPs

that offer residential options are
greater since funds must be allocated
for housing. CAMPs which provide
housing offer participants the experi-
ence of a supervised campus environ-
ment which they otherwise might
not have. CAMPs which allow stu-
dents to commute are especially
appealing to students who want to
continue their education but must
also fulfill family and home responsi-
bilities.

CAMPs sponsor a variety of sum-
mer enrichment and community
involvement progiams. For example,
St. Edward’s sponsors a 10-day pro-
gram and the University of Colorado
has 1 5-week program. St. Edward’s
also sponsors a three-tier communi-
ty-campus mentor program through
which it establishes a series of rela-
tionships between CAMP partici-
pants and members of the communi-
ty. The program is based on the con-
cept that appropriate role models
provide migrant students with the
motivation to build a successful life
outside of migrancy. Each CAMP
participant is mentored by a success-
ful member of the Austin business
community who was once a migrant
worker. In turn, the CAMP partici-
pant becomes the mentor of a third
grade migrant student. At California
State University, Sacramento, CAMP
students have “adopted” 2 miles of
busy highway through the Adopt-a-

Exhibit 5.1
Appropriations for CAMP, 1984-1991°

FY Apprepriation Ne. of CAMPS No. of Studants
1984 1,950,000 10 Lo
1985 1,200,000 5 440
1986 1,148,400 6 435
1987 1,200,000 4 274
1988 1,300,000 5 290
1989 1,500,000 5 287
90 . L7000 6 280
1991 1,952,000 7 347




CAMPs maximize the
efforts of other service
providers. John Jensen,
Director of HEP and
CAMP at Boise State
University, described the
following example:

“The Idaho Nuclear
Enerry Laboratory (INEL)
apprnached CAMP about
interesting more migrant
students in science and
mathematics. INEL provid-
ed us $10,000 for instruc-
tors. Several were former
CAMP students. The State
(Idaho) Migrant Office
worked to secure funding
for transportation. Boise
State University provided
facilities, computer labs, and
scientific equipment. We
were able to provide a great
math and science workshop
for 40 seventh and eighth
grade migrant students
through this networking and
sharing of resources.”!®

Highway program. The CAMP stu-
dents are encouraged to learn that
volunteering in their community
should be part of their personal and
professional lives.!2

The Economics of CAMP

The costs for funding CAMPs
vary depending on the types of ser-
vices provided and the amount of fis-
cal support the hosting institution
can offer. For example, students also
receive a stipend, whick varies from
$128 per month at Boise State
University (Boise, Idaho) to $243 at
St. Edward’s University.!3 Without
support services such as stipends,
these migrant students are less likely
to complete the first year of college.

CAMPs have traditionally operat-
ed through IHEs, although they may
be administered by either IHEs or
private, nonprofit organizations. The
level to which the IHE can subsidize
its CAMP with institutional funding
varies considerably. Over the years,
St. Edward’s University, for example,
continues to increase the fiscal sup-
port it extends to its CAMP. St.
Edward's contribution to CAMP
amounted to $250 per student in
1972 and grew to $7,000 by 199214
In addition, Boise State University
subsidizes its CAMP by arranging for
and sharing resources with other
local instituticns.!s As JHEs address
the competing demands on each of
their dollars, it may not be possible
for them to continue to subsidize
CAMPs at the current level.

On the surface it would appear
that CAMPs are more expensive per
participant than other ED higher
education programs. For example,
the average cost per CAMP partici-
pant in 1987 ranged from $4,154 at
Boise State to $3,214 ay St. Edward’s

University. By contrast, the average
cost for students participating in the
Special Services for Disadvantaged
Students Program was only about
$455 (in program year 1984-85).

Comparisorns to other programs
are misleading. CAMP, as a full-ger-
vice program, helps the migrant stu-
dent deal with all aspects of the col-
lege experience by funding all the
vital support services participants
need to succeed in college.!” Unlike
CAMP, a program such as Special
Services for Disadvantaged Students,
which has similar goals, does not pro-
vide the same level of support ser-
vices. In addition, informatien is
unavailable on the access of migrant
youth to these nonmigrant specific
postsecondary programs.'*

From another perspective, the
success of CAMP students and their
positive impact on the community
more than justifies the costs.! Based
on the percentages of students who
earn a college degree, are fully
employed, and enjoy an income w =ll-
above the poverty level, CAMP has
been successful 2!

“In the simplest of terms, students who are
successtul in completing the objectives of CAMP
will repay the total amount invested in them by
the United States Government within two yeas
of completing their.. .college degree. The 1epay-
ment comes in the form of personal income
taxes, estimated on the basis of average size of
family and the net difference in income between
those who completed the programs and those
who did not. The higher the overall success rate,
the more cost-effective the programs become, "2}

Why CAMP is so Important

For CAMP participants, the pro-
gram has helped to reverse soine of
the devastating effects of the migra-
tory lifestyle that make it difficult for
migrant children to complete high
school, much less coilege. "One way



of viewing the task faced by migrant
children 18 to compare their participa-
tion in education with a runner
required to enter a race twenty yards
behind the starting line."?

As individuals who come from
backgrounds of poverty and low lev-
els of parental educational attain-
ment, the children of migrant work-
ers seem doomed to disadw antage.
Educational researchers whose find-
in'rs hold little hope for this group
continue to report on the strong rela-
tionship between family background,
personal characteristics, and academ-
ic success. All things being equal, the

children of migrant workers continue
to be among the least likely to com-
plete high school and postsecondary
education.?

In many instances, culturally
Jiverse students of low socioeconom-
ic status, such s the children of
migrant farmworkers, reside outside
the mainstream networks and are ill-
equipped to take advantage of educa-
tional opportunities. Few of these
students have out-of-school experi-
ences which relate to the schooi cul-
ture; or counseling to help them
identify what they might be able to
accomplish; or knowledge about
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career or vocational choices, especial-
ly those which are outside their
realm of experience.?® Such knowl-
edge is critical for migrant students
who wish to transform their aspira-
tions into achievement. Conse-
quently, the service aspect of CAMP
continues to be a vital and integral
element in its successful operation.

The services provided by CAMP
are especially important to the
almost 15 percent of the participants
surveyed for the HEP/CAMP
Evaluation Study felt academically
unprepared for college. They
required the additional support ser-
vices provasded by CAMP to enable
them to compete at the college level,
yet they lacked the preparation to
benefit from the services.?® By their
own admission, some students
entered CAMP without the knowl-
edge of what was expected of them,
what entry-level skills were essential,
and what the programs had to offer.?’
Almost without exceptinn, students
with these deficits failed to reach
program objectives and were unsuc
cessful in doing so at a later time.?
These students rarely achieved the
levels of education and career
advancement atiained by those who
completed the first year of college.?
Althougl. some do eventually com-
plete the first year of college, they
almost never catch up to those who
did so while enrolled in CAMP.®
While some students weie not able
to meet CAMP objectives, their par-
ticipation in postsecondary educa-
tion, even for a short time, is a notc-
worthy accomplishment.

Accomplishments of CAMP

In spite of the educational odds
agdinst migrant students wh.» enter
CAMP, an overwhelming majority ot

participants complete the basic edu-
cational objectives of the program.u
For example, a recent study of
CAMPs*2 found that in 1987, 81 per-
cent of the 180 CAMP participants
completed their freshman year. The
completion rate varies from 100 per-
cent at California State University,
Sacramento, to 50 percent at Boise
State University.33 Additional current
data, such as the college graduation
rate and the nonmigrant employmen*
rates of CAMP students, are sketchy
and only available through limited
longitudinal studies,

A 1985 longitudinal study found
that a total of 92.4 percent of CAMP
participants successfully completed
their first year of college™ (much
higher than the national norm of
about 530 percent among all first-time
entering freshmen)* and ghout 56
percent remained in school and grad-
uated from college Considering that
the results of the HEP/CAMP
Evaluation Study were presemed in
1985 and that only those students
who entered CAMP in 1980 or 1981
cuuld reasonably have been e pected
to finish a 4-year degree by 1985, the
overall results were strong.* At the
California State University, Fresno,
94 percent of its CAMP perticipants
completea their freshman year and
67 percent went on to earn a bache-
lor's degree.

Students who attended both HEP
and CAMP were more likely to have
completed a degree program, and
have higher employment and income
profiles upon college graduation than
did those who attended only one of
the programs.™ The statistics are
even more impressive for women
Women who attended CAMP sub-
stantially outperform womer: in the
national sample with regard to occu-




pational status and income.”

Employment and income data on
CAMP participants suggest a pro-
gressive pattern of moving from
lower levels of employment and
income to higher levels as students
progress through the educational sys-
tem, graduate from college, and enter
the mainstream workfcrce.*” A num-
ber of graduates have gone on to
become migrant educators,*’ lawyers,
doctors, and other professionals.*?
Furthermore, the CAMP participants
were proud of their achievements.
When asked their opinion, they indi-
cated that they were doing consider-
ably better than their friends.

In a manner of speaking, the
CAMP participant is the ultimate
formerly migratory student, who will
never have the need to return to the
fields. CAMP participants are living
testimonials, especially ‘0 other
migrant students, that motivated and
able migrant students can succeed
academically when given the oppor-
tunity and the support.

Such conclusions would have
been more difficult to formulate
without the extensive longitudinal
data collected through the 1985
HEP/CAMP National Evaluation
Project. The Commission supports
the longitudinal study efforts of the
HEP/CAMP Association and encour-
ages continuation of this study
through foundation funding or vol-
untary institutional support.

Gaps in Providing Services

M ve eligible migrant students
apply to participate in CAMP
Pro,rams than there are spaces avail-
able. On the average, each program
receives apy roximately 200 applica-
tions for every 40 slots.** The
Commission heard testimony that

the lack of programs to meet the
demands of the eligible migrant stu-
dents is one of the concerns continu-
ally expressed by the educators who
serve them.®

This is especially troublesome
when taken in perspective of how
successful HEPs have been in meeting
their program objectives. During
1986-87, 70 percent of the HEP par-
ticipants completed the GED. Of the
1987 HEP graduates, 60 percent
enrolled either in a 2- or 4-year ccl-
lege,* o a total of 1,087 individuals.”’
Since only 274 CAMP slots were
available that year, the remaining 813
students could not have attended
CAMP had they wanted to go.

What further compounds the
demand for services is the absence of
CAMPs in the eastern stream.*® The
current geographic distribution of
existing CAMPs was established as a
result of the competitive grant appli-
cation process. There has never been
a requirement to consider geographic
distribution in funding CAMPs. In
the future if more money becomes
available for CAMP, the Commission
encourages greater distribution of
these projects to ensure that they
operate in each stream and in prox-
imity to migrant populations.

Considering the level at which
CAMPs meet their objectives and
the demand for CAMP slots which
far exceeds the supply, why haven’t
CAMPs (and HEPs) become a pro-
grammatic priority? One explanation
may be that other large educational
programs for disadvantaged students
(i.e., TRIO, Chapter 1 Basic) are lo-
cated in almost every Congressional
district in the United States. TRIO
has a strong constituency base; all
states are represented, and students
all over the country benefit from

“Migrant Education was
designed so that the
migrant students wouldn’t
abandon school before
graduating from high
school. The result for the
last 8 yesrs has not only
been that we have had
higher percentage...who
have graduated from
twelfth grade but that aiso
we have gone on to com-
munity college In larger
numbers, state universi-
ties of the State of
California, private col-
leges, vocational careers
and, above, the effective
participation of parents.
—J. Castpo™




those programs. The situation is dif-
ferent with respect to CAMPs.
Unfortunately, with so few programs
(7 CAMPs and 23 HEPs) in only 15
states, many people are unaware of
the purpose for and the success of
the programs and, therefore, do not
consider the programs a priority.

Another explanation might be
that, in general, there is little wide-
spread support on behalf of increas-
ing higher education opportunities
for migrant students. Except for a
handful of committed legislators and
a few college presidents, HEP and
CAMP have no other champions.
The HEP/CAMP Association mem-
bership of 29 directors meets annual-
ly and attendance is modest. Since
most directors are newly appointed
to their positions and knowledgeable
only about their respective programs,
they may not be aware of the impor-
tance of informing the general public
about CAMP. The Commission urges
this group to inform the public of
the successes of their students.

Another group is beginning to
focus its attention on the educational
needs of disadvantaged students. The
State Higher Education Executive
Officers, based on the results of a
survey* on state priorities for higher
education, found that the need to
improve minority student achieve-
ment was listed second only to the
need to improve undergraduate edu-
cation. According to the survey,
many states are focusing attention on
identifying, recruiting, and support-
ing minority students, and including
migrant students.

Related Initiatives

A new Federal program was
authorized this year as part of the
Higher Education Act, which is

designed to specifically help migrant
students achieve their higher educa-
tion goals. The program, called Mini-
Corps,*! provides college students
with the option of working while
training to become a teacher or relat-
ed professional. The program grants
a small stipend to help students off-
set the expenses of the degree pro-
gram and begins after the student
successfully completes the first year
of postsecondary education. Mini-
Corps students training to become
teachers can work as aides to teach-
ers of younger migrant children
while also providing a positive role
model for them. In this capacity, the
program helps trainees to strengthen
their self-esteem, affords an opportu-
nity for them to help others, and
provides an enormous resource for
at-risk students in various programs.

As proposed, the Mini-Corps
Program addresses many of the rec-
ommendations advocated by the
Interstate Migrant Education
Council, the State Higher Education
Executive Officers, the Education
Commission of the States, and other
groups who encourage students as
they move from kindergarten
through college.

During the past 3 years, the
Commission has heard testimony
describing the efforts of high school
counselors and CAMP staffs through
whose efforts, migrant farmworkers
and their children are at long last
gaining access to the educational
opportunities that so many main-
stream individuals take for granted.
These students who have overcome
the disadvantages associated with
their migratory lifestyles clearly
demonstrate the importance of and

need to expand successful programs
like CAMP.




and Services

he educational outcomes

of children are affected

by many inter-related fac-

tors. In addition to a

child’s predisposition for
learning, other needs exist which if
left unmet may adversely affect. acad-
emic success. Consequently, inter-
ventions must be preventive, contin-
uous, comprehensive, and coordinat-
ed—a fact which the Migrant
Education Program (MEP) has
embraced since its inception.!

Coordination is an important

function within MEP. From an
administrative standpoint, coordina-
tion is the vehicle by which service
providers can avoid duplication of
effort, increase efficiency, and elimi-
nate gaps across programs to more
efficiently serve the childzen of
migrant families. From the perspec-
tive of migrant children with multi-
ple learning needs, coordination is
the mechanism which facilitates con-
tinual access to services and ensures
that their needs are addressed.

Although coordination models
vary, three types of coordination are
relevant for MEP. The first type, the
coordination of instructional programs,
affects the child within the school
district. In some instances, a migrant
child is eligible for several local,
state, and Federal education pro-
grams. Ideally, these programs should
be coordinated to provide migrant
children with the additional academ-
ic support they need. Commission
research suggests that more school
administrators appear to be exploring
ways to fully integrate programs for
children with multiple needs. In real-
ity, however, some migrant children
may not benefit from the additional
support partly because the schools
they attend may not have developed
strate zies to coordinate instruction
within and across their regular and
supplemental programs.

The second is the coordination of
instructional services among several
states and schools. Curricula, tests,
graduation requirements, etc. should
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be coordinated, if not standardized,
to provide much needed continuity
for migrant children who move fre-
quently.

The third type of coordination is
the coordination of educational and
social service programs. As members
of families who struggle along the
margin of poverty, migrant children
often have needs which require more
than remedial instruction. Indeed,
many migrant children are found to
have health, nutrition, and other
social service needs which may
adversely affect their ability to learn.

Coordinating Federal
and State Policies

The Commission is aware of the
many accomplishments of local edy-
cators and social service providers in
coordinating services for migrant
families, often despite the lack of
coordination at higher governmental
or institutional levels. In an effort to
further support local providers, state
and Federal officials should strive to
better align their policies to facilitate,
instead of inhibit, coordination.

As local, state, and Federal gov-
ernments have grown over the years,
so has the fragmentation of their pro-
grams and services. The end result is
an increasingly inefficient social ser-
vice delivery system which is highly
compartmentalized, crisis driven,
and unwieldy to manage.? At the
Federal level, this situation is partly
the result of a Congressional struc-
ture that extends policy-making
authority for the same social service
programs across several
Congressional committees and
Federal agencies.

The Commission’s review of
Federal migrant assistance programs
also revealed fragmentation of ser-

vices within the Executive Branch
where more than six Federal agencies
provide programs to migrant and sea-
sonal farmworkers and their families,
Because many of the programs have
evolved independently, duplication
of effort frequently occurs among
these programs.

Although programs may develop
policies and operate independently,
some have conflicting or incompati-
ble policies which may penalize the
migrant families they were designed
to serve. One policy issue which is
commonly cited by migrant service
providers is the varying definitions of
migrant farmworker used across pro-
grams to determine eligibility for ser-
vices, This causes problems for
administrators who try to collect data
or integrate services.

To date, there are as many as 12
different statutory and regulatory
definitions for migrant farmworker in
the Federal Government.3 For
administrators, these diverse defini-
tions not only make it difficult to
consolidate outreach and intake pro-
cedures; but they also creat . situa-
tion where data across programs
serving migrant farmworkers cannot
be compared.4

For migrant families, the exis-
tence of inconsistent eligibility crite-
ria means that programs ‘will find it
more difficult to coordinate the
delivery of services simultaneously in
one location, further penalizing the
families they were designed to serve,
When this happens, family members
must contact a number of agencies to
find the services they need and must
complete a number of intake forms
that may request the same informa-
tion. The Commission heard repeat-
edly that program standardization
would encourage the delivery of ser-




vices in a more consistent and com-
prehensive manner.®

Overcoming Barriers to
Coordinating Federal and
State Policies

Efforts to coordinate policies
across migrant programs may be
hampered by the independent nature
of the legislative authorities which
create each program and those agen-
cies involved in administering them.
Regardless, interagency committees
are frequently formed to coordinate
services for migrant families at both
the Federal and state levels.

Two interagency committees exist
at the national level. The first com-
mittee, the Interagency Committee
on Migrants, was formed in 1985 and
consists of program-level officials
from the Federal Government. It
meets about four times a year pri-
marily to exchange program informa-
tion. Because it lacks any formal
recognition or policy-making author-
ity, the Committee is unable to coor-
dinate policy, e.g., eligibility criteria.®
A second committee, formed in
1990, is the Migrant Inter-Associa-
tion Coordinating Committee and
Coalition. Last year in Buffalo, New
York, the Committee sponsored the
first national conference that brought
together representatives of the fol-
lowing programs: MEP, Migrant
Head Start, Migrant Health, and Mi-
grant and Seasonal Farmworker Job
Training and Partnership Act (JPTA).

The Commission is also aware of
other task forces at the state level ’
Some of these task forces are created
by state governors and draw their
members from state agencies, non-
profit organizations and, in some
cases, the farming industry. The
Commission encourages these groups

to expand their initiatives to include
other agencies and associations in
other areas of education, welfare, and
health.

Beyond participating in intera-
gency meetings, several agencies have
drafted “Meinoranda of
Understanding” to formalize the
coordination of policies across their
prcgrams. These Memoranda outline
the ways in which agencies agree to
collaborate and share their
resources.8 Although the implemen-
tation of these agreements relies
upon the willingness and commit-
ment of the signing parties, they rep-
resent a starting point for improving
program coordination for migrant
families.

Coordinating
Instructional Programs

Coordination occurs at the school
level across various educational pro-
grams which serve MEP children.
Under ideal circumstances, all pro-
grams which provide instructional
services would be well-coordinated
and integrated within the regular
school program to ensure that chil-
dren receive a sequential and contin-
uous curriculum. Unfortunately, this
does not always happen. Once all
policies associated with special pro-
grams converge at the local level,
school administrators face the enor-
mous challenge of trying to comply
with the sometimes conflicting
restrictions and accountability
requirements associated with operat-
ing programs from multiple funding
sources.

The Commission is aware that
some prograin administrators often
perceive accountability measures
associated with these various pro-
grams as unnecessary, if not arbitrary:




“There's a tremendous, and understundable,
frustration felt by the local school people when
they see money...earmarked for one area when
they know they have greater needs in other
areas...| have often heard the criticism that [non-
MEP] children can't sit in chairs designated as
“migrant” chairs, especially when auditors come.
We must show that we're not using any of our
“migrant” dollars on anyone else. Such actions
cause bad feelings and resentments.”?

As a result, administrators design
interventions that, when implement-
ed, may provide only fragmented ser-
vices to the children.

For a variety of reasons, some
schools operate pull-out programs
where children leave the regular
classroom to receive specialized
instruction. While the Commission
heard testimony explaining that
schools are abandoning this method,
research indicates otherwise, espe-
cialiy fo. vasic skills instruction in
mathematics, reading, or language
arts.'” One concern about pull-out
programs is that students may suffer
from the stigma associated with par-
ticipating in such programs. To com-
pound the situation, teachers may
expect lower levels of achievement
from children who are in special
remedial programs. Unfortunately,
children have been known to achieve
to the level expected of them and
seldom higher.

Another concern about pull-out
models is that they allow school
administrators to separate staff and
resources across different programs,
so children who leave the classroom
for specialized instruction may lose
valuaple exposure to the core cur-
riculum and to classroom enrichment
activities. As one MEP administrator
testified:

“Iecl that the pull-out program, while effec-
tive in some instances, is at best a band-aid
approach. It disrupts the child’s education. When
the child leaves his regular classroom teacher, he

is missing something—even if it's only the inter-
action in the classroom... We're trying to com-
pensate for things he's already missed. When we
pull him out, again, we're causing him to miss
something clse.”!!

Since the Commissioners are con-
cerned about the adverse effects that
pull-out programs may have on MEP
children, they are encouraged by
other more integrated methods of
intervention which are becoming
more commonplace.'2

Coordination and Participation in
Other Programs. The Commission
found that sometimes children with
multiple needs may also be denied
access to other supplementary ser-
vices for which they are eligible.
Research suggests that children are
served more on the basis of where
slots for services are available and not
on the basis of which programs best
meet their needs.’? In fact, some chil-
dren may not participate in programs
which lack sufficient funds to serve
all needy children.!* Access to pro-
grams may also be limited by restric-
tions imposed by the state or school
on the number of supplementary
programs in which children can par-
ticipate, !

Children must participate first in
all other programs to which they are
entitled before they can participate
in MEP. On the one hand, Federal
regulations stipulate that local com-
munities and states must meet their
tinancial responsibilities to educate
disadvantaged students. On the other
hand, these laws may inadver-ently
encourage schools to structure pro-
grams so that children can only bene-
fit from one service at a time.

articipation of MLLP children in
Chapter 1 may not be as common as
it is for other disadvantaged groups.
Historically, educators assumed that
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Participation of MEP
children in Chapter 1
programs may be limited
because;

@ state rules may prohib-
it participation in more
than one supplementary
program;20

B the way programs are
designed may exclude
children with limited-
English skills;?!

@ MEP children are not
enrolled in a school or in
a grade where Chapter 1
services are provided;2?
and

W MEP children do not
meet the eligibility cut-
offs for services.?3

MEP children received Chapter 1
services.!® Concerned that this may
not be occurring, ED directed school
districts to include MEP children
when conducting needs assessments
to select children to participate in
Chapter 1. The Commission is
pleased by ED’s response to this
pressing problem, especially in light
of the following findings: in Pennsyl-
vania only 26 percent of the migrant
children receive Chapter 1;!7 in
Massachusetts only 9 percent; ! and
in Florida only 14 percent of the cur-
rently and 26 percent of the formerly
MEP children were served by other
supplementary programs. 1

The participation rates for
migrant children in other Federal
supplemental programs are also rela-
tively small.¢ For example, of those
students receiving MEP instructional
services, only 8.5 percent participat-
ed in Title VII (bilingual education),
only 5 percent participated in Special
Education, and .4 percent participat-
ed in gifted and talented programs.s

By law, states are required to plan
and implement their MEP projects
partly by coordinating with other
programs.?® According to one study,
the degrec of instructional coordina-
tion was contingent upon several fac-
ters: the mobility of the MEP popu-
lation, the proportion of MEP stu-

_dents within the district, and the

structure of different services MEP
provides to the students.?’

While the Commission acknow]-
edges that the restrictions imposed
on school districts may sometimes be
perceived as burdensome, it recog-
nizes that these restrictions are nec-
essary to maintain equity in educa-
tional opportunity as well as main-
tain the integrity of Federal pro-
grams. However, at the same time,

the states and the Federal Govern-
ment may need to consider more
flexible policies, especially in those
instances where coordination may be
hampered by competing mandates.

Despite the difficulties some
schools face in integrating education-
al programs for children, the
Commission found evidence that
many MEP educators at the local
level are exploring creative ways to
provide better-integrated instruction-
al programs. More schools appear to
be working within a program’s regu-
latory restraints while at the same
time improving the quality of
instruction to children with special
needs.

As one superintendent explained
to the Commission:

“We believe that all programs need to be
part and parcel of the whole, and that we need to
look at it from a holistic point of view in that

migrant education should not be an independent
program isolated from other programs.”28

Schools adopt certain strategies to
accomplish this type of coordination.
They fund staff positions through a
combination of programs;® employ
in-class teachers or aides within the
regular classroom to tutor children
with special needs; and implement
interdisciplinary teaching methods
which are responsive to the needs of
all children.® In support of such
efforts, Congress and the Federal
Government are now adopting more
flexible policies for those schools
wishing to integrate programs.

Balancing Educational Program
Integration and Integrity. Despite the
growing popularity of «ducational
program integration and the many
positive outcomes of this policy for
the :igrant child, some MEP policy-
makers are concerned about how it
will affect the “advocacy” or supple-




mental nature of MEF. Based on the
belief that MEP services should be
supplemental to other instructional
services, program providers have
assumed more of an advocate role in
helping MEP children secure other
services for which they are eligible.
In this situation, MEP advocates
identify services that will augment
the regular school program or actual-
ly dispense such services themselves.
For example, after-school homework
labs, weekend tutcring, and counsel-
ing. One local MEP administrator
explained the role of their After-
School Tutorial Advocates:

“An advocate, working in the middle and/or
high schools, analyzes Migrant Student Record
Teansfer System (MSRTS) data, checks cumula-
tive folders, becomes acquainted with classroom
teachers; chases counselors to get information on
students, cajoles students to stay after school to
be tutored so they won't fail, or sometimes so
they can even raise an already credible grade; vis-
its parents to enlist cooperation or simply get
acquainted, provides transportation if none is
available; convinces principals to issue a grade of
incomplete in order to give a late-entering stu-
dent an opportunity to make up missed work
through intensive tutoring; becomes the person at
the school who always welcomes, encourages and
continually prods the disadvantaged migrant child
to do better, to be the best.”!

However, the Commission
believes that MEP should never be
considered a substitute for services
which the local school program or
the state must offer and fund. For
MEP providers, this means advocat-
ing for MEP children’s participation
in other Federal and state programs
for which they are eligible as well as
advocating for a well-integrated regu-
lar school program responsive to the
needs of MEP children. In particular,
MEP staff should work closely with
mainstream teachers to ensure that
instructional interventions are consis-
tent. For example, MEP teachers of

after school programs should work
closely with mainstream classroom
teachers. Ultimately, the key to inte-
grating different instructional pro-
grams is finding the proper balance
between coordination and account-
ability so that the unique needs of
migrant children are met equitably.

Coordinating MEPs Across
Schools and States

Another form of coordinatiun
important for MEP children is the
coordination of MEP services across
schools and states. As migrant chil-
dren move and change schools, they
may encounter incompatible educa-
tional curricula and may be judged
by different standards of achieve-
ment. Through interstate coordina-
tion initiatives, some MEP providers
are reducing the adverse effects mi-
grant children suffer because of mo-
bility. Initiatives to develop uniform
curricula and course credits are ongo-
ing. However, many of these efforts
are thwarted by the highly variable
nature of our educational system—a
system which has become increasing-
ly difficult to standardize due to state
control and local autonomy.

Commission testimony clearly
illustrates the many hardships that
migrant students experience as they
move in and out of new schools. For
children who move, changing schools
is a difficult transition—a situation
which, even for the brightest migrant
children, may result in grade reten-
tion or a decision to drop out of
school. Some of the problems
migrant children encounter as they
move include:

B Classes that are filled. Some
migrant parents testified that ele-
mentary school-aged children from
the same family were sent to differ-




ent schools.3? At the secondary
school level, students find that cours-
es for which they have received par-
tial credit are not available in their
next school.

B Differences in curricula, teaching

‘methods, and graduation requirements,

As children move, they inevitably
struggle to catch up, and they grap-
ple with differences in curricula and
teaching rethods among schools.®

B Tre level of tutorial and counsel-
ing services varies. Some students
complained that the level of dedica-
tion and concern varied among MEP
counselors across schools they
attended.™

B Inconsistent grade pl.cements.
Some students were placed in differ-
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ent grade levels when they changed
schools—a situation which can be
disheartening to students and their
parents,3

B Students enrolling late experience
discrimination. Some students are
advised not to enroll if they will be
in school for a short period of time,36
One school board policy prohibited
students who enrolled in school later
than 20 days after school began, to
earn credits for the remainder of the
semester.3’

Clearly, students who rnove fre-
quently need extra assistance to
ensure a srnooth transition to a new
school. Whether or not they can con-
tinue their education in spite of min-

imal interruption depends upon the
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types of support aviilable from the
school.

To reduce some of the problems
children encounter when they move,
many MEP educators exchange
information with other providers
across the country on the educational
status of their students. Sometiines
such communication is informal and
conducted on a case-by-case basis. In
other instances, especially where
families customarily travel between
the same locations, formal processes
for conducting interstate coordina-
tion have been established.

Other interstate coordination ini-
tiatives are facilitated by ED through
several mechanisms—Program
Coordination Centers (PCCs),
MSRTS, and interagency meetings.
These PCCs are funded through dis-
cretionary grants to the states to pro-
vide technical assistance, training,
and sharing of practices across several
states and local projects within each
stream. PCCs also work with other
Technical Assistance Centers funded
" by ED. The second mechanism,
MSRTS, collects and stores data on
migrant children who are eligible for
MEP. It was designed to smooth the
transition for migrant children who
change schools. Ideally, MSRTS
records are shared between the send-
ing school and the receiving school.
The third mechanism, interagency
meetings, are held annually by each
stream to provide the opportunity
for local staff to coordinate their pro-
grams through sharing practices and
attending training sessions.

For secondary school-aged chil-
dren, interstate coordination can
make the difference between drop-
ping out of school or graduating from
high school. Although many schools
try to communicate with each other

to transfer high school credits, the
process is imperfect and depends on
how comparable the courses are.

Currently, a national-level project is

examining this problem and develop-
ing strategies to facilitate credit
transfer and accrual, Unless educa-
tors who work with migrant children
are committed to and support this
project, its success in standardizing
credits will be minimal.

Coordinating and Integrating
Social Service Programs

Coordination and integration are
also important in addressing those
needs which extend beyond the
school. The basis for such coordina-
tion is straightforward. Migrant chil-
dren cannot enter class prepared to
learn if they are hungry after a morn-
ing of picking tomatoes, unable to
read the chalkboard because they
have never had an eye exam, or tired
because of a restless night spent
sleeping in the back seat of a car.
Indeed, many migrant children have
serious needs which may adversely
affect their ability to learn.

Recognizing the impact of these
needs, MEP providers have linked
children to vitally-needed social ser-
vices outside the school, an initiative
which the education community at
large is just beginning to explore.3® In
the wake of declining fisca! resources
and increasing numbers of families
with children who enter school at a
disadvantage, agencies can no longer
operate in isolation.

Although the magnitude of
migrant farmworkers’ social service
needs is largzly undocumented,
existing data consistently portray a
needy and indigent population.
Despite their efforts to remain self-
sufficient, three in four migrant fami-

“We have to drive 45 min-
utes to make appointments
for our children’s WIC
[Women, Infants and
Children Supplementary
Food Program), and most
places do not honor our
certification. When we
leave here we have to go
through another certifica-
tion. When we leave there
we go through still another
certificution to see if we
qualify...when we et over
there, they do not l-onor
[the prior certitication] so
we have to go through the
same thing again, finding
transportation, having to
miss a day’s work. Some of
our bosses are getting
“m.ﬂ“

~—Juanita CastiLo




lies continue to struggle below the
margin of poverty.* The symptoms
associated with poverty—substan-
dard housing, inadequate diet, and
untreated health conditions—are fur-
ther compounded by the lifestyle
and cultural isolation faced by many
migrant families.* The cumulative
effect of such factors places an enor-
mous strain on some families. Even
under the best of circumstances, the
strain of the migrant lifestyle may
interfere with a child’s ability to do
well in school. Hence, the need for
accessible and well-coordinated
social services is critical.

In some communities, the cocrdi-
nated efforts of outreach workers
make services well integrated and
available to migrant families. In other
communities, families are left on
their own to identify the programs
that offer the services they need. If
they are fortunate enough to find
services, they once again may
become frustrated by conflicting eli-
gibility criteria and other bureaucrat-
ic barriers. In addition, this whole
process takes time, something many
migrants do not have due to long
working hours.

Commission testimony and
rescarch revealed numerous barriers
to social services:

@ rural isolation and the associat-
ed geographic distances between ser-
vices (as rnuch as 70 miles);*

B limited hours of operation
which are incompatible with harvest
season work schedules (:.e., program
offices are not open in the early
evenings);*

B few social service providers
with bilingual skills;

B residing in an area of the com-
munity where there are limited
resources across programs as evi-

denced by waiting lists;*

B inconsistent program eligibility
criteria across states, interrunting ser-
vices;*6 and

M lack of knowledge about the
existence of services for which they
qualify.¥

Despite their eligibility and need
for social services, many migrant
families may choose not to seek assis-
tance for various reasons. For exam-
ple, a recent survey indicated that
only one in four migrant farmworker
tamilies received public services
(usually food stamps) even though
three in four of these families fell
below the poverty line.*8

Perceived Barrlsrs to Coordination.
Although there may be administra-
tive obstacles to coordinating differ-
ent social service programs, these
barriers can sometimes be more illu-
sory than real.¥» As one MEP admin-
istrator stated:

“There are only those [barriers] which might
be self-imposed, such as not taking the time. If
the will is there, I would see no barriers,”>?

A study conducted for the
Commission found attitude, not reg-
ulatory barriers, to be a primary
obstacle to coordination.5! According
to the study, many program pro-
viders will coordinate to the point of
sharing financial resources and no
further. Thus, “turfism”"—bureaucrat-
ic territorialism over resources and
power—may be a significant, but
silent, barrier to coordination.5? An
example was uncovered in a report
written for the Commission:

“One Migrant Head Start director inter-
viewed, who operates a program that must turn
away substantial numbers of eligible preschoolers
for lack of resources, expressed some bitterness at
the indifference of the local Migrant Education

office. Despite its wider mandate, he said,
Migrant Education would not think of transfer-




ime

ring its funds to enable Migrant Head Start to
serve a larger pc;gulation. The two were like ‘sep-
arate empires.’>” .

In other cases, territorialism is not
an issue. Many MEP administrators
claim they do not coordinate with
other migrant services because they
do not exist.>* Some MEP adminis-
trators also claim that limited fund-
ing precludes them from finding the
time needed to coordinate and to fol-
low up on such efforts s

Effective Strategies for Interagency
Coordination. Despite the tendency
to become territorial, Commission
research and testimony revealed
many instances of coordination at the
local level that went far beyond sim-
ple inform ation sharing and client
referrals a:ross programs.6

Examples of effective strategies in
interagency agency coordination
include:’

M organizing a local interagency
council on migrants;

M defining common missions,
objectives, and outcome indicators
for successful coordination;

@ creating “one-stop” centers
where health, education, early child-
hood programs, nutrition, and other
services are located in one facility,

B developing a common public
relations strategy for eliciting com-
munity and private sector support;

B consolidating outreach proce-
dures and forms;

B designating one case manager
to present information about differ-
ent programs to client families;

B holding joint staff development
training sessions; and

B split-funding staff across all
programs.

The Commission believes that
migrant children with needs benefit
the most from services which are

well-coordinated whether within
schools or within the larger social ser-
vice delivery system. To this end, the
Commission recommends chat an -
interagency council be established
with th.e priority of coordinating ser-
vices to migrant farmworkers and
their families among Federal agencies.

“Most persons interviewed agreed that coor-
dination at the national level is improving, but
they also frequently voiced dissatisfaction with
current arrangements. Existing bodies do provide
for a fair amount of information sharing, but
other objectives are not as well served. For exam-
ple, coordination should provide a mechanism to
improve the geographic targeting of services, so
that assistance can keep up with changes in agri-
culture."®

If migrant children are to gain
access to all the supplemental
instructional services to which they
are entitled, schools and MEPs must
begin to work more closely.
Understanding that children'’s learn-
ing potential is not just determined
by the quality of classroom instruc-
tion, the Commission believes the
family and the community to which
the child belongs should also be con-
sidered.

Successful strategies to provide
integrated services to families must
be explored further and broadly dis-
seminated to other communities.
MEP educators and other social ser-
vice providers share a common mis-
sion. They must provide migrant
children and their families with the
continuous and comprehensive ser-
vices they need to remain self-suffi-
cient, as well as the services they
need to be participating members of
society. Only when migrant families’
basic subsistence needs are met can
parents focus more attention on sup-
porting the educational growth of
their children.
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ongress recognized the

importance of Federal

assistance to migrant

farmworkers when it

authorized the Migrant
Education Program (MEP) in 1966.
The program was designed to ensure
that the children of farmworkers
who migrated between states in
search of work would not be over-
looked and that fiscal resources
would be available to support sup-
plementary programs and services to
help them succeed in school.

While Federal resources for MEP
have increased from approximat -ly
$9 million in 1966 to $294 million in
1992, the Commission heard testi-
mony that the dollars have not kept
pace with the number of eligible
children, the spiraling cost of ser-
vices, and the expanding require-
ments of program operation. In other
words, “they have to do more with
less.”!

In basic terms, the proportion of
all Federal dollars spent in support of

Costs

elementary and secondary education
increased during the 1970s and then
decreased in the 1980s,2 even though
most programs such as MEP received
continual increases in their funding.
Over this same period, MEP eligibili-
ty was extended to include other cat-
egories of agriculture, and MEP's
activities for recruiting eligible stu-
dents were very successful. As a
result, more children were identified
as eligible to participate in MEP and
greater numbers were actually
served.

The Basic and Fluctuation of
MEP Funding

The method used by Congress to
determine how much funding MEP
would receive has changed over the
years, Originally, funding for MEP
was based on external estimates of
the number of eligible migrant chil-
dren in each state. This method was
abandoned in favor of using a fixed
percent of the total appropriation for
Chapter 1 Local Education Agency
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(LEA) grants. Today, Congress auth-
orizes total MEP funding which is
then allocated to states based on a
formula. The net result is that there
is no longer a relationship between
the number of children eligible to be
served and the total amount of MEP
funding. Consequently, many pro-
grams today are struggling with lim-
ited Federal resources to serve a
growing and increasingly needy pop-
ulation,

More specifically, finding a reli-
able basis for funding MEP has
always presented a challenge to
Federal decision-makers. When MEP
was first authorized, Congress did
not know how many migrant chil-
dren were living within each state,
where in the state they lived, nor
how long they stayed. To deal with
this dilemma, Congress used external
farm labor statistics to estimate the
total number of migrant children and
then distributed funds to the states
based on estimates for each state.3

Since the estimates did not ccn-
sider the amount of time MEP-eligi-

ie children actually lived in a state,
the states wanted the funding to
reflect more closely a true count of
the children and where they lived. I,
1974, the hypothetically estimated
formula was replaced by data report-
ed through the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System (MSRTS) as
the basis for funding,

Information from MSRTS is used
to compute the amount of time each
child spent in a state during a calen-
dar year (FTE).* The FTE counts
continued to be used as the basis for
funding MEP until 1981 when
Congress agreed to limit funds for
the Chapter 1 state grant programs
to no more than 14 6 percent of the
total amount appropriated for the
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entire Chapter 1 program. The limit
restricted increases in MEP funding
for 3 years until the law was
changed.’

While overall funding for MEP
has increased since it was first autho-
rized, annual changes have been
inconsistent. Funding has increased
(e.g., 1968 to 1982), decreased (e.g.,
1982 to 1983), and remained the
same (e.g., 1983 and 1984). With
the exception of the second year
when fuading increased by more
than 300 percent, changes from year
to year ranged from a high of almost
35 percent in 1977 to a decrease of
slightly over 4 percent in 1987.6 As a
result, funding for MEP has spiraled
and plummeted as the basis for
appropriations has changed.

To understand the impact of the
changes in funding over time, it is
important to consider how inflation
has affected the value of the available
funds. By converting MEP funding
from the actual dollar amount
awarded (current dollars) to one
adjusted for inflation (constant dol-
lars), a different picture of the fund-
ing situation emerges. For example,
dollars adjusted for inflation (esti-
mated constant dollars) show a grad-
ual decline annually between 1982
to the present.” In other words, MEP
lost “buying power” from the early
1980s to the present even when
actual funding increased (Appendix
E, Exhibit 7.1).

For MEP educators, the loss in
buying power that resulted from
changing the base of {unding from
using MSRT'S statistics (actual chil-
dren) to a non-child basis
(Congressional appropriations) has
been even more dramatic. By com-
paring the actual funding against that
which would hav: been appropriated




if MSRTS statistics were used, the
gap between the two widens and
funding can be shown to have
decreased relative to the number of
children being identified. In fact, in
1991 MEP received only 33 percent
of the amount of funding which
would have been received if MSRTS
statistics were still being used. (See
Appendix E, Exhibit 7.2.) From the
perspective of both state and local
educators, the gap between what is
being funded for MEP and what
should be funded widens yearly.

The Changing Basis
for State Allocations

Each time the MEP funding for-
mula changed, the consequences
were felt both at the state and local
levels. The Legislative History of
MEP (see Appendix C) indicates
that formula changes were made to
offset the differences in educational
costs between states, to stabilize the
year-to-year funding states receive,
and to encourage states to operate
summer term projects by providing
additional funds and resources.

MEP funding is currently deter-
mined in a different manner and is
neither related to the number of
children identified as eligible for ser-
vices nor to the total funding given
to Chapter 1 programs. Today, a
fixed appropriation is authorized by
Congress.

Although Congress no longer
uses MSRTS data for determining
the total amount of Federal funds for
MEP, the U.S. Department of
Education (ED) still uses MSRTS to
calculate FTE information as the
basis for funding grants to states.
Since MEP funds are based on the
number of migrant children identi-
fied in each state, the funding each

stace receives varies widely. For
example, the 1992 state allocations
ranged fromover $105 million for
California to only $21,183 for the
state of West Virginia. In fact, the
three states with the largest number
of children eligible for MEP—
California, Texas, and Florida—
receive over one-half of all the funds
earmarked for MEP.

While changes in state funding
occur annually, no consistent increas-
es or decreases are experienced
nationwide. Exhibit 7.3 (Appendix
E) highlights the year-to-year fluctu-
ations that occur in some states (e.g.,
Tennessee and Wyoming), while
other states have experienced consis-
tent decreases (e.g., Missouri and
Texas). These changes reflect demo-
graphic shifts in the general migrant
population, the success of recruit-
ment efforts within a state, and
whether the state is a home base or a
receiving state.

In areas where migrant children
reside for long periods of time, there
are generally large numbers of
migrant families who stay for most of
the calendar year (i.e., home-based
states) or have settled out.
Consequently, these states accumu-
late larger amounts of FTE credits in
contrast to other states through
which families migrate for the dura-
tion of the harvest season. Since FTE
is the basis by which a state receives
its MEP funds, those states with larg-
er FTEs receive correspondingly larg-
er amounts of MEP funding.

This process sometimes results in
an inequitable distribution of funds.
States which accommodate their
largest number of migrant children
during the summer months earn
fewer FTE credits and consequently
receive the smallest amount of MEP




funds even though they may operzte
full-day sumimer programs. This is
referred to as the “small-state phe-
nomena.” Even if they aggressively
recruit eligible children, these states
are unable to significantly increase
their overall state FTE c. edits
because the children’s residency is
for such a brief period of time.

While many are «oncerned about

this disparity, the current funding
allocations to states remain un-
changed. The National Association
of State Directors of Migrant Educa-
tion Programs (NASDME) recog-

nizes the diminishing capacity of

small states to provide services. In an

effort to distribute MEP funds more
equitably, NASDME has formulated
suggestions to help ED correct this
problem.

The Commission is pleased to
learn that ED recently proposed
increasing the funds available for
recruiting currently migratory stu-
dents through a competitive grant
process. ED is also supporting
research to explore the actual costs
involved in operating summer pro-
grams with respect to the services
they offer. The Commission is aware
that shifts in funding make the small
states appear to be “winners” (e.g.,
states that now have small FTEs) at
the expense of the large states (e.g,,
states that now have large FTEs).

Because funding for MEP is limit
ed, the Commission encourages ED
to seck alternatives so that the real
“winners” are the children who can
profit from receiving adequate ser-
vices when they migrate to other
states during the summer. These
summer programs offer a richness in
educational experiences that cannot
always be provided during the regu-
lar school term and that many

migrant children would not have
without adequate MEP funding,
Therefore, the Commission recom-
mends that ED explore options for
distributing funds to states which
provide economic incentives to iden-
tify and serve currently migratory

children.

How States Use MEP Funds

Although states receive MEP
funding, it was not until 1974 that
they were able to distribute the
funds to local school districts, non-
profit organizations, and public agen-
cies. In its review of the states’ plans
for FY 1990, the Commiission found
that about 80 percent of the funds
that states receive from MEP are
awarded to other agencies that pro-
vide services directly to migrant chil-
dren.® The remaining funds are used
by the states to support other activi-
ties such as program administration,
identification and recruitment,
MERTS, and contracts,

The costs associated with admi.-
istering MEP at the state level are
supported partly by Chapter 1 funds?
but mostly by MEP funds.!® The
states reported spending slightly less
than half of their state administrative
funds for administration and slightly
more than one-third for instructional
and support cervices."! Given that
funding for the program has eroded
dramatically over the years, the
Commission encourages states to
give highest priority to funding direct
services for the children.

While each state receives MEP
funds annually, Federal regulations
permit states to carry the funds over
a 2-year period. In contrast, regula-
tions require local projects to return
annually to the state any funds that
the project did not spend. While the




Commission is aware that sometimes
unanticipated situat‘ons can create a
budget surplus, variations exist in the
amount of money that some states
can and cannot carry over (see
Appendix E, Exhibit 7.4). Relative
to a state’s total allocation, these
amounts may seem small; however,
in total dollars, some states finish the
year with sizeable surpluses of
unspent funds.

Although there were insufficient
data to determine whethe- the
amounts carriec over ware oply for a
year or were par* of yeari_ prte2rns
of budgeted funz., the Commission
is concerned about carrvover and
encourages the Congress to adciress
this issue in its next reauthorization
of MEP.

In conducting research to deter-
mine the extext of the carryover, the
Commission Jearncd that no formal
expenditure reports are submitted by
SEAs to ED. While ED maintains
accounting records of the dollars
paid each state and OME requests
that estimates of carryover be sub-

mitted with each year's State Grant
Application, the Federal Govern-
ment does not require states to sub-
mit annual expenditure reports.
Since ED has the authority hoth to
redistribute funds and to ensure the
effective use of MEP dollars, the
Commission is requesting that ED
institute a uniform reporting system
of MEP expenditures.

States have more flexibility in the
ways they can distribute MEP funds
to local operating agencies even
though MEP grants to states follow
prescribed rules based upon the FTE
counts of children and per-pupil
expenditures. A recent national study
of MEP suggests that approximately
half of the states use a formula to
determine the amount of funds to
award local MEP projects. Others use
a formula that considers student
need and FTE. Several include mi-
grant status in the formula.'2 These
states can then give a higher priority
to providing services for currently
migratory children, whose needs are
often greater than those of formerly
migratory chiidren.'> The Commis-
sion suggests that states use a weight-
ing process in determining local sub-
grantee funds to provide an incentive
for identifying, recruiting, and serv-
ing currently migratory children.

Alloc ition of
Limit: 1 Resources

“Wtcn dollars are tight, ...the first things to
go are monies for travel and staff development.

Mext govs the money for support staff, and final-
ly, materizs and instructional staff."14

Over the past 3 years, the
Commissioners heard a number of
individuals representing local pro-
jects and state programs emphasize
the need for more funding.
Meanwhile, as the number of chil-
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aren who are eligible for MEP has
grown and administrative require-
ments have increased, the competi-
tion for limited-Federal resources has
become keen.

When resources become scarce,
educators try to maintain the integri-
ty and intensity of their instructional
programs by eliminating nonessential
activities.'> There is, however, very
little evidence that the number of
children receiving services has
changed, even though the value of
the funding received by the programs
has decreased. This finding may be,
in part, a reflection of how informa-
tion is reported to ED rather than an
indication of actual practice. Since
the current reporting system does
not provide information on staffing
and the nature of services that are
funded by local, state, or other
Federal sources, it is impossible to
determine whether funds from other
sources are supporting MEP at the
local level.

Yet, according to state-reported
data, the number of children receiy-
ing MEP services has continued to
increase during both the regular and
the summer school terms since
1984-85, which was the first year for
reporting participant information. 16
However, changes are evident. In
regular school term projects, the
number of teachers is decreasing and
the student-teacher ratio is increas-
ing.'” It remains unclear how these
changes reflect the ability of local
educators to use other funding
sources to serve MEP children.

A recent national study suggested
that the annual cost for migrant pro-
grams per child on average is slightly
under $500. However, the cost for
vegular term programs ranged
between $400 to as much as $7,000

per student, while summer term pro-
grams ranged between $300 to
$4,000 per student.'® Although these
observations are based on a less-than-
representative sample of programs
and cannot be generalized to all
migrant programs, the data reflect

the diversity of services and geo-
graphic locations in which MEP pro-
jects operate,

While costs vary across states and
projects, several issues must be con-
sidered. Is the cost reasonable based
on the services provided? Is the
impact of the service worth the cost?
Are all migrant children receiving
adequate services? The Commission
would encourage migrant programs
to be designed in such a way that
children receive the services they
need. -

As a result of numerous discus-
sions about funding, the Commission
recommends that state and local pro-
ject allocations be based upon the
number of children served rather
than the number identified. As part
of this funding formula, currently
migratory children should be

~ assigned a greater weight. To ensure

that this process does not lead to
children receiving less than adequate
services, we encourage all educators
to adopt cost-effective strategies
which ensure that migrant children
receive services to meet their needs.
Given the limited funds available for
migrant education, the Commission
would urge educators to exercise
restraint in incurring administrative
expenses. The Commission is also
urging a future inter-agency council
to review current requirements to
ensure that programs are not dupli-
cated, that needy populations are not
missed, and that needed services are
provided.




“It is common knowledge that edu-
cation, like charity, begins at home,
and that the family is the primary
institution for sacialization.”

he Commission believes

that migrant parents play

the most important role

in the development and

education of their chil-
dren. As their first teachers, migrant
parents are in the unique position to
suppe-+ and guide the progress of
their children. The very nature of
migrancy makes the interdependent
relationship between children and
their parents particularly important
since parents must often act as both
teacher and advocate. When migrant
parents understand and assume the
role of teacher/advocate, migrant
children are more likely to succe=d
despite the obstacles provided by
their lifestyles.

Parental involvement is vital for
the educational achievement of
migrant children. A review of 29
studies on parental involvement pro-

Parental
Involvement

grams found that when parents par-
ticipated in the programs, their chil-
dren improved in reading, mathe-
matics, and other school subjects.?
Other studies show that migrant
children who have successfully com-
pleted their education were encour-
aged by at least one family member.?
The Director of the Delaware
Migrant Education Program (MEP)
described how a former migrant was
inspired by his family:

“His father and brother taught him some-
thing about patience and perseverance. His moth-
er...showed him how to be proud of who he was

as well as telling him how important education
nd
was.

Another former migrant, also
now working as a migrant education
specialist, claimed:

“[My] family saw things in me I never saw
myself. My family never gave up on me, even
when I made mistakes. They encouraged me to

go tg adult night school so I could get my diplo-
ma.’

The power of parental influence
is illustrated by a study of high-
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achieving migrants. The study found
that high-achieving migrant students
have parents with positive attitudes
towards school. These parents of
high-achievers could give examples
of ways in which school helped their
children. They also spent consider-
able time communicating with their
children and providing them with
successful, educational experiences.s

Migrant parents who adapt their
lifestyles to the requirements of
school attendance positively affected
the academic achievement of their
children. These migrant parents want
tieir children to have better lives
than they themselves lead, and see
education as the best avenue to that
goal. In addition, the parents fre-
quently persuade their children that
studying will guarantee a wider range
of choices and provide greater oppor-
tunities in life.”

What common sense dictates and
research confirms is that the involve-
ment of migrant parents encourages
educational achievement in their
children. It is also clear, however,
that parental involvement is neither
absolute nor universal.

A Lack of Parental Involvement

In the general population, not all
parents are involved in their chil-
dren’s education. One survey found
that 71 percent of the parents had

“not seen their child’s classroom,
while 67 percent said they had never
talked to school officials about acad-
emic programs.8

Some parents might offer by way
of explanation that their childcare
demands and work schedules pre-
clude school visits during the day,
and others are unable to contact the
school or the teacher in the evening.®
These difficulties would be magni-
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fied for migrant parents who fre-
quently work 10- to 12-hour days
and who frequently lack the verbal
skills to communicate with school
personnel. A number of other factors
contribute to low parental involve-
ment. These include lack of trans-
portation to the school, lack of confi-
dence in speaking at meetings, or the
reluctance to challenge the school
because of the belief that educators
know what is best for the children. !

Commission testimony revealed
that low parental involvement can
also be attributed to a school envi-
ronment which is not accustomed to
working with migrant students. For
instance, some parents protested that
schools contacted them only when
their children were not performing
well academically or when they were
disruptive. When parents were con-
tacted for disciplinary reasons, com-
munication was with migrant
recruiters or other administrative
personnel as opposed to teachers.

Although some migrant parents
understand the value of an educa-
tion, their experiences with schools
are sometimes negative.'! The
Commission heard descriptions of
some unpleasant school situations.
For example, one bey was suspended
from high school and eventually lost
all credits for the school year for
reacting angrily after his teacher
announced that he would be a failure
“just like his parents.”2

Poor families, particularly the 80
percent who are the working poor
(which includes migrants), feel alien-
ated from the national mainstream in
general, and the schools, in particu-
lar. Most of these parents and grand-
parents believe that the schools do
not really want their children.
Unfortunately, many scheols do little




to persuade them otherwise.??

The Role of the Parent

Many migrant parents are often
unaware of how they can h«ip their
children succeed academically.
Commission research and testimony
identified several parental involve-
ment strategies beneficial to chil-
dren’s educations, such as creating
home libraries, limiting the hours of
television that children are allowed
to watch each day, talking with chil-
dren about current school experi-
ences and future education plans,
reading with or to their children, and
creating an environment in which
homework can be done.

Homework can be an especially
strong link between home and
school. Homework assignments that
require parental participation give
children the opportunity to show
their parents how materials are
taught and encourages the parents to
discuss the assignrnent.!® Discussions
between parents and their teen-age
children concerning the importance
of school, discipline, or other areas of
mutual interest are also particularly
meaningful since the effect of
parental influence continues well
into the high school years.!® Schools
are in a pivotal position to help fami-
lies in forging these links.

Even mealtime conversations
about the news of the day, TV pro-
grams, or movies can stimulate chil-
dren’s curiosity and sharpen verbal
skills. Furthermore, tales of the fami-
ly’s history can help children develop
a sense of heritage, personal identity,
and cultural pride.!’?

The family’s most important
responsibility is to teach values and
create the ethical foundation that is
fundamental to society and democra-

cy. Children learn to love others by
being loved, to respect and value the
rights of others by being respected
and valued themselves, and to trust
when they have unconditional sup-
port from their parents.

The Role of the School

Research attests to the strength of
the relationship between the school
and the family for the benefit of the
child.!® The Commission believes
that it is the school’s responsibility to
proactively develop meaningful
parental involvement strategies
which will draw parents into the
school. To make them responsive to
the needs of migrant parents, the
programs should provide transporta-
tion for migrant students and their
parents and offer services during the
evening. To be sensitive to linguistic
needs of migrant parents—particular-
ly immigrant migrants—the program
should consider their predominant
language and culture, particularly in .
training, outreach, and self-improve-
ment activities.'®

Testimony heard by the
Commission revealed that many
migrant parents are pleased with the
effort that schools make to welcome
them and their children. One
migrant parent described his rela-
tionship with the school as warm and
supportive:

“The school is always welcoming [my] chil-
dren and that they always have a place to stay.
The school is very happy o have [my] children
here...[1] feel happy that the school is teaching

[my] children things that [I} cannot teach
them."?

Schools use a variety of activities
to promote parental involvement.
Some possibilities include asking
them to volunteer (or be paid) to
share a talent such as playing an




In one Migrant Even Start
program, Tri-State Even

| Start, program facilitators
actuaily travel from Texas
to Washington and
Michigan with the
migrant families they
serve. These facilitators
take along instructional
packets and bring them
into migrant homes and
labor camps.?® Some
packets provide informa-
tion about work, commu-
nity, school, citizenship,
and government. Other
packete help parents
understand child develcp-
ment and parenting skills
through the use of inex-
pensive hands-on supplies
found in the home. By
mastering and internaliz-
ing these skills, parents
will become more confi-
dent in their abilities to
take an active part in their
child’s education.3¢

instrument or preparing traditional

~ food with the school children. Some

schools invite parents to eat lunch
with their children during school vis-
its. Schools also encourage migrant
children to participate in school
activities since parents are more 'ike-
ly to attend events in which their
children take part.?!

Schools can encourage migrant
parents not only to become involved
in the school for their own educa-
tion, but also to advocate on their
children'’s behalf. The advocacy role
of the parents increases communica-
tion between schools and parents. By
notifying parents £ courses, pro-
grams, and school requirements, the
scnool helps parents gain control
over their children’s education and
keeps them informed of academic
opportunities for parents. As an addi-
tional benefit, when parents advo-
cate for the academic interests of
their children, they will be improv-
ing their general knowledge as well
as their language skills.?2

How Preschool Programs
Enhance Parental Support

Research shows that children
who lack love and support during
infancy cannot fulfill the most ordi-
nary human obligations in work,

friendship, marriage, and child-rear-

ing. Infants who are neither touched
nor talked to may experience depres-
sion, weight loss, and even death.?
The Commission believes that pro-
grams which serve migrant children
should support activities encouraging
parent-child bonding during a child's
formative years.

MEP, Migrant Even Start, and
Migrant Head Start are migrant-spe-
cific programs which strengthen the
bond between parents and their chil-

dren by making parental involvement
an integral part of their programs.
Although these programs are
required by legislation to involve par-
ents, the Commission is pleased to
find that over half of the states have
extended parental involvement
beyond the legal requirements of
MEP.#

Although the programs share
common goals of parental invelve-
ment and a respect for parents’ cul-
tural beliefs particularly in the areas
of discipline and child-rearing, each
implements the goals differently.
Migrant Even Start works to develop
positive parent-child relationships
and parent education by combining
an adult education component for
the parents with early childhood ser-
vices for their children. Migrant
Head Start operates when a critical
number of families need services,
usually for at least a month before
and after those of MEP are available.
Strategies implemented by these pro-
grams enable parents to make fre-
quent visits to the classcoom where
they are an integral part of their chil-
dren’s learning experience.?s

Educators should always keep in
mind that parents are almost always
the child’s first and most influential
teachers. Parents pass on to their
children their culture, language, basic
values, and expectations which, for
the most part, will shape the course
of their children’s lives.26 As such,
unless the health and safety of the
child is in jeopardy, migrant educa-
tors should neither usurp the family's
authority, assert undue influence on
the child’s development, nor attempt
to replace the parents in any aspect
of the child’s life.2” One former
migrant, who received little parental
support himself yet still achieved




educational success, stated that edu-
cating parents was one of MEP’s
most pressing concerns:

“] personally believe that educating the par-
ents is the biggest problem, and it could be the
biggest asset if we can do that successfully."8

Migrant educators can help
migrant families establish a sense of
empowerment, responsibility, and an
understanding of the value of an edu-
cation and, in doing so, can help
them function more fully as citizens
of the United States.

Involving Parents
_in School Programs

The very nature of the relation-
ship between migrant parents and
their children makes it logical that
schools should work closely with the
parents of their students.

“The thing which sets migrant children apart
from other children is their mobility. This factor
demands that the parent provide the continuity,
the connecting link. That classroom teacher will
not "pick up’ overnight and move along to the
next harvesting field to provide instruction. The
one constant is the parent. The mig;'ant parent
must be taught to teach the child.” 3

A relationship between the
school and the home does not exist
in all cases. Many migrant parents
believe it is the school’s responsibili-
ty to educate their children and that
parental involvement might be mis-
construed by the school as interfer-
ence.* In some respects, the schools
may be responsible for making par-
ents feel unwanted. Instead, schools
might do better to establish strategies
for communicating with parents so
that the academic needs of their chil-
dren may be met.

One means of establishing pro-
ductive communication is to sponsor
active outreach to the parents’

homes. The Commission received
information describing the effect of
an active outreach program:

“For parents of a poor family to have some-
one from the schools knocking at the door to
express interest, kindness, and concern for their
child is an electrifying experience in itself. In a
program of this type in which we are successfully
participating jointly with Collier County Schools,
we encounter this amezement at every new home
on our list. Almost frcm the first, there are posi-
tive results: better school attendance, better
school behavior, and almost inevitably better
school grades.”>

Another method of encouraging
parental participation is to make
migrant parents feel welcome by
conducting meetings with bilingual
personnel. By employing bilingual
personnel, some of whom may also
be migrants, schools can convey their
sensitivity to the language and cul-
tural differences of migrant parents.
This is a vital step in establisning
mutual respect and trust between
the school and the home.

Basic variations exist in the ways
groups communicate. For example,
differences in the ommunication
styles of Hispanic and non-Hispanic
White cultures’¢ contribute, in part,
to the need for conscious efforts to
improve communications between
the groups. Redlands Christian
Migrant Association in Florida credits
its success in involving large numbers
of parents to the fact that their pro-
grams are culturally sensitive and
include bilingual services for parents.
To involve fathers, in particular, the
program includes home visits by
male recruiters or husband/wife -
teams prior to special events, such as
holiday parties, picnics, children’s
awards ceremonies, sports events,
etc., and offers programis to address
problems related to job hunting or
immigration.%’
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To help migrant parents
ease cheir child'’s transi-
tion between Migrant
Head Start and kinder-
garten, the East Coast
Migrant Head Start
Project publishes a par-
ent-friendly manual. The
manual contains a script
to help parents learn how
to talk to teachers, a set
of rules which apply to
the public school setting,
guidelines to help parents
instruct their children
about how to catch the
bus safely, explanations
about free and reduced-
price lunches, and sug-
gestions as to what par-
ents can do to help chil-
dren feel comfortable in
school.?!




Dr. Joyce Epstein, Co-
Director for Johns
Hopkins University
Center on Family,
Community, Schoal and
Children's Learning,
views the involvement of
parents in the education
of their children as a
process rather than an
event, “Parental involve-
ment is about children
and sharing the sphere of
influence between the
family and the school.”
Dr. Epstein identified
five areas in which
parental involvement can
occur: parenting and
hone conditions, com-
municatic a, volunteer-
ing, learning activities,
and governance and
advocacy.3?

Improving Literacy and
Parenting Skills

The Commission heard testimony
that stressed the importance of cre-
ativity and flexibility in developing
programs responsive to the migrant
parents’ educational needs as well as
the demands of their work schedules
Among the most successful strategies
are those where schoo:: offer evening
operating hours so parents can bring
their children to be tutored or to
work on computers, and where the
parents can attend classes. Other
strategies include asking parents to
sign a pledge that they will attend
school conferences and discuss the
importance of school and discipline
with their children.®

One educator suggssted “parent
rooms” or “clubs” in school buildings
where parents can share and discuss
ideas, obtain information and
resources, and learn from each other
about family problems and
solutions.?® The Redlands Christian
Migrant Association established De
Hombre a Hombre, a men’s support
group, to help develop family com-
munication skills.4

The Family Math Program, devel-
opzd by the University of California
at Berkeley, stresses to migrant par-
ents the importance of mathematics
in their children’s lives and helps
parents make instructional materials
to take home. Using common house-
hold items, parents create hands-on
materials to help their children learn
measurement, estimation, and other
mathematical concepts.*!

The Commission also heard testi-
mony about programs and activities
offered by some schools. Social ser-
vices assistance was offered through
programs on understanding the
elderly, employment services, and

information on social security.
Educational programs such as bud-
geting money, sewing classes, buying
clothes for children, and making edu-
cational toys for preschool children
were included. Health activities
ranged from screening for diabetes
and high-blood pressure to programs
on nutrition, dealing with tension,
and pesticides.*? Through programs
such as these, migrant parents are
learning irv:;-ortant skills, as well as
proper healthcare for themselves and
their children.

Health Nueds
of Migrant Families*?

A child’s health influences his or
her ability to learn.* Through the

- course of Commission hearings and

research, it became clear that health
issues often go hand-in-hand with
educational concerns. As one health
provider told the Commission:

“Idon’t feel that it is possible for migrant
children to obtain an adequate education if they
cannot obtain adequate healthcare, because so
many issues that prevent a child from attending
school, long absences, parents who are unable to
bring them because they themselves are ill, the
stress of having another child in the family who is
seriously ill and cannot obtain care; all interfere
with the children’s ability to sit in the classroom,
attend to what is being addressed to them and
function as a learning individual "5

A particularly important aspect
of parental involvement should be to
emphasize the role of parents in
obtaining proper healthcare for
themselves and their children, espe-
cially concerning preventable healt(t)l
problems and adequate nutrition.?
Likewise, migrant parents should also
understand the risk that ignoring
such healthcare poses for their child.
Because poor diets have been linked
to five of the ten leading causes of
death in the United States, the fami-




ly must teach children to be person-
ally responsible for their health and
to develop healthy attitudes towards
their own well-being. Where appro-
priate, MEP advocates can help par-
ents in this effort by providing them
with information about available
training in nutrition and about

Federal food programs to which they

are entitled.

By keeping themselves healthy,
parents can serve as positive role
models to encourage their children
to adopt healthy behavior. In doing
so, parents are helping their children
live a healthy lifestyle?” that elimi-
nates major obstacles that can inter-
fere with their ability to succeed in
school and beyond.
 The Commission recognizes the
importance of migrant parents in

equipping their children with the
tools they will need for a personally
and academically successful future,
Likewise, the Commission is also
aware of the obstacles—which some-
times appear insurmountable—that
migrant parents must overcome in
order to support and nurture their
children. However, research has sub-
stantiated the importance of parental
support and attention for the acade-
mic success of their children.
Although many of the programs and
projects which provide services to
migrant children have taken major
strides in involving migrant parents,
the Commission would urge those
programs that have not yet done so
to seek out and involve migrant par-
ents as partners in the education of
their children.

P
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IEP—-Individualized Education Program
IHE—Institutions of Higher Education
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LEA-—-Local Education Agency
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MEP—Migrant Education Program
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MSRTS—Migrant Student Record Transfer System
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PCC—Program Coordination Center
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RTAC—Rural Technical Assistance Center
SAPNA-—Student and Program Needs Assessment
SAS—S:asonal Agricultural Services

SCEAP—Secondary Credit Exchange & Accrual
Project

SEA—State Education Agency
TAC—Technical Assistance Center
WIC—Women, Infants, & Chil dren




Chapter 1

1 Unless other noted, material in this chapter
comes from the work of Dr. Philip Martin as pre-
sented in testimony before the National
Commission on Migrant Education, Washington,
D.C., June 22, 1992, and in a paper commis-
sioned by the National Commission on Migrant
Education, Washington, D.C., July 15, 1992.

2 Material for this section comes from writ-
ten testimony by Dr. Williara O'Hare,

Farmv, orker Demographics: Report to the nation-
al Commission on Migrant Education, September
22,1991,

3 D. Martin and P. Martin, Coordination of
Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers Service
Programs (Draft), Paper Commissioned by
National Commission on Migrant Education,
December 2, 1991 (pp. 1, ii).

4 P. L. Martin and J. 8. Holt. “Final Report:
Migrant Farmworkers: Numbers and
Distribution.” Legal Services Corporation,
Washington, D.C., April 1987. (A thorough
analysis of the migrant demographic literature to
1987)

“Synthesis of Available Research and Data
Bases on the Migrant Education Program.”
Applied Systems Institution, Inc., Washington,
D.C., August 1988. (An exhaustive listing of
studies, surveys, and data bases on migrant farm-
workers)

R. Mines, et. al. “Findings from the National
Agricultural Workers Survey: A. Demographic
.t 1 Employment Profile of Perishable Crop
Farmworkers.” Office of Program Economics
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Research Report No. 1. U.S. Department of
Labor, Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Policy. Washington, D.C., July 1991.

5 William O'Hare, op. cit., p. 4.

6 N. Pindus, F. O'Reilly, M. Schulte, and L.
Webb. Services for Migrant Children in the
Health, Social Services, and Education Systems:
Background Paper. Department of Health and
Human Services. July 22, 1992. {p. 4)

7 William O’Hare, op. cit., p. 3.

8 Nancy Pindus, Fran O'Reilly, Margaret
Schulte, and Lenore Webb. Services for Migrant
Children in the Health, Social Services, and
Education Systems: Background Paper.
Department of Health and Human Services. July
22, 1992. (p. 4)

9 P. Martin, Paper Commissioned, (p. 32).

10 For a more complete discussion of the
Immigration Reforra and Control Act (IRCA) of
1986, Scasonal Agricultural Workers (SAW), and
Resident Agricultural Workers (RAW), see P.
Martin. Paper Commission by the National
Commission on Migrant Education, Washington,
D.C., July 15, 1992. p. 55-66.

11 William O'Hare. Farmworker
Demographics: Report to the National
Commission on Migrant Education. September
22, 1991. (p. 14).

12 R. Mines, S. Gabbard, and B.
Boccalandro, Findings from the National
Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS), 1990: A
Demographic and Employment Profile of Perishatle
Crop Fannworkers. Office of Program Economics.
Research Report No. 1, U.S. Department of
Labor, Office of the Assistant Secretary for




Policy, Washington, D.C,, July 1991.

R. Mines, S. Gabbard, J. Torres, Findings
from the National Agricultural Workers Survey
(NAWS), 1989: A Demographic and Employment
Profile of Perishable Crop Farmworkers. Office of
Program and Economics. Research Report No. 2,
U.S. Department of Labor, Assistant Secretary
for Policy, Washington, D.C., November 1991,

13 As part of the NAWS data collection pro-
cedures, over 7,200 farmworkers in 72 counties
in 235 states were selected and interviewed since
1989. These farmworkers are renresentative of
about 80 percent of the nation’s farm workers
who are employed in Seasonal Agricultural
Services (SAS).

14 For example, does year-round begin after
6 or 9 months, what is the appropriate boundary
to be crossed or distance to be traveled to qualify
as migrant, etc.

15 Seasonal Agricultural Services is the type
of agriculture in the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986 that establishes who can
become a legalized Seasonal Agricultural Worker.

16 Based on NAWS criteria, migrants travel
at least 75 miles to do farmwork.

17 Mines, et. al. Findings from the NAWS
1990. Washington: USDOL, Office of Program
Economics, Research Report No. 1. 1991, and
additional data analysis.

18 Seasonal Agricultural Workers are special
agricultural workers who did less than 90 days of
Seasonal Agricultural Services work in 1985-86.

19 P. Martin. Testimony. (p. 5).

20 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 4).

Seasonal Agricultural Services (SAS)isa
subsector of U.S. crop agriculture that employs
about 80 percent of the nation’s farmworkers
who are seasonal agricultural workers (SAWs), It
is not possible to determine exactly how much of
the nation’s farm labor is involved in the SAS
agriculture included in the NAWS because SAS
was defined by statute, regulation, and court
decision. The best estimates are that SAS agricul-
ture includes about 80 percent of the workers
employed in agriculture sometime during the
year, about 70 percent of the average jobs
offered, and 60 percent of the wages paid.

2] P. Martin. Paper. (p. 6).

22 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 47).

23 P, Martin. Paper. (p. 48).

24 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 48).

25 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 52).

26 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 54).

27 P. Martin. Paper. (pp. 54-55),

25 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 47).

29 P. Martin. Paper. (pp. 49-500.

30 P. Martin. Testimony. (p. 21).

31 Although some demographic data are
gathered by the following categories—
White/Anglo, Black, Asian, Hispanic, etc.—

Hispanics are not a race but rather an ethnic
determination. For the purposes of this report,
the Commission will use the term “non-Hispanic
White” to designate individuals who would other-
wise be referred to as White.

32 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 10).

33 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 69).

34 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 3).

35 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 16).

36 The following discussion appeared in P,
Martin. Paper Commissioned by the National
Commission on Migrant Education, Washington,
D.C, July 15,1992, p. 12.

There is some confusion about the eligibility
for MEPs of unaccompanied youth who migrate
without their parents. The MEP serves children 3
to 21 who have not completed high school or col-
lege regardless of their legal status in the U.S.,
while JTPA, for example, serves only persons
legally authorized to work in the US., and if 18,
are registered with the Selective Service,

MEP regulations state clearly that a migrato-
ry child is one whose parent is a migratory agri-
cultural or fishery worker. Children are consid-
ered eligible if they move from one school district
to another to join a parent or guardian who
moved to work on a farm or fishery. Children
who qualify for MEP by moving with or to join
their families, remain eligible even they move
alone each year thereafter in order to obtain a
farm ox fishery job.

Although eligibility decisions are made ona
cese by case basis, it appears that teens who move
alone from Mexico to the U.S. to do farmwork
when the parents had never migrated to the U.S.
are ineligible for MEP.,

37 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 11).

38 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 11).

39 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 11).

40 P. Martin. Paper. (p. 11).

41 P. Martin, Faper. (p. 8).

42 R. Mines communication to National
Commission or, Migrant Education, October 15,
1991. (pp. 2, 4).

43 For a more complete discussion of the
MSRTS, see Keeping Up With Our nation’s
Migrant Students: A Report on the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System. National Commission on
Migrant Education, September 1991,

44 Keeping Up With Our Nation's Migrant
Students: A Report on the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System (MSRTS), National
Commission on Migrant Education, September
1991. (p. 7)

45 This was the unique count for 1990-
1991, according to a March 31, 1992 MSRTS
printout.

46 A more complete discussion of eligibility
criteria appears in Appendix C.

47 MSRTS statistics for 1990-199] as




reported on the National Summary profile of the
unique count of all migrant children reported as
resident or enrolled during the school year on
March 31, 1992.

48 The unique count of all migrant children
for 1990-1991 as reported by MSRTS on March
31, 1992 was 628,150 of which 329,679 were
identified as formerly migratory children and
298,471 were currently migratory children either
during the regular or summer school terms.

49 RTI Tables A.3.a and A.3.b indicate 67
percent in the regular and summer school terms
were born in the U.S. with 29 percent in the reg-
ular and 30 percent in the summer terms were
born in Mexico. In both school terms, a higher
proportion of the currently migratory population
are Hispanic as compared to the formerly migra-
tory population. '

50 MSRTS unique count enrollment statis-
tics for 1990-1991 (computer run 3/31/92) for
the state of California were 207,561; for Texas,
116,384; and for Florida, 56,890. The sum of
these state enrollment statistics represents 61 per-
cent of the unique count of MEP-eligible children
enrolled across the nation or 57 percent of the
unique count of children enrolled in each state in
1990-1991. Since a migrant child could be
enrolled in more than one state during the year,
the unique count by state includes children who
may have been counted more than once.

51 RTI Tables A.3.b and A.4.b report
384,804 out of 454,813 identified MEP-eligible
children in the regular school term and 135,638
out of 160,215 in the summer school term as
being between the ages of 6 and 16.

52 P. Martin. Paper Commissioned by the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Washington, D.C., July 15, 1992. p. 4.

53 A more detailed description of “currently”
and “formerly” appears in Chapter 3 of this
report.

54 MSRTS 3/31/92.

55 The patterns of migration described in
this section were based on a review of the FY
1991 State Migrant Education Program applica-
tions.

56 MSRTS Report: Unique Count
Agricultural Workers Migrant Children Re; orted
as Resident or Enrolled During the School Year
by migrant Status. July 30, 1991.

57 MSRTS statistics indicate that during th~
regular school term 78.6 percent of the eligible
MEP population is Hispanic and during the sum-
mer term 85.3 percent is Hispanic. A representa-
tive sample of the national MEP cligible popula-
tion selected by the RTI study identified 73.5
percent of the regular term and 85.7 percent of
the summer term population as Hispanic.
However, if the child attended both the regular
term and summer term the child is counted twice

since neither MSRTS nor RTI provided
racial/ethnic descriptions of the unigue count of
MEP-eligible children over the entire year.

58 MSRTS statistics include all identified
MEP-eligible children enrolled in the MSRTS.

59 RTI suatistics are based upon a nationally
representative sample of MEP-eligible children.

60 G.E., A. Dever, Migrant Health Status:
Profile of a Population With Complex Health
Problems. Migrant Clinicians Network
Monograph Series. 1991 (p. 2, Figs 3, 4, 5).

R. Tidwell (M.D.), letter of April 2, 1979,
with accompanying tabulation of a 2-year run of
migrant student deaths reports obtain from
MSRTS.

61 P. Martin. Paper Commissioned by the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Washington, D.C., July 15, 1992. p. 35.

62 B. Cameron, 1981, ibid (p. 37).
Descriptive Study of the Chapter 1 Migrant
Education Program, Vol. 1, ibid (p. 25) and
Exhibit 11.2).

63 P. Martin, Testimony. (p. 19).

64 Information for this section comer from:
P. Martin, written testimony for the National
Commission on Migrant Education, Washington,
D.C., July 15, 1992. (p. 70-74).

65 P. Martin. Testimony before the National
Commission on Migrant Education, Washington,
D.C., June 22, 1992, ». 19-20.

66 L. Chavez. Testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Washington, D.C., June 22, 1992. p. 38.

67 National Maritime Fisherics of the
National Qceanographic and Atmospheric
Agency; National Maritime Fisheries Offices in
Alaska, Louisiana, and Massachusetts; and the
Natiunal Fisheries Institute at Arlington, VA, a
private industry-supported agency.

68 Marjorie Berry. Testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education. Fort
Myers, Florida. December 15, 1991. p. 84.

69 L. Espinoza. “Report to the Commission:
A Personal Perspective.” National Commissiun on
Migrant Education. (p. 1-2).

Chapter 2

1 T. Reyna, oral testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Buffalo, N~ v York, April 29, 1991 (p. 298).

2 The four distinct programs authorized by
ESEA Title 1 were (1) Chapter 1 Basic Grant
Program, (2) Migrant Education, (3) Neglected
or Delinquent, and (4) Handicapped. While each
authorized program has distinct features, the
basic grant and MEP are the only two where the
state is not the legal guardian of the child and/or
the child is not a resident of an institution.

3 Conference report accompanying P.L. 89-
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750, U.S. Code Congressional and Administrative
News, 89th Congress (p. 3852).

4 The regulations define eligible migrant
children if they satisfy criteria in three areas: age,
occupation of the child or family member, and
recency of migration. These criteria areas are as
follows:

Age: 3 to 21 generate funding, but children
from birth to age 3 who meet the criteria can be
served from birth to age 3 under special circum-
stances, although they do not generate funding.

Occupation: agriculture or fishing activity
for commercial sale or as a principal means of
personal subsistence.

Migration Status: “currently” if the child has
moved within the past 12 months across district
boundaries or administrative areas in a single dis-
trict, or 20 miles in a district that is 18,000
square miles to enable the child, the
parent/guardian, or member of the family to
obtain temporary or seasonal work in agriculture
or fishing; and “formerly” if the child is not
migrating but was eligible as a “currently” migra-
tory child within the past 5 years.

5 P.L. 100-297, Section 1201(b)(2).

6 P.L. 100-297, Section 1436(a).

-7 P.L. 100-297, Sections 1203 and 1436.

8 R. Levy, oral testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Buffalo, New York, April 29, 1921 (pp. 285-
286).

9 Office of Migrant Education, U.S.
Department of Education, Directory of Services:
Federal Agencies and Non-Federal Organizations
Providing Services to Migrant and Seasonal
Farmworkers and Their Families, March 1991,

10 Section 1203 of the Hawkins-Stafford
Act reauthorized the old Section 143 projects.

11 The Chapter 1 Technical Assistance
Centers (TACs) and the Rural Chapter 1
Technical Assistance Centers (RTACs), which
are funded by the general Chapter 1 allocation to
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of specialty include program improvement and
evaluation. These services are to complement
those provided by the Program Coordinating
Centers (PCCs) and, to the degree possible, pro-
vide services in a coordinated fashion such as a
joint meeting.

12 Statutory Requirements: Sections 1011,
1012, 1202, 1436, and 1451 of Chapter 1 of
Title 1, ESEA and Section 437 (a) of GEPA;
Regulatory Requirements: Sections 201.10,
201.16, 201.17, 201.18., 201.23, 201.25,
201.46, and 201.47. Sections 76.560, 76.561,
76.563, 76.730, 76,731, 76.734, and Part 80 of
EDGAR.

13 Statutory Requirements: Chapter 1 of

Title 1, ESEA, Section 1202(b)(1) and (2);
Regulatory Requirements: Sections 201.3 and
201.30.

14 Identification and recruitment affects
funding since state allocations are based upon the
full-tire equivalents of eligible migrant children.

15 Statutory requirements specify that a
state is allowed a 5 percent error rate in their eli-
gibility determinations. Regulations require states
to exercise quality control on their eligibility

_ determinations to ensure that decisions are cor-

rect for 95 percent of the children deemed eligi-
ble.

16 The FY 1991 SEA MEP State
Applications indicate that, where there are no
local MEP projects, the following occurs: Kansas
uses temporary recruiters (p. 16); Louisiana uses
part-time (p. 25); Maine supplements local
recruiters with state recruiters (p. 44); Mississippi
supplements with part-time recruiters (p. 14);
Missouri supplements with a state recruiter (p.
23). '

17 Massachusetts uses one subgrantee to
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recruitment. Massachusetts MEP State
Application FY 1991 (p. 34).
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migrant children. Florida MEP State Application
FY 1991 (p. 31).

19 Statutory Requirement: Chapter 1 of
Title 1, ESEA, Section 1203(a)(2); Regulatory
Requirements: Sections 201.1(b), 201.20(a), and
201.20(a)(2).

20 Office of Migrant Education, U.S.
Department of Education, Migrant Education
Program Policy Manual: Migrant Education
Programs Operated by State Education Agencies,
November 1991 (pp. 27-29).

21 National Commission on Migrant
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Transfer System (MSRTS), September 1991,

22 Statutory Requirements: Chapter 1 of
Title 1, ESEA, Sections 1014(b) and 1202(a)(3)
and (b); Regulatory Requirements: Sections
201.31, 201.32 and 201.36(a)(1).

23 U.S. Department of Education Policy
Manual, 1991 (p. 13).

24 Ibid (pp. 16-17).

25 SAPNA and MENAES use student infor-
mation for MSRTS to provide assessment and
evaluation information for program planning and
evaluation. The major difference is that
MENAES attempts to provide summary data
including pre- and post-test scores for reporting
state-level information to ED.

26 C. Lawrence, oral testimony before the
National Commission on Migrar.t Education,
Watsonville, California, July 16, 1991 (p. 145);



_R. Welty, oral testimony before the National
Commission on Migrant Education, Watsonville,
California, July 16, 1991 (pp. 148-149).

27 Statutory Requirements: Chapter 1 of
Title 1, ESEA, Sections 1201(b) and 1202(a), the
basic objectives of Sections 1001, 1011 (a), 1012,
1014 and 1018, Section 1471, and subpart 2 of
Part F; Regulatory Requirements: EDGAR,
Sections 201.3, 201.31, 201.32, 201.34, 201.36,
201.40, 201.43, 201.48, 201.49, and sections
75.600 to 75.615, 76.600, and 80.42.

28 Statutory Requiremsnts: Sections 1202
(a)(1) and (2) and 1203 of Chapter 1 of Title, 1,
ESEA; Regulatory Requirements: Sections
201.11(b)(4), 201.30, 201.34, 201.36(e) and ®
and Part 205.

29 T. Reyna, 1991 (p. 299).

30 D. Slaby, written testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Buffalo, New York, April 29, 1991 (p. 5).

31 D. Whittington, oral testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Buffalo, New York, April 29, 1991 (pp. 197,
224).

32 Migrant Dropout Reconnection Project,
1987; Migrant Education Assistance Program,
1986.

33 Statutory Requirements; Sections 1016
and 1202 (a)(4) of Chapter 1 of Title 1, ESEA,
Regulatory Requirements: Sections 201.35 and
.200.34 »f the Chapter 1 LEA Program
Regulations.

34 A. Andrada, oral testimony before the
National Commission on Migrant Education,
Watsonville, California, July 16, 1991 (pp. 102-
103).

35 M. Colon and M. Portuondo, Secondary
Analysis of Selected Data on Migrant Education
Programs, Fiscal Year 1990, Department of
Curriculum and Instruction, College of
Education, Pennsylvania State University, March
1992 (pp. 29-30).
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to classrooms, parent teacher conferences, volun-
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classes to developing instructional materials for
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1019(b)(1), 1202(a)(6), and 1435 of Chapter 1
of Title 1, ESEA; Regulatory Requirements:

Sections 201.36 (c) and 201.51 through 201.56.
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August 27, 1992

Hon. Linda Chavez

Chairman

National Commission on Migrant Education
8120 Woodmont Avenue

Bethesda, MD 20814

Dear Madam Chairman:

You have provided the National Commission on Migrant Education with
outstanding leadership for the past three years. I doubt whether
we twelve, strong-minded, independent thinking individuals, with
such diverse backgrounds and perspectives, could possibly have
produced a consensus report without your guidance and direction.

It has been a rare privilege to serve on this commission. Even
though ideological differences and conflicting opinions were
manifest, we were always able to discuss issues honestly, openly
and with respect for different points of view. I have a deep
personal and professional admiration for my fellow commissioners.

I also want to commend and thank our able and dedicated staff. The
same qualities which I hope made us good commissioners, undoubtedly
made us a difficult group for whom to work. The staff has done an
outstanding job attempting to satisfy so many masters.

Lastly, I would like to comment on the final report itself. Be-
cause we wanted to produce a consensus document, the report does
not reflect any one commissioner’s viewpoint or opinions. On most
jssues there was unanimous agreement; on some issues compromises
were required and these are reflected in the report; on still other
issues, the report represents majority opinion; and of course, some
issues, considered to be relevant only by one or a few commis-
sioners, are not touched upon in the report at all.

I am limiting my comments on the final report to fouir topical
areas.
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I.

My viewpoint has always been that the Commission interpreted
its mission too narrowly. Congress mandated that the
Commission address twelve specific questions. Ostensibly,
answers to these questions would help Congress decide how to
make the Migrant Education Program (M.E.P.) more effective.
By limiting our work to answering only those questions Speci~
fied by Congress, however, I believe we made the mistake of
begirning cur assignment somewhere in the middle of the pro-
ject. We never critically examined the rationale for the
M.E.P., as it was originally conceived and as it applies to
the program’s operation today.

My contention remains that all children have the rijht to the
opportunity to be educated. If mobility causes problenms
related to proper grade placement, continuity of curriculum
and credit transfer, for example, remedies should be developed
for all children in this situation. If any children have
educational deficiencies related to poverty, health needs,
language, etc., they should be eligible for assistance. It
seems to me that moving in search of agricultural employment,
as opposed to moving to find employment in a factory or as a
domestic, or not moving at all, is irrelevant vis-a-vis de~
serving educational opportunity.

If educational programs were simply based on educational need,
many of the more cont:-oversial issues in migrant education
would not be issues at all. For example, the argument whether
or not currently migrant children should be served before
formerly migrant children, would be moot. If the child has
the educational need, regardless of when he moved, he should
be served. If the child doesn’t have the need, then he won’t
be served. If there is not enough money available to serve
all children, those with the greatest needs, not the ones
who have moved most recently, should be served first.

Similarly, the debate about the proper length of the "look-~
back" eligibility period for formerly migrant children also
seems quite irrelevant. I can think of no good reason why
someone with an educational need should be denied assistance
by an education program, because he moved four years ago
instead of two years ago? .

Yet despite the this problem I have with the rationale for
the program, I do believe that the M.E.P. is truly helping
children who have profound educational, economic, health and
other needs. Rather than eliminate the program, my
preference would be to fold the M.E.P., as well as all other
educational programs which presently serve selected students
based on ascriptive characteristics, into open eligibility
programs, designed to serve any child who needs and wants
educational assistance.




Hon. Linda Chavez2 -3- August 27, 1992

II.

There have always been and there will always be unequal levels
of academic achievement. When unequal achievement is a func-
tion of unequal opportunity, then a travesty has occurred and
we as a democratic society have a responsibility to right this
wrong. However, it is also true that children have different
levels of ability and that some work harder than others. This
difference will also lead to unequal levels of achievement.
I make this point in connection with the M.E.P. for two
reasons.

First, with regard to eligibility for educational programs, I
maintain that low achievement is not synonymous with educa-
tional need, and should not be the single criterion for access
to educational assistance. Funding should be directed toward
children who are not achieving at their level of ability, at
all levels of ability, not just at the low end.

Secondly, with regard to the evaluation of educational pro-
grams, 1 maintain that level of achievement, without regard to
ability and various other factors, is not necessarily the most
appropriate measure of the success or failure of a program.
specifically, the M.E.P. should not be judged to be performing
poorly if participating migrant students have low levels of '
achievement. The program should more properly be judged on
the basis of whether or not it is providing its constituents
with opportunities for education which they would not other-
wise have received. As a society we can only strive for equal
opportunity; we cannot guarantee equal levels of educational
achievement or economic success.

III. Another point of view I would like to have seen more strongly

articulated concerns the role of the parent. In a very

real sense 2ll children are both victims and beneficiaries of
their parents. Decisions and choices made by parents have a
direct impact on their children. over and over it is stated
or implied in the report that rigration has a deleterious im-
pact on children. The report also acknowledges the primacy of
the parents’ role in the education of their children. But no-
where do we make the very logical recommendation that migrant
parents should be told that by taking their children with them
when they migrate, they are hurting their children’s chances
of receiving a good education. We cannot on the one hand
justify a whole program on the basis of the hardships assoc-
iated with migrancy and then not come out in favor of trying
to end the practice. If we believe migration is so detri-
mental to the welfare of children, then M.E.P. parental
involvement activities should include encouraging migrant
parents to leave their childre» behind when and if they
continue to migrate themselves. Ultimately, parents,
including migrant parents, have to accept responsibility for
their actions.
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IV. Finally, I would like to state that my ideological orientation
leads me to have very mixed feelings regarding the expenditure
of public funds on research projects and studies, including
the National Commission on Migrant Education. This being the
case, I am committed to doing the best job we can possibly do,
regardless of any awkwardness involved. 1In this spirit I wish
that the Commission as a body had come out more strongly
against the use of public monies, particularly migrant funds,
for nonessential functions, especially travel and conferences,
More specifically, I see no need for more than one national
organization of migrant education officials. Since all states
are represented by NASDME, there is simply no justification
for IMEC which includes representation from only 16 states and
whose $500,000 annual budget is used primarily for salaries
and travel, with no direct services being provided to migrant
children.

Despite my strong feelings on these four issues, I reiterate ny
position that the M.E.P. not only helps chiidren with profound
heeds, but the migrant population’s hard-work, self-help ethic
makes them a most worthy and gratifying group to assist.

Respect.fully yours,

Whe bt & |44

Michael LaVelle, Ph.D.

-
-
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National Cummission on Migrant Education
8120 Woodmont Avenue, 5th Floor
Bethesda, MD 20814

Dear Fellow Commissioners:

As you know, I have been a mainstream classroom teacher for twenty
years. There was real wisdom shown when a public school teacher was
appointed to this Commission bucause we teachers can often predict
accurately the entire trend of our country ceveral years before the
federal government and all its many researchers can get an accurate
grasp on developments. Why do we have this special ability? It is
not because of any genius on our part, I assure you. We work so
closely with the youth of tomorrow and their families that we can
many times predict what the next generation will be like. We work
with children when their parents are not around, and we get to sgee
the children interact with their peers. We get to see on a
personal level what is happening to the family structure. We do
not have to wait to find out what is happening by watching the
evening news; we often live it firsthand.

From my experience with many types of people, I can honestly say
that there is not a worthier, more deserving g¢group than the
migrants of our country. 1Is there another group who moves around
the country, travels in crowded conditions, lives in horrendous
housing, and works by the sweat of their brows just so you and I
can eat fresh fruits and vegetables? I admire their supreme work
ethic and their dedication to the family unit. Their children are
generally some of the most diligent, hard-working, and obedient
children that we teachers have in our classes. For these last
three vears, it has been my joy to get to work with the other
Commissioners and Staff in order to try to improve the lives and
the education of these worthy migrants.

My chief concern on this Commission has been to try to develop
recommendations which would have a positive impact on the entire
migrant family structure. We must not allow our public policies to
destroy the close family unit which most of our migrants enjoy.
Our public policies should not be based on the premise that
government should do whatever it wants to children unless clear
evidence is presented to show that children are being harmed.
Instead we should prohibit government from doing anything to
ghilgren unless it can be convincingly shown that the children will
enefit.

I was horrified when our Commission visited migrant day-care
centers where four-day old babies were brought. One well-meaning
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health provider of a migrant day-care center said that frequently
seven or eight such tots are transported in vans to the facility.
My first thought was for the possible cranial damage which could
occur in such tiny infants whose heads are not supported properly
in transit, and my next question was why the migrant mothers were
not being encouraged to breastfeed. We have heard very convincing
testimony to the effect that the health of the migrar* population
is so poor that they qualify as a Third-world population. With
migrant babies ' having such a high incidence of diarrhea,
eye/ear/nose/throat infections, intestinal parasitic diseases,
respiratory illnesses, obesity, allergy infections, and diabetes
{For current information see NUTRITION THROUGH LACTATION, National
Academy Press, 1991), surely our migrant women need to be properly
supported by lactation specialists in order to give the babies the
gift that only a mother can give. (I became even more concerned
when I heard that WIC currently spends almost $500,000,000 a year
on infant formula while spending only $8,000,000 on breastfeeding
promotion. If infant formula were really better for children than
breastmilk, then no amount of money would be too great; however,
doesn't it seem ludicrous to spend $500,000,000 on infant formula
while almost ignoring one of the greatest natural resources in our
country?) I was also alarmed to learn that many migrant health
centers spend as much as 80% of their budget toward treating dental
caries in our migrant youngsters; such dental problems are caused
largely by baby-bottle tooth decay. What about the physical and
mental health of the migrant mothers themselves? Middle and upper-
class women all over our country, after doing research on the
subject of breastfeeiling, generally agree that breastfeeding is
healthier for them and their babies. Why. then, should our migrant
women not have the same opportunity to stay home and nurse their
babies? Don't they deserve the sense of empowerment and self-
esteem which comes from being able to offer their babies the most
perfectly designed baby nourishment that is known to man?

Then I also questioned a public policy which would facilitate a
mother's leaving a four-day old baby in a public day-care center.
The well-meaning people who thought up the welfare system for our
country felt they were doing what was best, but we have all seen
the destructive consequences which have arisen from that program.
Are we doing the same thing by offering federally-funded day-care
services which actually encourage a migrant mother to relinquish
her tiny tot with his undeveloped immune system to the confines of
a day-care center which is normally filled with sick children?
There is a broad spectrum of research, including statements from
the Centers for Disease Control, which indicates that large,
licensed day-care facilities are major transmission centers for
hepatitis, severe diarrhea, and other diseases. Studies show that
the risk of infectious disease increases in direct proportion to
the number of children who are kept in a day-care facility.

We classroom teachers must be concerned about the health and well-
being of migrant babies because they will bring all their
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experiences with them when they come to school . Dr. Benjamin
3pock, Dr. J. Burton White, Dr. Jay Belsky (one of the nation's
leading defenders during the 1970's of full-time day care), and
many other experts now agree that children who spend 20 hours a
week or more in substitute care pefore they are one-year old do not
estabhlish secure parental bonds. J. Craig Perry. formerly Special
Assistant for Child and Family Issues to the Chairman of the United
States Senate - Committee on Labor and Humau Resources and a
professor of human development at Brigham Young University.,
believes that public policy should require that warning signs be
displayed in day-care establishments and should read:

A child in day care is a child at risk. In day care,
your child i3 likely to contract infectious diseases, is
300 percent more likely to require hospitalization, and
is twice as likely to die from disease than are children
at home. Iin day care, your child may be sexually or
physically abused (potential abusers cannot be adequately
screened out). Day care may make your child emotionally
disturbed, insecure, belligerent, aggressive, more
responsive to peers and less responsive to adults. If
these effects of day care are not reversed through
conscientious parenting, your child will be more likely
to be delinquent in high gchool, use drugs, use alcohol,
be morally permissive and sexually active, have an
abortion, and later fail in marriage. When you put your
child in day care, you assume some or all of these risks.

I agree with Robert Rector of the Heritage Foundation that
government policy should not subsidize nonparental child care to
the exclusion of parental care. I also think there is real merit
in what Bill Mattox of the Family Research Council is proposing;
let's grant non-discriminatory tax credits or vouchers in order to
give the parents the choice of care-givers. For many of our low-
income migrants, such a plan would actually add a positive amount
to their incomes and would allow them the opportunity to keep their
children at home. If the mother cannot stay home, then at least
public policy should support other forms of family care for
children. Maybe tax credits could be allowed for parents who want
to house a grandparent or other relative who would take care of the
children. This would at least keep the migrant infants out of the
unhealthy environments of public day-care centers. Tax policies
should be constructed in such a way that people pay lower taxes
when they are in the child-rearing stages of 1ife and more taxes
when they do not have the responsibility of children. Surely a
nation which has the capacity to invent a "smart"” bomb can come up
with a strategy which would promote and support the family
gstructure.

Some other concerns which I have about the Migrant Education
Program are as follows:

1cu
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1. Only 17 of the 49 states (plus Puerto Rico, the Digtrict
of Columbia, and Northern Mariana) participate in the migrant
policy-making organization known as the Interstate Migrant
Education Council. Because IMEC is supported by MEP funds, is the
body that professes t¢ promote interstate cooperation, and is
studying the issue of mobility, then in order to follow basic,
democratic principles, all states (not Just 17) should be involvad
in this policy-making process. Since federal dollars are under
tight constraint and there is already one MEP-funded organization
on the national level (National Association of State Directors of
Migrant Education) to which all states belong, I believe that a
more appropriate plan would be for IMEC to be funded through state
funding rather than through federal dollars. IMEC's budget of
almost half a million dollars is larger than some states' entire
MEP yearly allocations, and federal dollars need to be reserved for
programs closer to the user level. Also, I have felt a deep
concern over the fact that the chairman of IMEC is a Congressman;
and the highest-paid employee of IMEC is a Senator. Is this
practice not a potential conflict of interest gince any increased
MEP funding has to cume of necessity through the appronriation
process in Congress? That would be the same thing as my being a
classroom teacher and also a member of the school board which votes
teachers a raise.

2. I believe that a look-back window of two years (one year
"currently” and two years “formerly") would be a more appropriate
length of time for a child to qualify for MEP. The present six-
. Year eligibility period goes beyond any reasonable expectations of
the responsibility of the federal government. After a migrant
child has lived in a gchool district for three years, the local
school district should be prepared to pick up his needs.

3. The appropriate age span for MEP should be from age three
through twalfth grade. It is impractical and logistically
unrealistic to expect the schools to offer services through age 21
to students who are outside a states' compulsory school age. MEP

above the compulsory school age and should do everything possible
to ensure that loc~l and community services are made accessibla to
them.

4. Through the conscientious research of David Martin and
Philip Martin, the Commission learned the probable reason why the
children of migratory fishermen were added to the MEP eligibility
definition in 1974. Tt had to do with the advocacy of a sister of
a Congressman who introduced the new language in order to allow the
continuation of a highly guccessful migrant program i{n Alabamz
which, upon investigation, was mistakenly serving the children of
migratory fishermen. The expansion of the definition to migratory
fishermen's children was probably meant to be helpful at the time;
but through our site visits, I have observed that migratory
fishermen's children do not truly fit the pattern of migrancy; and
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I believe this group of people should be dropped from the
definition.

I also do not feel that children of poultry workers should be
included in the MEP eligibility definition. It seems to me that
gince poultry work is not seasonal and poultry workers do not
exhibit the true pattern of agricultural migrancy that their
children should be picked up by the local school districts who deal
with normal mobility patterns.

5. By dropping fishing and pcultry from the eligibility
definition, by cutting back the look-back window from six to three
years, by limiting MEP services from age three through twelfth
grade, and by trying to conserve monies at the administrative and
bureaucratic levels, additional MEP funds should become available.
Therefore, I believe that MEP funding should stay at the current
level witn a renewed emphasis on funding accountability and fiscal
recponsibility.

I am thankful for the opportunity to have served on the National
Commission on Migrant Education. I have come to respect and
appreciate each Commissioner and Staff member and their tremendous
dedication of time and energy to improve Migrant Education. I will
watch with continued interest to see how the program progresses in
the future years.

Sincerely,

jzhaﬁw, *CQ%r*ba~4;4 /“224—+1~aq_,

Mrs. Donna Garner
secondary Classroom Teacher
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"Change" is the political word for 1991. "Change" is what has
happened to migrants since the Migrant Education Program was
established in 1966. "Change (in significance) is not what
happened to the Migrant Education Program since it was established
in 1966. "Change" is needed in the Migrant Education Program.
That "change" is not just the addition of more federal dollars.

A few observations of the present situation are relevant.
I.

It might be assumed that Congress, in establishing a migrant
education program (MEP), had an objective of ending migrant labor
as a way of life in this country. Such data as there is does not
show a reduction in the estimated number of people who are in
migrant labor compared to the estimated numbers who were in migrant
labor when the MEP program started. The reason is not that MEP is
not effective, The reason is that the services which migrants
perform in and for the nation are still needed. When a person
leaves migrancy, the need for the service is such that the leaving
migrant's place in the migrant labor force is immediately taken by
someone else. Significant numbers of the newer migrant laborers
appear to come to this country from other nations. Their
educational level starts out lower than that of the leaving
migrant, Thus, the success ¢f the MEP results in a lower
educational level of the migrant labor force in this country.

The solution to the migrant education problem, therefore, must
be a labor solution, rather than an education solution.

Until there is a change in that situation, there is unlikely
to be a significant change for the nation resulting from the MEP,
no matter how good MEP is or how much is spent on MEP,

Migrant laborers travel thousands of miles, many from other
countries, under horrible living and trave) conditions, to furnish
needed services, when there are unemployed persons residing nearer
and in the United States, capable of performing thLe same services.
This is al)so a labor problem, rather than an education problem.

43
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II.

The United Statés cannot educate all the children of mobile
persons from all less prosperous countries, even if the labor of
the parents is needed ir the United States.

III.

There is not a valid objective distinction on educational
needs .etween follow-the-crop-migrants (FTCM) and other students
without a permanent, stable school home, who may, in fact, be
mobile if not in a foreseeable migrant pattern. Perhaps MEP should
be changed to mean "!Mobile Students Educational Program".

From a need of education of children standpoint, there is no
vali¢ objective distinction of children whose parents' employment
iz subject to various protections offered by federal and state
labor laws, and those children whose parents' employment does not
have such protection; that nature of parents employment is not a
valig distinction for defining beneficiaries of educational
programs for the mobile.

Iv.

The problems of migrant education for the individual student
are not all caused solely by moving about from school to school.
Great problems are caused by lack of attendance, lack of school
records following the student (MSRTS was intended to assist this
problem), lack of receiving credit for classes taken, lack of
accruing credits for graduation, lack of educational planning and
coordination, varying requirements for credits and graduation, etc.
(many of which problems are discussed elsewhere in this report) .

Probably a substantial reason for these problems and others is
the fact that, aside from the parent, no one entity is responsible
for the individual migrant student's educational program and
progress. No one is responsible for seeing that the migrant
student gets to school someplace, that the migrant student records
get to the school where the migrant student may be, and that the
migrant student gets credit for what the migrant student does
there. There is no one responsible or available to plan and
coordinate the migrant student's educational plans and programs.
As to the non-migrant students, the school district in which the
student resides has a direct interest, authority and responsibility
in seeing that the student attends, and gets and education that is
appropriate for that student, etc.
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A migrant student who is a legal resident of a school district
/*erein called "Home Base District") is entitled to the same
services and responsibility of that school district as the
non-migrant students of that school district,

The Home Base School District now has no leg1l responsibility
or authority to even be interested or sympathetic until the migrant
student returns home.

Congress could change this.,

Congress could authorize and require the state and/or the Home
Base School District to be the district to Plan the migrant
students' educational program, to keep the records, to get the
records to a school district where the student might be, to give
the credits, to monitor progress, and to give a diploma when
earned,

Congress could authorize and require the non-resident state
and district to furnish education to that migrant student under the
plan and direction of the Home Base District, and to report, etc.,
to the Home Base District as if the non-resident district was the
agent of the Home Base District in furnishing the legal
responsibilities of the Home Base District,

Federal MEP funds could be paid to the Home Base state or
district for migrant students somewhere actually in a school in a
non-resident district under the direction of the Home Base
District, The lome Base District could be required to pay the
non-resident district for the services rendered, under some
equitable formula established by Congress.

As to migrant students from other nations, Congress could
establish that the state in which the immigrant student's parents
is first employed in the United States be the Home Base gstate
(somewhat loco parentis) having responsibility for that immigrant
student forthwith thereafter, and receive the federal MEP funds.
The employer could be required to ascertain the relevant data on
each potential migrant student of his employees and report that
information to the state office designated in each to receive such
report.

V.
It is not the Federal statutes and policies which create

migrant labor and the problem of educating migrant children, It is
the economic need of businesses (agricultural and otherwise) for

Liy
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geasonal labor that creaes the migrant labor force. The cost of
the migrant labor, including the cost of educating the children of
migrant labor, is a cost of doing business for someone. I
recommend that investigation occur as to a method of assessing the
cost and responsibility of doing business to the states, communities
and busiunesses benefited.

VI.

The function of MSRTS, as designated by Congress and as set
out in Report, is to gather and transfer information. The process
of gathering and transferring of information is not an educational
function. The process of gathering and transferring of information
is not unique or limited to any one type of governmental or private
activity, and especially not unique to education. The process of
gathering or transferring of information does not aid education, or
any other activity, until the accurate information is received by
someone who can use it. The process of transfer of information is
not even a tool. The information when received becomes the tool.
The educational use only begins then.

The use of education trained, experienced and motivated
personnel in the function of the process of gathering and
transferring- information is a waste of their time and talents,
which should be better used with children.

I recommend that the function of gathering and transferring of
information be performed by contractors whose business is the
gathering and transferring of information. I recommend that an
entity in the business of transferring of information be invited to
propose specifications for a contract. I recommend that these
specifications be evaluated, modified and selected by an agency
established by Congress, as described herein, and that such agency
gshould award the contracts and oversee the performance thereof, and
report to Congress and/or the President upon all of these matters,

It appears that much of the activity of MSRTS and use of MSRTS
is designed and v~ed for the purpose of pursuit of the federal
dollar, rather than for the education of children. Since migrant
education is a national problem, it is probably unrealistic to

propose abandoument of the use of federal dollars to benefit

migrant children, but it is not unrealistic to consider
alternatives which reward actual education, instead of mere
statistics. It is not unrealistic to consider the assignment of
responsibility for migrant gtudents to some entity which has a
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long-term interest in a particular student, rather than one which
has only a temporary responsibility, changing with each move of
that student, .

I recommend that MSRTS records not be used as the basis of
distribution of federal dollars,

VII,

Security and privacy are delightful ideas in the abstract.
There are so many impediments now to the education of migrant
students that, if transfer of information is made less speedy or
efficient, difficult, burdensome or expensive (which I perceive
that it would) by addition of security measures, the value of the
speedy and accurate information will be damaged, perhaps to the
extent of destruction. Security, if desired, should be imposed at
the use~of-information level, not the transfer-of-information
level,

VIII.

It was Congress which determined the need for a study, and it
was Congress that determined that this study should be made by an
agency independent of the United States Department of Education, in
creating the National Commission on Migrant Education (NCME), as an
independent agency to study and recommend to Congy.ress,

It appears that Congress itself is the only body, etc., that
cares enough about migrant, or mobile, student education over the
whole nation, to carry out the recommendations set out in this
Report, or to change the situation. I recommend that Congress
establish an agency, independent of the Department of Education,
reportable only to Conyress and/or the President, to carry out the
recommendat.ions set out in this Report.

Respegtfully submitted,

immons, Jr.

RGS/jh




St EDWARDS
UNIVERSITY

AUSTIN'TEXAS Office of the President

August 17, 1992

The Honorable Linda Chavez, Chairman
National Commission on Migrant Education
8120 Woodmont Avenue, 5th Floor
Bethesda, MD 20814

Dear Linda,

The National Commission on Migrant Education has been an ambitious,
cooperative effort among the Commissioners, the Commission staff,
hundreds of individuals who work in migrant education at all levels,
and the members of the migrant community themselves. We have
learned from one another and we have learned especially from the
members of the migrant community. statistically, they may be the
most economically disadvantaged in our country, but they have a
real claim to be amono the most gifted as well.

My only supplementary comment to the Commission's report would be to
focus on that giftedness. Early in the commission's work we heard a
report from Dr. J. Prewitt-Diaz on the culture of migrancy. Dr.
pPrewitt-Diaz distinguished the culture of migrancy from the culture
of poverty in very dramatic ways. Migrants are among the hardest
working in America and have proven their willingness and ability to
seize the opportunities that are given to them.

My personal experience confirms this description over and over.
Migrant students see the value of education and are determined to
take the opportunity to make life better for themselves and their
parents. They deal humbly with the educational gaps that need to be
filled in, and their primary response to success is gratitude.

In every study we have conducted at St. Edward's University, the
academic accomplishments of migrant students defy all expectations.
With support, they quickly become leaders within our campus commun-
ity. Longitudinal stucies show their academic and life successes
outdistance any expectations one would have of students from simi-
lar economic backgrounds. And studies of their earnings show that
they repay in taxes in one year more than any federa. subsidy to the
educational program at the university.

3001 South Congress Ave.
Austin, Texas 78704-6489
512-448-8411
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I recite all of this because I think we need to understand federal
migrant programs as a critical, nationzl investment and not just in
a humaniturian sense. "Investments" in any budgetary situation
ultimately increase the revenue side significantly faster than they
increase the expendit e side. The migrant population is a very
significant nationa. resource that can be empowered and contribute
substantially to the future of this nation. Migrant education pro-
grams are a wise and productive national investment. I think it is
critically important that we maintain this perspective whenever we
look at migrant programs and migrant funding.

My own work on the Migrant Commisgion has been inspired by a large
number of heroic migrant students--Queta Cortez who is now finishing
her doctorate in chemistry at Texas A&M, Solomon Torres who is fin-
ishing his law degree at Columbia, Margarito Jimenez who is return-
ing to the Valley to become a teacher and counselor and help other
stuaents the way one of his teachers helped him--and hundreds of
others. It has also bcen inspired by the clarity of vision and
commitment of national leaders like Congressman Bill Ford and
Congressman Bill Goodling. They have been tireless in keeping the
migrant population with its needs and giftedness in the national
eye,

My thanks to the members of the Commission staff and ny fellow Com~
missiqpers for their good will and hard work.

Sincerely,
a

tricia A. Hayes
President

PAH:cej




Redlands Christian Migrant Assoclation

219 North First Streat ¢ immokales, Fiorida 33834 « (813) 887-3138

RCMA Education Effort For Rural Poverty Children

August 13, 1992

Honorable Linda Chavez, Chairman
National Commission on Migrant Education
8120 Woodmont. Avenue, 5th Floor
Bethesda, Maryland 29814

Dear Linda,

A distinct highlight in my life’s work with migrant children has
been these last three years of collaboration with you and our
colleagues on the Commission. Your sincere and committed
leadership has been a major factor in the successful completion of
our Congressional mandates. By any measure, the extraordinary
calibre of our members, combined with the individual wide-ranging
backgrounds of each of us as applied collectively resulted in a
well-qualified commission. Yet that doesn’'t account for the
chemistry that seems to have tied all of us together from the very
first meeting.

Over the past 50 years I have been a member of more committees,
councils and the like than I care to remember, yet not a one of
those came close to meeting the high level of commitment, harmony,
and respect for one another that was achieved on this Commission.
Viewing the haphazard way we individually were chosen, some of this
has to be attributed to luck, I suppose. But a goodly amount of
the credit, I repeat, goes to your leadership, which tied us all
together. And the migrant children have gained the benefits --
assuming that the Commission’s recommendations are followed by
Congress and the Administration.

In intending for this letter to be included with the individual
comments by other ccmmissioners, I would emphasize my total support
of the consensus achieved in our deliberacions as reflected in the
body of our report., In no sense is my letter here a "minority"
report.

I write to add emphasis to what the full Commission has said
relative to the importance of parent iuvolvement in migrant child
education and to stress that much of what schools and
administrators tout as parent invelvement truly is not. Across the
nation, with some murked exceptions acknowledged, schools on this
vital issue are kidding themselves and neglecting the children.
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This applies not to migrant children alone, but to the successful
education of children from all groups of poor families -- rural and
urban. In Florida, certainly, it is quite clear that our
elementary schools are the greatest sinjyle barrier to poor children
gaining a good education. And after quietly speaking one-on-one to
parents and teachers in other parts or the nation where the
Commission held hearings I learned that Florida is but one of the
states where this charge may be leveled with ample justification,

The nationally prestigious Committee for Economic Development, in
its 1987 report "Children in Need", states that parent involvement
is the key (not a key, but the key) to children from disadvantaged
homes achieving a good education. Yet, with few exceptions, school
administrators steadfastly resist taking the initiatives necessary
to make possi»le the meaningful involvement of poor parents in the
education of their own children.

Now, I realize that virtually every elementary school has those

cookie and kool-aid events once or twice a year (with yellow pads

for parents to sign-in to “prove" the school has parent

involvement). These are affairs during which the youngsters

perform for parents, grandparents, aunts and uncles who happily and .
proudly come to watch the kids on dispiay. That passes as parent

involvement in a majority of school districts. Which, of course,

it is not.

Achieving involvement of the parents requires conscientious and
persistent effort by the schools. At a guess I would say 85 per
cent of migrant parents feel that their children are not really
wanted by the schools anywhere in the nation. And, unfortunately,
they are about 50 per cent correct at the upper levels of all too
many school districts.

Attitudes must be changed on both sides. But the first change has
to come at the schools. Parents must be made to fesl welcome,
Schools must aggressively demonstrate that they want migrant
children in their classrooms. Migrant Education is but a blip oa
the screen of most school systems. Its teachers are fa- down on
the totem pole. It is the principal, the superintendent, and the
school board members in whose hands rests the truly effective
Migrant Education program at the local level.

At the appropriate federal ancd state levels there must be a firm
determination to insist upou. true parent involvement at the local
family/school level.
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Outreach to the homes is imperative, particularly in the home base
states where migrant child school attendance is measured in months
rather than weeks. Florida is such a state. In several county
school districts our organization works in collabcration with
school authorities to achieve together parent involvement. In one
community over 200 families annually participate and have for seven
years., Between 1,800 and 2,000 home visits are made in a single
school year to those families. Average daily attendance has risen
to 94 per cent. Over 90 per cent of the students show dramatic
report card improvement. Behavioral problems have plummeted, while
parent meetings -- held in Spanish -- have over flowing attendance.
Parents now realize the importance of their involvement and the
true significance of family commitment to their child’s education
on a day-to-day basis.

Student by student, family by family the goal of high school
graduation then becomes a joint family/school challenge. On that
basis a remarkable degree of success is being achieved. It is a
formula that can work anywhere.

There is no substitute for true parent involvement. And no short
cuts to achieving it.

Sincerely,

Wendell N. Rollason, executive vice president
Redlands Christian Migrant Association




Schedule of Meetings,
Hearings, Site Visits

September 27, 1989
Business Session Meeting
Washington, D.C.

November 4, 1989
Business Session Meeting
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

February 5, 1990
Business Session Meeting
Washington, D.C.

May6 &7, 1990
Site Visit & Commission Hearing
Little Rock, Arkansas

August 6 & 7, 1980
Site Visit & Commission Hearing
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania

October 1, 1990
Business Session Meeting
Washington, D.C.

December 3 & 4, 1980
Site Visit & Commission Hearing
McAllen, Texas

February 14 & 15, 1991
Commission Hearing
Washington, D.C.

April 28 & 29, 1991
Commission Hearing
Buffalo, New York

July 16, 1991
Site Visit & Commission Hearing
Watsonville, California

July 31, 1991
Business Session Meeting
Washington, D.C.

September 22 & 23, 1991

Commission Hearing
Washington, D.C.

and Witnesses

Necember 15 & 16, 1991
Site Visit & Commission Hearing
Ft. Myers, Florida

March 1 & 2, 1992
Business Session & Commission Meeting
Washington, D.C.

March 27, 1992

Busines * Cession Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland
(Conference Call)

April 20, 1992

Business Session Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland
(Conference Call)

May 22, 1892

Business Session Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland
(Conference Call)

June 22, 1992
Business Session Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland

July 16, 1992

Business Session Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland
(Conference Call)

July 28, 1992

Business Session Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland
(Conference Call)

August 24, 1992

Business Sessiont Meeting
Bethesda, Maryland
(Conference Call)

September 23, 1892
Final Meeting/Report Release
Washington, D.C.




Migrant Student Record Transfer System

(MSRTS)

Little Rock, Arkansas
May 6 & 7, 1990

Site Visit:

MSRTS Headquarters Facilities Tour

MSRTS Presenters:

Troy Rinker

Director, MSRT'S

Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Dr. James Hardage

Assistant Director, MSRTS
Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Rick Johnson
Senior Project Leader, MSRTS

Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Glenn Sheets
Senior User Services Consultant,
MSRTS

Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Kay Love

Senior User Services Consultant,
MSRTS

Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Nolan McMurray
Eastern Stream Manager, MSRTS

Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Basil Julian

Eastern Stream Manager, MSRTS
Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

Bill Woolly
Western Stream Manager, MSRTS

Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

/‘I
deo




Migrant System Record Transfer System (MSRTS), Interstate/Interagency
Coordination, Culture of Migrancy, & Parental Involvement

Gettyshurg, Pennsylvania
August 6 & 7, 1990

Site Visits:
Adams-Cumberland Migrant Child Development Center
Bendersville, Pennsylvania

Adams-Cumberland & Eastern Franklin Counties Summer Programs
Arendtsville, Pennsylvania

Adams-Cumberland & Eastern Franklin Counties Career Education Programs
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania

Orchard and Camp Tour
Hearing Witnesses: Larry Elworth Kathy Doak
o Program Coordinator Dairy Worker Parent

MSRTS Utilization Pennsylvania Apple Marketing Program  Middleburg, Pennsylvania
Tammy Dubbs Harrisburg, Pennsylvania Lenette Robinson
MSRTS Controlle.r _ Parker Coble Eastern Stream Parent
Lincoln Intermediate Unit Program Director Kent, New York
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania Migrant Child Development Program Annetta Hard
Marcia Kile Gettysburg, Pennsylvania Interstate Pareynt
Prf)gram ansultant Suzanne Benchoff York Springs, Pennsylvania
Migrant Child Developrpent Program  Program Consultant Patricia Lyons
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania Recruitment & Support Services Parent y
gllmron l(ranserh | ‘ ) Gettysburg, Pennsylvania Avon Park, Florida

ementary School Teacher Dr. Edward Zuroweste . T
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania Medical Director m:e fslt z:\ltlersl;aln\i'ngt‘slel Rodrigues
Marian Benchoff Keystone Migrant Health Gardeners, Pennsylvania
Jr. High School Guidance Counselor Chambersburg, Pennsylvania Di R ’ i
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania Donna Frederickson In:?::i';; ati?)l:lgS pecialist
Elizabeth Miller N i’gggévse Enrector Agricultural Human Resource
Program Nurse Practntnqner Gett sbu’r ;.enns lvania Management Assnciation
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania ysburg, y Biglerville, Pennsylvania

Kay Brown . .

ImerSt,ate/I,memgemy State Dirr.ctor for Rural Opportunities Miguel Rwe.r  Jr.
Coordination College Senior

Gettysburg, Pennsylvania

Pa.tricia Williams Reverend Joseph Hilbert
Director Christo Rey Catholic Apostolate

Aspers, Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania Site Migrant Education Bendersville, Pennsylvania
Program

Clarks Summit, Pennsylvania Parental Involvement
Teckla Decker Dr. J. Prewitt-Diaz

Florida Interstate Coordination Associate Professor
Consultant Penn State University

Ft. Myers, Florida University Park, Pennsylvania

104



Interagency Coordination, Migrant System
(MSETS) Coordination, School Programs,

McAllon, Texas
December 3 ang 4,19%0

Site Visits:

McAllen Independent School District

McAllen, Texas

Pan Am University
Higher Edvration Program
Edinburg, Texas

Hearing Witnesses:
Interagency Coordination Panel

Isabel Cordova
Women, Infant, and Children Program
Donna, Texas

Norma Acosta

Hidalgo County Women, Infant, and
Children Director

Edinburg, Texas

Juanita Castillo
Parent
Donna, Texas

Rafael Guerra

Education Director

Texas Migrant Head Start Council
McAllen, Texas

Paula Gomez
Executive Director
Brownsville Community Health Center

Staff Member
Brownsville, Texas

Deana Velardi

Brownsville Community Health Center
Staff Member

Brownsville, Texas

Dr. Bridget Walsh
Hidalgo County Health Care Physician
Edcouch, Texas

Aurora Valdez
Valley InterFaith Leader
Weslaco, Texas

Dr. Gilberto Pulido
D.D.S.
McAllen, Texas

MSRTS Coordination Panel

. Alba Tinsman

Migrant School Nurse
McAllen, Texas

Lupita Garza
Migrant School Nurse
McAllen, Texas

Carlos Cantu _
High School Counselor
McAllen, Texas

Delina Salinas

Recruiter

Independent School District
McAllen, Texas

Yolanda Molina

Mercedes Independent School District
MSRTS Clerk

Mercedes, Texas

Linda Diaz

LaJoya Independent School District
MSRTS Clerk

LaJoya, Texas

Jack Hall
Federal Program Coordinator
San Benito, Texas

Leroy Jackson

Director

Migrant Education Program
Edinburg, Texas

Record Transfer System
and Parental Involvement

School Programs Panel

Frank Contreras

State Director

Migrant Education Program
Austin, Texas

Dr. Pablo Perez
Superintendent
McAllen Independent School District
McAllen, Texas

Dr. Roberto Zamora
Superintendent

LaJoya Independent School District
LaJoya, Texas

Francisco Martinez
Community Service Specialist
Advocacy, Inc.

Pharr, Texas

Eduardo Hernandez
Community Service Specialist
Advocacy, Inc.

Pharr, Texas

Irma Villalon
Gifted & Talented Program Teacher
LaJoya Independent School District
LaJoya, Texas

Sylvia Hatton

Assistant Superintendent for
Instruction

LaJoya Independent School District
LaJoya, Texas

Elena Mycue

Migrant Coordinator

McAllen Independent School District
McAllen, Texas




Carmen Bazan

Migrant Teacher

McAllen Independent School District
McAllen, Texas

Kyle Brashear

Teacher

McAllen Independent School District
McAllen, Texas

Parental Involvement Panel

Alicia Flores
Parent
Mercedes, Texas

Lydia Ramirez

Home and School Community Aide
Migrant Fducation Office

McAllen Independent School District
McAllen, Texas

Ellen Gonzales

Director of Specially-Funded Programs

Laloya Independent School District
LaJoya, Texas

Carlos Trevino

Director

Tri-State Even Start

Washington State Migrant Council
Grandview, Washington

Roman Cruz
Facilitator/Coordinator

Tri-State Even Start Project
Washingtun State Migrant Council
Grandview, Washington

Victoria Morales

Facilitator

Tri-State Even Start Project
Washington State Migrant Council
Grandview, Washington

Guadalupe Figueroa
Parent
Weslaco, Texas

Edna Chita Puente

Texas State Parent Advisory Zouncil
President

Weslaco, Texas

Consuelo Vasquez
* Parent
McAllen, Texas

Arsenia Diaz
Student
McAllen, Texas

Dominga De La Rosa
Parent
McAllen, Texas

Abeli.
Parent
McAllen, Texas

Veronica Sanchez
Student
McAllen, Texas

Jose Razo
Student
McAllen, Texas

Ruben Zamora
Parent
McAllen, Texas

Hilario Rincones
Director of Special Programs
University of Texas - Pan Am
Edinburg, Texas

Arnoldo Rodriguez

Principal

Sam Houston Elementary School
McAllen, Texas

Maria Perez Ramires

Former High School Equivalency
Program/College Assistance Migrant
Program Student

LaVilla, Texas

Martin Cortez

Former High School Equivalency
Program Student

Alamo, Texas

Juarez

Nancy Zamora

Current High School Equivalency
Program Student

Weslaco, Texas

Mary Mena

Current High School Equivalency
Program Student

Elsa, Texas

Edna Tamayo

Parental Involvement Coordinator
Harlingen Consolidate Independent
School District

Harlingen, Texas

Ignacio Garcia
Federal Program Director
Harlingen, Texas

Hilda Gloria
Parent
Harlingen, Texas

Marciano Gloria
Parent
Harlingen, Texas

Tony Tobin

Migrant High School Counselor
Brownsville Independent School

District
Brownsville, Texas

Francisco Villareal
Parent
Brownsville, Texas

Josefina Angeles
Parent
Brownsville, Texas

Rual Luna
Student
Brownsville, Texas

Maria Edith Salinas
Student
Brownsville, Texas

Alberto Guzman
Student
Brownsville, Texas

Esmeralda Martinez
Parent
San Juan, Texas

Adelina Pena
Parent
San Juan, Texas

Natalia Rodriguez
Parent
San Juan, Texas

Flor Estela Rodriguez
Parent
Pharr, Texas

Julia Martinez
Parent
Pharr, Texas

Eudelia Resendez
Parent
Pharr, Texas



Migrant Education
Program State Directors

Washington, D.C.
February 14 and 15, 1991

Hearing Witnesses:

National Association of State Directors of Migrant
Education (NASDME) Panel

Ronnie Glover

President

NASDME

Louisiana Department of Education
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

Raul de la Rosa

Director

Supplementary Education Program
Washington Department of Education
Olympia, Washington

Frank Contreras

Director

Division of Special Programs
Texas Education Agency
Austin, Texas

Home Base States Panel

Thomas Lugo

Manager

Migrant Education Office
California Department of Education
Sacramento, California

Lou Marsh
Director

Florida Department of Education
Tallahassee, Florida

Receiving States Panel
Dr. Betty Hinkle

General Manager

Special Projects

Migrant Education Program
Colorado Department of Education
Denver, Colorado

2

Dr. David Pimentel

Director

Migrant Education Program
Colorado Department of Education
Denver, Colorado

Dr. Manuel Recio

Director

Migrant Education Program
Pennsylvania Department of Education
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

Unique States Panel

Dr. Elizabeth Twomey

Associate Commissioner

Massachusetts Department of Education
Brookline, Massachusetts

Alexander T. Goniprow

Director

Migrant Education Program

Massachusetts Migrant Education Operating Agency
Brookline, Massachusetts

William M. Smith

Manager

Office of Migrant Education Program
New Jersey Department of Education
Trenton, Now Jersey

U.S. Department of Education Panel

Dr. John T. MacDonald

Assistant Secretary

Elementary and Secondary Education
United States Department of Education
Washington, D.C.

Dr. Francis V. Corrigan

Director

Office of Migrant Education

United States Department of Education
Washington, DC



Interagency and Intrastate Coordination

B:ftalo, New York
April 28 & 29, 1991

Hearing Witnesses:

Federal Initiatives Panel

Sonia M. Leon Reig

Associate Bureau Director for Program Development
Bureau of Health Care and Delivery Assistance

U.S. Department of Health & Human Services
Rockville, Maryland

John Florez

Deputy Assistant Secretary
U.S. Department of Labor
Washington, D.C.

Frank Fuentes

Chief

Migrant Programs Branch

Administration for Children, Youth, and Families
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services
Washington, D.C.

Beth Arnow

Coordinator

Migrant and Language Minority Programs
Georgia Department of Education
Atlanta, Georgia

Roberta Ryder

Executive Director

National Migrant Resource Program, Inc.
Austin, Texas

David Duran

Chairperson

National Advisory Council on Migrant Health
Department of Economic Support

Madison, Wisconsin

Diane Mull
Executive Director

Association of Farm Worker Opportunity Programs
Washington, D.C.

Sister Geraldine O’Brien

Executive Director

East Coast Migrant Head Start Project
Arlington, Virginia

State and Local Models Panel

Joe Velarde
Director

National Adult Migrant Farmworker Education Project

Elk Grove, California

Darlene Slaby

DirectorMigrant Education Program
Florida Department of Education
Indianapolis, Indiana

Rogelio Ramos

Director

Migrant Education Program
Princeville Grade School
Princeville, Illinois

Dr. DeWaync Whittington
Superintendent

Somerset County Public Schools
Princess Anne, Maryland

Health and Nutrition Panel

Dr. Alan Dever

Professor

Mercer University School of Medicine
Macon, Georgia

Dean Mason

Division of Immunization
Center for Disease Control
Atlanta, Georgia

Regina Tart

Nursing Supervisor

Tricounty Community Health Center
Newton Grove, North Carolina

Robert Mulvey

Chief

Program Operations
Food & Nutrition Service

United States Department of Agriculture

Boston, Massachusetts




Program Coordination Centers Parnel

Robert Levy

Director

ESCORT Project

Eastern Stream Progrsia Cerydination Ceter
State Universiy of tew York

Oneonta, New ¥ork

Tadeo Reyrs

Director

Central Stream Prog:am Coordmation Ceiter
Texas A%l University

Kingsville, Texas

Nilds ¢Garcia Simms
Project Director

interface Migrant Education
Beaverton, Oregon

Projects and Studies Punel

Senator John Perry

Senior Project Consultant

Interstate Migrant Education Council
Denver, Colorado

D:. Jim Gonzales

Senior Policy Analyst

Interstate Migrant Education Council
Albuquerque, New Mexico

Frank Contreras

Director

Division of Special Programs
Texas Education Agency
Austin, Texas

Barbara Wyman

Coordinator

Summer Program Academic Resources Coordination Center
State University of New York at Cortland

Cortland, New York




Local Administration of Migrant Education Program

Watsonville, California

July 16, 1991
- Site Visits:

Cabrillo College
Aptos High School

Buena Vista Camo & Preschool
Allianza Elementary School
Migrant Education District Office

Hearing Witnesses:

Program Administration
Overview

Janis Duran

Assistant Superintendent
Pajaro Valley Unified School
District

Watsonville, California

Vic Marani

President

Board of Trustees

Pajaro Valley Unified School
District

Corralitos, California

Thomas Lugo

Director

Migrant Education Office
California Department of
Education

Sacramento, California

Dr. Paul Nava

Migrant Program Director
Pajaro Valley Unified School
District

Watsonville, California

Recruiters

Georginia Hernandez
Recruiter

Pajaro Valley Unified School
District

Watsonville, California

Jennie Gomez

Support Services Assistant
Pajaro Valley Unified School
District ‘
Watsonville, California

Educators

Norb Kowalkowski
Preschool Program
Coordinator

Pajaro Valley School District
Watsonville, California

Lisa Massey

Migrant Middle School
Counselor

Pajaro Valiey Unified School
District

Watsonville, California

Maria Marquez
Elementary School Teacher
Watsonville, California

Susan Griffin

Migrant Elementary School
Teacher

Aptos, California

Secondary School Issues

Michael Sullivan

High School Counselor
Watsonville High School
Watsonville, California

Bob Gomez

Migrant High School
Supplementary Instructional
Teacher

Watsonville High School
Watsonville, California

Diana Young

Migrant Counselor
Watsonville High School
Watsonville, California

Roger Mock

Principal

Watsonville High School
Watsonville, California

Migrant Health
Coordinators

Elaine Rohlfes

Migrant Health Coordinator
Pajaro VallLy Unified School
District

Watsonville, California

Barbara Garcia
Executive Director
Salve Para Gente Clinic
Watsonville, California

Other Local Community
Programs

Jesse Camacho
Director

Mini-Corp
Sacramento, California

Florence Wyckoff
Migration and Adaption in
the Americas

Watsonville, California

Todd McFarren
Mayor
Watsonville, California

Parent Education &
Involvement

Lucy Portele-Castano
Parent Coordinator

Pajaro Valley Unified School
District

Watsonville, California

Anastacio Andrade
Parent Advisory Council
President

Watsonville, California

Juan Rosillo

Parent Advisory Council
State Representative
Watsonville, California

Student Testimony

Lourdes Ramirez
Watsonville, California

Leticia Rocha
Freedom, Califoraia

Erendira Fabian
Watsonville, California




Handicapped, “At-Risk,” and Gifted and Talented
Migrant Students, Demographics,

High School Equivalency Programs,

& College Assistance Migrant Programs

Washington, D.C.
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APPLT NDIX O

Legislative Information

Summary of Legislative History*
of the Migrant Education Program

This section summarizes the legislative history of the Migrant Education
Program (MEP) authorized under Chapter 1 of Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. Only statutory language is summarized; House
and Senate committee reports, which are useful for explaining certain provi-
sions, are not covered,

The legislative history focuses on provisions that explicitly apply to MEP;
with several exceptions, provisions applying to Chapter 1 programs in gener-
al are omitted. The latter provisions, which are important for MEP, include
requirements for fiscal accountability and controls (such as authority .o carry
over funds beyond a fiscal year), program evaluations, participation of the
territories, and authority for the Secretary of Education to by-pass state agen-
cies.

As is the case with any legislative summary, readers should refer to the
actual statutory language for details.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966
(P.L. 89-750), November 3, 1966
This legislation created MEP as part of Title I of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act. It established basic features of the program that
remain today:

M Federal grants were made available to State Educational Agencies
(SEAs).

W Eligibility for services was restricted (at that time) to currently migra-
tory children of migratory agricultural workers.

*This section was prepared by Mr. Robert Lykes, Congressional Research Service, August 199:.
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B Allocations to states were based upon:
['] the number of such migratory children ages 5-17 (estimated at
that time from Department of Labor data on migrant workers),
including both full-time residents and the full-time equivalent of
part-time residents, and
"} average per pupil expenditures (measured at that time nationally,
not by state) multiplied by a constant percentage.

B MEPs had to be:
(] designed to meet migrant students’ special educational needs;
[1 coordinated with MEPs in other states (including transfers of stu-
dent records);
[] coordinated with other Federal programs for migrants; and
[1in compliance with other Title I requirements for program evalua-
tions, annual reports, children in private schools, provisions regarding
size, scope, and quality, etc.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1967
(P.L. 80-247), January 2, 1968

B Eligibility for services was extended to formerly migrant children for a
period of up to 5 years, provided they live in a program area and their par-
ents concur; however, they were not counted for funding.

B Allocations to states were based on the greater of state or national aver-
age per pupil expenditures, multiplied by a constant percentage.

B Funds for MEP -ind other Title 1 state agency programs would not be
reduced if total Title I appropriations were insufficient to provide full fyd-
ing (only Title I basic grants would be reduced). 4

1970 AMENDMENTS TO THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
ACT (P.L. 91-230), APRIL 13, 1970

B Allocations to states were to reflect the number of children to be
served, not previous year data.
B Funds in excess of a state’s need could be allocated to other states.

EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1972 (P.L. 92-318), June 23, 1972

W Children who are currently migratory were given priority for services.

B P.eschool children could be served, provided this would not reduce
program services; however, they were not counted for funding.

B The Commissioner of Education was directed to study and evaluate MEP.

EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974 (P.L. 93-380), August 21, 1974

B Eligibility for services was expanded to include currently and formerly
migratory children of migratory fishers; they were also counted for funding.
M In determining allocations to states:
L) formerly migrant chiidren eligible for services were included
among children counted;
') numbers of currently or formerly migratory children ages 5-17
(both full-time and full-time equivalents) were based upon Migrant
Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) data; and




L1 state average per pupil expenditures (multiplied by a constant per-
centage) were used for all states, though raised to 80 percent or low-
ered to 120 percent of the national average if outside that range.

M Each Title I state agency was guaranteed at least 100 percent of the
funding it received the prior fiscal year (technical amendments in 1976
changes this provision to apply to each State’s MEP and other Title I State
agency programs),

EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1978 (P.L. 95-561), November 1, 1978

M Allocations to States were to reflect the special needs and additional
program costs of summer students.

B Parent advisory councils were established at both State and local levels
and had to be consulted for program planning and implementation

B Separate funding for grants and contracts with State Educational
Agencies was authorized for the MSRTS and other coordination activities
(technical amendments in 1979 changed this provision to a set-aside for
MEP funds).

B The funding guarantee for each State’s MEP was extended at 100 per-
cent for four years and at 85 percent the fifth year (for other Title I State
agency programs, 85 percent was used all five years).

OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981 (P.L. 97-35),
August 13,1981

B Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (title
V, subtitle D of P.L. 97-35) replaced Title i of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.

M Funds for MEP and other Chapter 1 State agency programs were limit-
ed for three years to 14.6 percent of the total Chapter 1 appropriations.

B Changes were made in some of the other Chapter 1 requirements with
which MEP programs had to comply, such as evaluation and fiscal account-
ability provisions.

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS T0 THE EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1981 (P.L. 98-211), December 8, 1983

B Regulatory definitions for agricultural activity, fishing activity, and the
currently migratory child must continue to be used; no additional definition
of migratory agricultural worker or fisher may be applied.

M State Educational Agencies were required to evaluate Chapter 1 pro-
gramfi at least every two years and collect demographic data on children
served.

1984 AMENDMENTS TO VARIOUS EDUCATION ACTS (P.L. 98-31 2),
June 12, 1984

B Eligibility for services was expanded to include currently migratory and
formerly migratory children of fishers who migrate 20 miles or more to tem-
porary residences to engage in fishing activity (this provision applies only to
school districts of more than 18,000 square miles); they were also to be
counted for funding.
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NATIONAL SCIENCE, ENGINEERING, AND MATHEMATICS AUTHORIZATION
ACT OF 1986 (P.L. 99-159), November 22, 1985

B The separate program of coordination activities may be funded only
with contracts.

B The MSRTS contract was to be awarded to the State Educational
Agency that received the award the preceding year, unless a majority of
States object.

B MSRTS activities shall not be considered an information collection that
is sponsored by a Federal agency.

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS - ROBERT T. STAFFORD ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT AMENDMENTS OF 1988
(P.L. 100-297), April 28, 1988

B Chapter 1 programs were placed under Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.

B Allocations to States were based on currently and formerly migratory
children ages 3-21 rather than 5-17.

[J) Formerly migratory children no longer must reside in a program
area to be counted.

B Eligibility for services was expanded to include currently and formerly
migratory children of migratory agricultural dairy workers; they were also
counted for funding.

[0 Preschool currently migratory children were to be served before
school age formerly migratory children.

B The Secretary of Education must develop a national standard certifica-
tion form for eligibility.

B States were limited to a 5 percent error rate in determining numbers of
eligible children.

B Consultation with parent advisory councils was continued but required
only for programs lasting a school year.

B Evaluations were required to determine the effectiveness of MEP in
achieving stated goals and whether gains for formerly migrant children are
sustained.

B Coordination was required with additional programs including the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Community
Services Block Grant Act, Head Start, migrant health, and other appropriate
programs under the Departments of Education, Labor, or Agriculture.

[J Grants or contracts for a national system of credit accrual and
exchange were required. '

(] Separate program coordination activities may be funded with
either grants or contracts and only in consultation with and approval
of the States.

B Individualized education programs approved under IDEA were includ-
ed in the MSRTS.

B The Commission on Migrant Education was established to study the
issues related to the education of migrant children and report their findings
to Congress.




PUBLIC LAW 100-297—
APR. 28, 1988 102 STAT. 193

“SEC.1439.NATIONAL
COMMISSION ON
MIGRANT EDUCATION.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT. —There is
established, as an independent
agency within the executive branch,
a National Commission on Migrant
Education (referred to in this section
as the Commission’).

“(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

“(1) The Commission shall be
composed of 12 members. Four of
the members shall be appointed by
the President. Four of the members
shall be appointed by the Speaker of
the House, including 2 Members of
the House, 1 from each political
party. Four of the members shall be
appointed by the President pro tem-
pore of the Senate, including 2
Members of the Senate, 1 from each
political party.

“(2) The chairman shall be desig-
nated by the President from among
the members appointed by the
President. If the President has not
appointed 4 members of the
Commission and designated a chair-
man within 60 days of the enactment
of this Act, the members of the
Commission appointed by the
Speaker of the House and the
President pro tempore of the Senate
shall elect a chairman who shall con-
tinue to serve for the duration of the
Commission.

“(3) Any vacancy in the
Commission shall be filled in the
same manner as the original appoint-
ment.

“{c) STUDY.—The Commission
shall make a study of the following
issues:

“(1) What are the demographics
of the children of migratory workers
today compared with 10 years ago
and how are the demographics
expected to change over the next
decade.

“(2) What are the individual roles
of the Federal, State, and private sec-
tors i*. migrant affairs; how has each
sector enhanced migrant educational
opportunities, including entry into all
types of postsecondary education
programs; and should Federal pro-
grams include incentives for private
and State participation.

“(3) What is the number of
unserved or underserved migrant stu-
dents who are eligible for the pro-
grams under this chapter nationwide
and on a State-by-State basis.

“(4) How can migrant education,
migrant health, migrant Head Start,
Job Training Partnership programs
serving migrants, HEP/CAMP, and
adult literacy programs be integrated
and coordinated at both the Federal
and State levels.

“(5) How many migrant students
are identified as potential drop-outs;
how might this issue be addressed at
the national policy level; and what
effect does the migrant mother have
on her children’s performance.

“(6) How do the migrant pro-
grams under this chapter vary from
State to State; how do their adminis-
trative ¢ )sts vary; how do parent
involvement and services vary.

“(7) What role has the Migrant
Student Record Transfer System per-
formed in assisting the migrant pop-
ulation; to what degree is it utilized
for enhancing the education pro-



gram at the lccal level and by the
classroom teacher; is it cost effective;
and how well would such a system
adapt to other mobile populations
like those in the inner cities or those
in the Department of Defense over-

' seas schools.

“(8) How many vrekindergarten
programs are available to migratory
children; what services are they pro-
vided; what is the degree of parent
involvement with these programs;
what is a typical profile of a student
in such a program.

“(9) How well are migrent handi-
capped and gifted and talented stu-
dents identified and served; and what
improvements might be made in this
area.

“(10) How many of the students
being served are identified as cur-
rently migrant’ and how many are
formerly migrant’; what differences
are there in their needs; and how do
services provided dit-:r between
those of currently migrant’ and those
of formerly migrant’.

“(11) How does interstate and
intrastate coordination occur at the,
State and local levels.

“(12) Is there a need to establish
a National Center for Migrant Affairs
and what are the options for funding
such a Center.

“(d) REPORYS.—

“(1) The Commission shall pre-
pare and submit reports and recom-
mendations to the President and to
the appropriate committees of the
Congress on the studies required to
be conducted under this section. The
reports for the studies required shall
be submitted as soon as practicable.

“(2) Any recommendations and
reports submitted under this para-
graph which contemplate changes in
Federal legislation shall include draft

legislation to accomplish the recom-
mendations.

“(e) SPECIAL STUDY ON THE
MIGRANT STUDENT RECORDS TRANSFER
SYSTEM.—

“(1) The Commission shall con-
duct a study of the function and the
effectiveness of the Migrant Student
Records Transfer System.

“(2) The Commission shall pre-
pare and submit to the Secretary of
Education and to the Congress, not
later than 2 years after the first meet-
ing of the Commission, a report on
the study required by paragraph (1).

“(f) COMPENSATION.—

“(1) Members of the Commission
who are officers or full-time employ-
ees of the United States shall serve
without compensation in addition to
that received for their services as
officers or employees of the United
States; but they may be allowed trav-
el expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code, for persons in the Government
service employed intermittently.

“(2) Members of the Commission
who are not officers or full-time
employees of the United States may
each receive $150 per diem when
engaged in the actual performance of
duties vested in the Commission. In
addition, they may be allowed travel
enpenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence, as authorized by sec-
tion 5703 of title 5, United States
Code, for persons in the Government
service employed intermittently.

“(f) STAFF.—Such personnel as
the Commission deems necessary
may be appointed by the
Commission without regard to the
provisions of title 5, United States
Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service, and may be paid




without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subtitle III of chapter
53 of such title relating to classifica-
tion and General Schedule pay rates,
but no individual so appointed shall
be paid in excess of the rate autho-
rized from (GS-18 of the General
Schedule.

“(g) ADMINISTRATION.—

“(1) The Commission or, on the
authorization of the Commission,
any committee thereof, may, for the
purpose of carrying out the provi-
sions of this section, hold such hear-
ings and sit and act at such times and
such places within the Uited States
as the Commission or such commit-
tee may deem advisable.

“(2) In carrying out its duties
under this section, the Commission
shall consult with o-her Federal agen-
cies, representatives of State and
local governments, and private orga-
nizations to the extent feasible.

“(3) The Commission is autho-
rized to secure directly from any
executive department, bureau,
agency, board, commission, office,
independent establishment, or
instrumentality, information, sugges-
tions, estimates, and statistics for the
purpose of this section, and each
such department, bureau, agency,
board, commission, office, establish-
ment, or instrumentality ic autho-
rized and directed, to the extent per-
mitted by law, to furnish such infor-
mation, suggestions, estimates, and
statistics directly to the Commission,
upon request made by the
Chairman.

“(4) For the purpose of securing
the necessary data and informati »n,
the Commission may enter into con-
tracts with universities, research
institutions, foundations, and other
competent public or private agencies.

For such purpose, the Commission is
authorized to obtain the services of
experts and consultants in accor-
dance with section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code.

“(5) The heads of all Federal
agencies are, to the extent not pro-
hibited by law, directed to cooperate
with the Commission in carrying out
this section.

“(6) The Commission is autho-
rized to utilize, with their consent,
the services, personnel, information,
and facilities of other Federal, State,
local, and private agencies with or
without reimbursement.

“(7) The Commission shall have
authority to accept in the name of
the United States, grants, gifts, or
bequests of money for immediate
disbursement in furtherance of the
functions of the Commission. Such
grants, gifts, or bequests, after accep-
tance by the Commission, shall be
paid by the donor or the donor’s rep-
resentative to the Treasurer of the
United States whose receipts shall be
their acquittance. The Treasurer of
the United States shall enter them in
a special account to the credit of the
Commission for the purposes in each
case specified.

“(8) Six members of the
Commission shall constitute a quo-
rum, but a lesser number of 2 or
more may conduct hearings.

“(h) TERMINATION.—The
Commission shall terminate 3 years
after the date of its first meeting.

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—Effective October 1, 1988,
there is authorized to be appropriat-
ed $2,000,000 to carry out the provi-
sions of this section, which shall
remain available unti! expended or
until the termination of the
Commission, whichever occurs first.
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Aspects of Ml

Eligibility for MEP is based upon

meeting criteria in three areas: age,
occupation of the child or family
member, and how recently the child
migrated.

Age:

Children from birth to age 21
(without a terminal certificate such
as a high school diploma) are eligible,
but only ages 3 to 21 are counted
when determirpg state fiscal alloca-

tions.! /

Occupation:

Agriculture or fishing activity for
commercial sale or s a principal
means of personal subsistence are the
two major occupational categories
considered for MEP eligibility.
(Although the 1988 legislation added
dairy workers, this population is con-
sidered to be a part of the agricultur-
al labor force.)

Agricultural activity, by regula-
tion, is defined to include the pro-
duction or processing of crops, dairy
products, poultry, or livestock and
the cultivation or harvesting of trees.

Fishing activity, by regulation, is
defined to include the catching or
processing of fish or shellfish.>

Migrant Status:
Currently migratory refers to chil-

EP Eligibility

dren who have moved within the
past 12 months to enable the child,
the parent/guardian, or member of
the family to obtain temporary or
seasonal work in agriculture or fish-
ing activities across school district
boundaries, across administrative
areas within one district (e.g., Puerto
Rico), and a distance of 20 miles
within an 18,000 square mile district
(e.g., Alaska).

Currently migrant children are
further identified by their pattern of
migration. If they cross state geo-
graphical boundaries, their MEP sta-
tus is interstate, If they travel within
a state’s borders, their MEP status is
intrastate.3

Formerly migratory refers to chil-
dren who are not now migrating, bu
who were eligible as a currently
migratory child within the past 5
years.*

Notes

1 Eligibility criteria was expanded with the
Stafford-Hawkins Elementary Improvement Act
of 1988.

234 CFR 201.

3 MSRTS gives distinct codes to the type of
mobility of an MEP-eligible child. Status Codes 1
through 3 relate to migration across states; 2 and
4 relate to migration with a state; and 3 and 6

relate to children who no longer migrate.
4 34 CFR 201.
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Commissioned Studies

Frank Pitelli, Ph.D.
Pitelli & Associates
Edgewater, Maryland

B A tehnical study of the Migrant
Student Record Transfer System.

William O’Hare, Ph.D.
Urban Research Institute
University of Louisville
Louisville, Kentucky

B A study of the available demo-
graphic data on migrant farmworkers.

Richard Figueroa, Ph.D.
University of California
Davis, California

B A study of handicapped students
and selected MEP sites serving these
student.

Maria Colon
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, Pennsylvania

B A analysis of participation data in
the state MEP plans and state perfor-
mance reports.

William Durden, Ph.D.

C _nter for Talented Youth
Johns Hopkins University
Baltimore, Maryland

B A study of selected MEP sites and
evaluation criteria used for identifying
and serving gifted and talented migrant
student.

Philip Martin, Ph.D.
University of California
Davis, California

B An analysis of the demographic
data available on migrant farmworkers
and the options for future assessments.

David Ma: i, J.D.

Philip Martiz, Ph.D.
Administrative Conference of the
United States

Washington, D.C.

B A study on barriers to coordinating
Federal programs and options for pro-
viding maximum benefits to migrant
farmworkers.
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Exhibits

Exhibit 2.1

FY 1992 Section 1203 Coordination Grants

Title o Aliocation
Migrant Stopover Site $252,134
Service Center

National Secondary $350,000
Credit Exchange and

Accrual Project

Small State $1,200,000

Identification and
Recruitment Priority

This project in Hope, Arkansas provides educational,
health, recreation, and other services at this stopover
center. It is used by families traveling up the central
stream. The staff identify MEP children, inform them
(and their families) of the educational services avail-
able near the locations to which they are planning to
travel. College recruitment materials are available. The
center also informs SEAs and LEAs that these children
will be arriving.

This 3-year project was designed to improve migrant
students’ opportunity to meet graduation require-
ments and receive their high school diplomas.
Activities include establishing a comprehensive data-
base on graduation requirements, statistics, and avail-
able programs; reviewing the Portable Assisted Study
Sequence, assisting SEAs in granting credit exchange
and accrual; and developing a model system for credit

exchange and accrual for migrant high school students.

This competitive grant process for states was
announced in June 1992, Although projects have yet
to be funded, the goal is to provide additional MEP
dollars to states that require additional support to ade-
quately recruit migratory children. By expanding
recruitment and coordination with other states, funded
projects will be able to capture more inter- and
intrastate migratory children.




Exhibit 3.1
Number and Percent of Currently and Formerly MEP Children
Identified in each State/Jurisdiction in 1991
Curreatly Migratory Formerly Migratory

State ~ Mumber Percent =  Number Percemt  Total
Alabama 2428 046 . 2831 054 05259
Alaska ~ 98% 062 _ 6025 038 15861 |
Arkansas_ 152 o6 5975 034 17497
Avizona - 8818 048 9439 052 18257
California .~ 79619 038 127942 062 _ . 207561
Colorado 413 _ o067 _ 2040 033 615
Connectict . .910 026 260 074 3540
Delaware 442 043 578 057 .. .. ..1020
Distritof Columbia 58 024 18 076 240
Floida 33833 059 23057 041 __ 56890
Georgia__ U 303 ors 2388025 9691
lows 1216088 168 0l2 . 1384
idaho 6019 057 4493 043 10512 _
Minois 1658 _ 053 1445 047 3103
Indina 4886 088 649 012 . 5535_
Kansss 413 033 6551 _ 06l _ 10687
Kemtucky 3752 049 395 051 7,667
Louisiana 2166 _ 029 526 071 .. 7392
Massachusetts 1341 020 490 079 6331
Maryland s 078 47 o022 . 617
Mane 3749 046 438 054 8077
Michigan 17,085 0,68 8080 032 25,165

Minnesota 5092 091 520 0.09 5,612

Missouri 982 053 .. 881 0.47 1,863

Mississippi 1689 030 3,945 0.70 5,634

Montana 954 0°5 52 0.05 1,006

NorthCarolina 4712 061 2972 039 7684
NorthDakota =~ 153 o097 st 003 1386
Nebraska . 1354 o081 137 609 1491
New Hampshire 54 037 91 063 145
Newlersey 816 034 1592 066 2408
New Mexico - 1594 041 2288 059 3882
Nevada _ 534 035 998 065 1532
New York - . A724 045 5731 055 10455
Ohio o 530 08 630 _ 011 5939
Oklahoma _ 1,557 053 1384 047 20941
Oregon . . 1N404_ 055 9282 045 _ 20686
Pennsylvania N 2921 049 3087 051 6,008
Puerto Rico v _ 4482 029 10845 o071 15327
Rhode Island 74 024 _ 239 076 313
South Carolina 1,123 096 51 004 1174
South Dakota - 254 062 156 038 410
Tennessee 362 063 206 . 037 . 578 _
Texas ) ) 60,511  0.52 55873 048 - 116,384
Utah , 780 046 , 902 054 1682
Virginia o 1,106 ‘o8 180 014 1286
Vermont 530 037 , 916 063 1,446
Washington _ 15,154 052 13964 048 29,118
Wisconsin 2235 o8 362 014 2598
West Virginia o 7 o8 .9 _onmn 8
Wyoming 429 088 o 58 012 S 487
Total Across States 337,762 050 ) 340492 050 678254
Total Across Nation 298,471 0.48 329,679 0.52 628,150

Total across states includes children counted .n more than one state. The total across the nation is an unduplicated count of children
counted only once over the year. Based upon MSRTS statistics Unique Count for the 1990-1991 year. March 31, 1992 computer run.

1 .c': i



Exhibit 4.1

Programs that Serve Migrant Preschool Children

Program  Funding Agency Target Population  Services Special Features

Migrant Education Department of Ages3to 2] forboth  Educational and sup-  Currently migratory

Program (MEP) Education currently and formerly  port services. children receive pri-
migrant children and ority. This is an enti-
below 3 under special tlement program,
circumstances.

Migrant Head Start ~ Department of Health  Birth to Compulsory Education, health, Family-centered

(MHS) and Hur.an Services  school age for families  nutritios, and social requiring parental

Migrant Even Start
(MES)

whose primary
employment is agricul-
ture and moved within
a year.

services.

involvement. This is
an entitlement pro-
gram,

Department of
Education

Ages 1 to 7 of parents
who qualify for MEP
and Adult Basic
Education

Provides for adult lit-
eracy training, day
care, and support ser-
vices,

Trains parents to
support the educa-
tior of their child
and provides parent
education. This is a
discretionary grant

operating in 9 sites.




Exhibit 7.1
Migrant Education Program Fiscal Year Appropriations
Actual versus Estimated Constant Dollars including Year to Year Change

Year Appropriation Percent Change  Estimated Estimated %
in Year llo }m con|stant Change |:|

1967 $9,737,847 40406004
1968 41,652,425 32815 160,974,614 29839
1969 45556074 927 164,462,361 217
1970 51,014,319 1198 169,482,787  3.05
1971 57,608680 1293 177257477 459
1972 64,822,926 12.52 186,809,585 5.39

1973 72,772,187 12,26 195,099,697 444
1974  78331,43¢ 764 196,812,653 088
1975 91,953,160 1739 212854537 815
1976 97,090,478 559 204,832,232  -377 _
1977 130909,832 34,83 252234744 2314
1978 145759940 11,34 259,821,640 301
1979 173548829 1906 290,701,556 1189 _
1980 209,593,746 20.77 323,947,057 1144
1981 . 245000000 1689 348506401  7.58
1982 766,400,000 873 349606299 032
1983 255,744,000  -400  314,568266  -1002
1984 ~25%,744,000 0.00 297,722,934 /5 -536
1985 258,024,000 0.89 285424779 .~ -413
1986 264,524,000 252 279,328,405 -2.14
1987 253,149,000 ~  -430 255,706,061 -8.46
1988 264,524,000 449 255578744  .005
1989 269,029,000 1.70 _ 249,794800  -226
1990 271,700,000 099 242,589,286 -2.88
1991 282,444,000  3.95_ 241818493 = 032
1992 294,596,000 430 245,088,186 135

Between 1966 an 1975 Congress appropriated dollars for the year in which MEP funds were used.
Starting with 1976, a forward funding cycle was used. The appropriations listed in this table are repre-
sented for the year in which they were used and not for the year in which they were authorized (e.g.,
1976 to the present). Calculations to account for inflation were based upon the price index for State
and Local Purchases of Services, Fixed Weight Version Beginning with 1978. These dollars were
anchored to 1982 as the base year.




Exhibit 7.2

Differences Between Allocations & Formula Generated Funding

Fiscal Year FTE-Based Actual Pescent
Appropriations Appropriations Ditferences

1980-812 255,802,686 245,000,000 9578
1981-82 . 286,541,011 266,400,000 9297 =
1982-83 336,183,521 255,744,000 _76.08 .
1983-84 367,453,919 255,744,000 . 6960 _ .
1984-85 428,850,219 258,024,000 _  _60.17

198586 449,295,429 264,524,000 = 5888
1986-87 476,549,363 253,149,000 53.13
198788 532,053,309 264,524,000  49.72 .
1988-89 596,150,980 _ 269,029,000 4513
1989-90 742,272,858 271,700,000 = 36.60
199091 845243256 282,444,000 33.41

1. The discrepancy between FTE-Bascd Appropriations and Actual Appropriations is a result of
expanding populations resulting from definitional changes and does not necessarily reflect currently
migrant children being underserved.

2. Program capped. Annual amount determined by appropriations.

T
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Exhibit 7.3

State-by-State Migrant Education Fiscal Allocation
Fiscal Years 1989 through 1992

state FYes FY FY81 AR
Alabama 1,820,613 1,915,186 1,966,556 1,936,925
Alaska 7,009,227 7,515,397 8,581,362 9,881,306
Arizona 6,771,445 7,041,283 6,906,387 6,836,515
Arkansas 4,063,678 4235900 _ 3,608291 3,528,499
California 87,102,827 93,155,567 100,340,195 105,631,328
Colorado S 2,337,207 2,370,032 2,242,095 2,279,292
Connecticut 2,277,045 2,010,054 2,269,791 2,336,022
Delaware 677,863 585558 596,319 498,108
DC. "77768,596 87,137 119,164 149,237
Florida 23,173,414 23,533,882 23,051,848 22,317,952
Georgia 2,644,781 2,435,322 3,124,393 3,565,431
Idaho 3,243,280 3,372,527 3,765,270 3,836,397
Hlinois 1,912,170 1,949,448 1,881,838 . 1,702,362
Indiana 907,516 1,140,089 1,433,874 1,754,447
lowa - 88,250 218,799 291,124 271,102
Kansas 3,760,763 3,783,236 4,016,322 4,584,295
Kentucky 1,879,416 2,175,756 2,721,808 3,647,793
Louisiana 3,565,520 3,177,875 3,012,306 2,931,964
Maine 3,339,442 3,434,748 3,739,052 3,911,606
Maryland | 397,647 376,447 331,403 288,723
Massachusetts 4,659,530 4,591,267 4,350,702 4,238,889
Michigan 9,151,135 10,499,948 11,724,452 11,970,069
Minnesota 1,904,751 2,057,837 1,886,050 1,811,388
Mississippi 1,942,689 1,914,299 1,962,333 1,970,849
Missouri 782,006 725,904 709,942 661,344
Montana 345,317 290,523 274,069 289,956
Nebraska 390,567 340,406 405,574 526,546
Nevada , 586,673 630,836 593,854 591,943
New Hampshire 111,552 123,394 117,232 105,092
New Jersey 1,773,291 1,544,047 1,373,821 1,231,463
New Mexico 1,248,175 1,306,003 1,336,693 1,478,086
New York 5,768,547 6,349,210 6,821,658 6,832,354
North Carolina 2,483,648 2,781,691 3,238,372 4,058,157
North Dakota 605,667 525,885 472,734 377,746
Ohio 1327439 1,342,827 1,522,577 1,528,804
Oklahoma 992,102 976,989 992,993 1,022,164
Oregon 7,523,502 8,348,055 - 9385180 9,654,203
Pennsylvania 2,377,846 3,028,394 3,697,227 3,565,437
PuertoRico  2,75€254 2,866,255 3,308,931 4,657,188
Rhode Island 129,012 157,506 170,006 181,367
South Carolina 278,401 252,301 240,969 244,106
South Dakota 59,437 60,953 77,607 142,479
Tennessee 176447 185375 175,538 180,583
Texas 45,151,695 43,296,784 41,617,465 40,233,925
Utah 658,032 849,971 836,883 903,859
Vermont 708,204 763,325 743,652 1,129,842
Virginia 370,730 414,508 420,696 423,572
Washington 11,483,768 12,180,915 12,033,865 12,183,684
West Virginia 41,190 41,734 25,142 21,183
Wisconsin 784,700 812,759 800,378 727,557
Wyoming 268,040 238,961 282,007 207,389 .
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Exhibit 7.4

Percent of FY 1989 MEP Allocations Carried Over to FY 1990

State Allocation Carryover Percent
Alabama 1,820,613 143,820 8.
Alaska 7,009,227 120,000 2
Arizona . ..6,771,445 300,000 4
Arkansas 4063678 620,128 15
California 87,102,827 10,528,698 12
Colorado _ 12,337,207 - 185,000 8
Connecticut 12,227,045 397,250 18
Delaware 667,863 140,000 21
D.C. 68,596 0 0
Florida 23,173,414 2,000,000 9
Georgia .. ...2644781 209571 8
Idaho 3,243,289 ~ Missing -
Illinois 1,912,170 412,000 22
Indiana 907,516 32,300 4
Iowa 88,250 , 0 0
Kansas 3,760,763 Missing -
Kentucky 1879416 100000 _ 5
Louisiana 3,565,520 400,000 11
Maine 3,339,442 350,000 10
Maryland 397,647 20,000 5
Mass. 4,659,530 500,000 11
Michigan 9,151,135 200,000 2
Minnesota 1,904,751 0 0
Mississippi . .. . .1,942689 270,909 14
Missouri 782,006 162,000 21
Montana 345,317 60,000 17
Nebraska 390,567 0 0
Nevada 586,673 20,000 3
NewHamp. 111,522 35,000 _ - 31
Newlersey 1773291 135000 8
NewMexico 1,248,175 100,000 8
NewYork 5,768,547 0 0
N.Carolina 2,483,648 370,000 15
N.Dakota 605,667 33,000 5
Ohio 1,327,439 200,000 15
Oklahoma 992,102 180,458 18
Oregon 7,523,502 500,000 7
Pennsylvania 2,377,846 122,514 5
PuertoRico 2,758,401 51,000 2
Rhodelsland 129,012 50,000 39
S.Carolina 278,401 50,000 18
S.Dakota 59,437 8,500 14
Tennessee 176,447 44,112 25
Texas 45,151,695 5,408,268 12
Utah 658,032 131,600 20
Vermont 708,204 Missing -
Virginia 370,730 55,000 15
Washington 11,483,768 1,391,488 12
WestVirginia 41,190 6,000 15
Wisconsin - 784,700 ) 0 0
Wyoming 268,040 40,000 15

These fiscal allocations were based upon FY8Y expenditures reported by the office of Management Support Division
in the U. S, Degartment of Education and the budgeted carryover amounts listed in the states MEP grant application.




APPLNDIX

Goals an

Expectations

Plans for National
Education Goals Panel and
“America 2000”

National Education Goals
By the year 2000:

1.All children in America will start
school ready to learn.

2.The high school graduation rate
will increase to at least 90 percent.

3.American students will leave
grades four, eight, and twelve having
demonstrated competency in challeng-
ing subject matter including English,
mathematics, science, history, and
geography (and leave school) prepared
for responsible citizenship, turther
learning, and productive employment
in our modern world.

4.U. S. students will be first in the
world in science and mathematics
achicvement,

5.Every adult American will be lit-
erate and will possess the knowledge
and skills necessary to compete in a
global economy and exercise the rights
and responsibilities of citizenship.

, I64n~1v|:smi LoD

6.Every scheol in America will be
free of drags and violer<e and will
offer a disciplined environment con-
ducive to learning.

America 2000

In support of those goals, President
Bush announced April 1991 a four-
part strategy:

I .For Today's Students: Better and
More Accountable Schools,

2 YFor Tomorrow's Students: A
New Generation of American S: hools.
3.For the Rest of Us (Yesterday's

Students): A Nation of Students.
4.Communities Where Learning
Can Happen.

BT



The National Association of
State Directors
of Migrant Education

Expectations for the Education of
Migrant Children and Youth are:

1. Migrant children should enter
first grade fully prepared to learn and
schools should be fully prepared to
help them lcarn.

2. The cultural and language
diversity represented by migrant stu-
dents should be used positively and
creatively within schools and com-
munities.

3. Between 1992 and 2002, the
number of mig int students gradat-
ing from high school should increase
annualiy | v 10 percent.

4. Migrant students should com-
plet.- the elementary grades with
mastery of critical skills in learning to
read, write, compute, and think.

5. Migrant students should com-
plete the micidle nchool grades able
to reason criticallv and understand
the relevance to their lives the sub-
ject matter they are lcarning.

f. Migrant students entering high
schiool shouid be able to complete
sheir educations ard graduate suc-
ossiuily

7. Migrant studenu, should be
provuded stimulaung learning expen
cnees in sacnce, mathematics, and
technolegy education as they pro-
ceew tiror.gh their school years.

8. The academic achievement of
migrant students should be at a levc]
that will enable themn upon gradua-
tion from high school, to be prepared
for postsecondary education,
employment or both.

9. Migrant students whn Jdo not
choose college should be provided
school-to-work transition exp« ri-
ences so they ' -« high school pre-
pared with the skills necessary to
participate productively in the world
of work and with the foundation
required to upgrade their skills and
advance their emplerment and
caieer opportunities.

10. Adults and out-of «hool
migrant vouth should be provided
quality experiences and opportuni-
ties 1o improve thesr literac ., basic
education, and problemn solving skilis,

11. Migrant ¢hildren should
attend schools that ere fice of drugs
and alcohor and whero adents arc
well nounshed and healthy, ool sate,
and lean in a supportive and carin,
environment

"7 Fvery st lepartmen. f
educatio. wonild have a successiul

amprehetsive stiate v ior i mant
children and vo rh thauy
process L hring abo

erded o
quabty, ¢ -

ty, »ocd conpuence in tha, educa-
tion.




Photo credits

Cover |, hotograph from Redlands Christian Migrant Associstion,

Inside front cover from Texas Education Agency

In< > back cover © J. Fossett/I'he Image Works

Pag v, viii, x, 12, 26, 34, 64, 63, 84, 89 from the Texas Education Agency
Poocovi, 16, 55, 77 © 1. Fossett/! he Image Works

Pag - xiv, 7 © Moore/The Image Works

Page 23 Donna Hurst

Poze 43 Al Wright

e U7 from Redlands Christian iMigrant Association

b s










