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REPORT OF THE
COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF TIff' UNITED STATES

Evaluation Of The
Migrant Student
Record Transfer System

Office of Educatiofi

Dep.artment of /Health, Education,
and Welfare. ,

This report points out that the Nigrant Stu-
dent Record Transfer System provides a more .
reliable basis for allotating migrant program

nds under title I of the Elementary and
Se ndary Education Act of 1965, as
amen -d, than did the previously used
method. report also shows that the Office
of Education id not provide fundirefor cer-
tain migrant c dren in fiscal year 1975,
though -required b the Education Amend-
ments of 1974.
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4)At the regu st of Congressman Albert H. Quie, ve have
reviewed selected aspects of the Migrant-Student Record
Transfer System. Mr. Quie asked us to determine the sys

//

tern's accuracy and efficiency, the degree of part4cipation
illAkhe system, and other relevant information.

We particularly looked into the ute the system for,
determining the number of migratory children upon which
fund allocations to the States and the District of Columbia 1/
are bated under title I of the Elementary arts Secondary Educ5
/tion Act of 1 65, as amended (20 U.S.C. 241b). Under title I,
grants are m de to the States for iprogr and projects to
meet the sp cial educational needs of mi ratory children of
migratory agricultikral workers and migr tory fishermen.

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SYSTEM

The Migrant Student Record Tr nsfer System is a national
automated telecommunication systed which provides ac is
and other inforMation on migrrt<children to particip ing
schools on, request. The syst--mcias developed to sat'sfy the
need for providing 'timely aeademic and health info atiOn
on migrant children to schools the children enter as they
migrate. Previously, the school and health,r cords of migrant
children-Oten arrived too late to be of any use to teachers
and school ,nurses in the pladement and heal h' care of these
children.

In fiscal year 1975, about 8,800 schools 48 States
had access to the national data bank through 140 omputer
terminals strategically located throughout the ountry.
The data bank--which has on'file the records of more than
500,000 migrdn students--is located in Little Rock,
Arkanqas, where the system is maintained and operated" by

//the Arkansas state Department of Education under contract ///
to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's
(HEW's) Office of Education*(0E).

Essentially the ystem works as follows:

1. The State or local, education .agency ret,r4its
enrglls a child in a local migrant education
progr

1/For allotation purposes the Distrttt of Columbia i
treated' as a'State.

1



V
DIGEST

CHAPTER

'N.
,C.ontent's

Page

1 INTRODUCTION .
_ 1

A brief history of the system 1

Scope of review 3

2 ADEQUACY OF THE SYSTEM FOR ALLOCATION
PURPOSES 4

Estimates using Labor data 4

Validation study 5

Migrant program allocati011 subsystem. ,8
Cdnclusions lb

3 FISCAL YEAR 1975 MIGRANT PROGRAM ALLO CA-
Timis 12
State allocations 12

' -Formerly Rigriltory children'. 13
Migratory children of migratory fisher-

, men,/ 14
Puertb Rico 16
Conelusions 16
Agency comments 16

APPENDIX,' /
;

I Letter dated Augtis '1, 1974, f4em.the
Honorable.-AlberrtH.Quie., ; 17-

,,
II Principal offickals of theAGepartmknt of ,

Health, Educgtion, and Welfare responsi,-
ble for the activities discussed in
this repor 18 -

,

k
ABBREVIATZONS t ,,*

GAO General Accounting Office it .

.

HEW Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare ...

OE Office of Education

\\
4

e

A



*.

NN.

COMPTROLLER dENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE
HONORABLE ALBERT H. QUIE
HOSE OF .'REPRESENTATIVES !

DIG E.S T

.EVALUATION. OF THE MIGRANT
STUDENT RECORD TRANSFER
SYSTEM

Office of Education
Department of Health,
OdUcation, and Welfare

GAO evaluated the adequacy of the Migrant
Student Record Transfer System as a basis
for allocating migrant program funcdbr
title I of the Elementary' and Secondary
Education.Act of 1965. The Arkansas State
Department of Education operates the sys-e
ten unddr contract with REW's Office of
Education. (See p. 1.) ,

The Education Amendments. of 1974 provide
that, in determining the number of
mig-rant children on which allocations to
States are based, the Office of Sduca-
tion should use statistics generated by
tha systom or another more reliable
method.

In November 1974 it approved the use of
the system, primarily because:

.4-Department of. Labor data, which had been
used in .the past, was not accurate.
(See p. 4.)

--A validation study of the system, com-
pleted in March 1974, indicated that
it was mote `accurate: (See p. 5.)

Comparing the methodology ,used.to derive
estimates f om Labor's data with that used
for the sylten, GAO, found the latter .

provide a more reliable basis for estimat-
frig migrant program allocations. The ac- "
curacy ;of the,vistem, however, has not
been'establisbed because the validation
study did--hlt.provide an adeguat' basis;
for assessing, it.

tit

IyAllocations for title 3 migrant p °grams
'''for fiscal year 1975 totaled abou $92
pplion.. Using the system date r suited'

Upon rtn1o911. the report
co/er date ....h:,tr'4..beroted hereon.

0
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it

in 15 States receiving about $13 million
more than they would have received had
Labor's data been used, (See p. 12.)

The Education Amendments of 1974 provide
tpat,'in determining title I migrant
allocations, the Office is to count
migratory children of migratory fisher-1,
men and formerly migratory children.
The latter are children who have ceased
migrating but who, with the concurrence
of thei parents, are still eligible for
program benefits up to 5 years.

According to the Office, migratory chil-
dren of migratory fishermen and ,formerly
migratory children were not counted for .

fiscal year 1975 because accurate
estimates of their num0ers and locations
were not available.

The Office did, have current estimates,
hoWever, which officials believed were
conservative, These estimates showed a .

totalot 275,000 formerly migratory
children and 12,000 migratory children of
migratory fishermen. (See pp. 13 and
15.)

GAO'concluded that the Office should have-
included some estimate of the number of
these migrants in the funding base for_ .

fiscal year 1975. For, the fiscal year
1976 migrant program allocations,' the
Office did provide an estimate.

4
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CHAPTER 1

44'

INTRODUCTION

w

/
.

At the reqp st of Congressman Albert B. Quie, e have
reviewed selected aspects of the Migrant" Student Record
Transfer System. Mr. Quie asked us to determine the sys-
tem's accuracy and efficiency, the degree of participation
irlAkhe system, and other relevant information.

We particularly looked into the use the system for.
determining the number of migratory children upon which
fund allocations to the States and the District of Columbia 1/
are baSed under title I of the Elementary and-Secondary Educi-

'

/tion Act of 1 65, as amended (20. U.S.C. 241b). Under title I,
grants are m ,.e to the States for ;progr and projects to
meet the sp dial educational needs of mi ratory children of
migratory agricultural workers and migr tory fishermen.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SYSTEM

,

_ --
The-Migrant Student Record Tr nsfer System is a national

automated telecommunication Syst which provides ac is
and other information on migrpt/stildren to particip ing
schools on, request. The syst -m----fias developed to sat'sfy the
need for providing timely eeademic and health info atiOn
on migrant children to schools the children enter as they
migrate. Previously, the school and health r- ords of migrant
children -ten arrived too late to be of any use to teachers
and school ,nurses in the pladement and heal h' care of these
children.

In fiscal year 1975, about 8,800 schools 48 States
had access to the national data bank through 140 omputer
terminals strategically located throughout the ountry.
The data bank--which has on file the records of more than
500,000 migran students--is located in Little Rock,
Arkansas, whey the system is maintained and operated" by
the Arkansas tate Department of Education under contract
to the Department of Health, Education, .and Welfare's
(HEW's) Office of Educationl0E).

Essentially the -ystem works as follows:
,

1. The State or local, education .agency recruits
enrolls a child in a local migrant education
progr

/
1/For allodation purposes the Distrttt of Columbia

treated' as a'State.

1
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2. Key personal data on the. child and academic and
health data; if available, is transmitted to
a terminal operator by eelephone or mail.

3. The terminal operator transforms the information
into a punched papex tape and transmits it'to
the national data bank in Little-Rock via a
teletype terminal.

4. If data on the child is already recorded in
the system, his record is extracted, from
the data base and. forwarded by mailkto the
school.

5. If it is determined that the-child'is being
enrolled for the first time, he is assigned,a'
permanent student number and the information is
stored in the computer data base.

6. When the child moves on, the local education
agency updates his 'academic and health data
and he is.withdrawn from the local program.

7. The updated information ,is,transmitted t 1
Rock via the terminal operator.

S. When the child enrolls 'in a different scho
cycle is repeated.

The system became fully operational in fiscal year 1972.
Costs are covered under an'arrangement usi,g title I funds
whereby the States provitte a portion of t eir allocation for- -
the migrant program to the Commissioner o Education for
operating the system. Thrbugh tispal ye r 1974, an average_
of S1.4 million has been spent annually for developing and .operating the system.

Impact of th7 .Education Amend rats of 1974

, The Education AmencCe ...s of 1974 (Public -Law 93-1
enacted August 21, 1974) aMended.O.tle I to provide.th in
"determining the number of migrant children on which a oca-
tions to ttje States.are based:

n* * -the Commissioner [of EducaeTbn) shall use
stati tics made aiia- ilable by the migrant student
recor transfer '§Ystem or such other system as
he ma determine most'acourately and fully re-
fle6tS the actual number of migrant students,"

*8
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Before the 1974 amendments were enacted.,, title I migrant,
funds'were allucated,to States. on t'he basis q the number
of (1) migratory children,,aged 5 to 17, who parents were
migratory agricultural workers and who resided in the States,
full time and (2) the full-time equivalent of such children,
who resided there part time. The amendments expanded cocier-
age,for allocation purposes to include migratory children
of migratory fishermen'and formerly migi.atory
'Me latter children are those who have nut_mArated for at.--'\_
least a year but who, with the concurrence of tkir parents,
are still deemed to be migrants and alrebligible for title I
benefits foe up to'S years after they cease migrating.

The 1974 amendments also providefof.treating. Puerto
Rico as a State for the purpose of fund' allocations. Adai-
tionally, for Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin:'Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, an alloca7
tion is authorizes Of Lit to 1 percent of the total appro- /

,

,- -priated for migrant programs in the States and puerto Rice. .., ],/
.

. - On Noven*r 14, 1974, the Commissioner approved the
-..

)

use of syltem for determining fiscal year 1975 alloca-
. . _
-tions to the States. Fox this purpose,.a migr nt program
' allocation subsystep was deveropea which esd tially ex;
tracts rop the system's data base that i9f rmation critical

,to co puting-the allocations.
.

SC PE 01's REVIEW'

/Our review was made primarily/at OE headquarters. Addi-"
tkonally, we visited the syseni's center of operations in
Little Rock. Our primarily involved discussio
with Arkansas State Department of Education employees and
a consultant whom OE relies,on to monitor the-system. Also,
as agreed with Mr. Quie's 0.fice,..much of our ,work involved
evaluating a recent validation study of the system.

3,
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CHAPTER 2

ADEQUACY OF THE SYSTEM FOR ALLOCATION punPosEs

OE's decision to use the system's data as,a basis for
allocating fiscal year 1975 title I migrant funds to the
,States was based to a-large extent on

--the inadequacy of Repartment of Labor statistics which
had been used in the past, for this purpose and

--a recent validation study which indicates that'the
system would probably peovide an adequate basis for
estimating torial funding under the .title I migrant
program.

We compared the methodology used to derive estimates
from. the system with that used for the.Labor data aria found
that'the system-woUld prdbably provide a more reliable basis
for estimating migrant program allocdtioni. The accuracy of
the system, however,,has not beenestablithed because the
validation study did not provide an adequate basis fop'as-

.

sessing.it.

The Arkansas State 144partment of Education recognizes
that the system hasinaccuracies and has taken steps to correct
them.

of.

TIMATESAGIWG LAsoa DATA

OE believed that estimates from Labor data were not ic-

curate. For example, using system data, OE estimated the num-
ber of full-time equivalent migrant studenti, aged 5 to 17,
to be about 212,000 for calendar year 1973. Conversely; us--.
ing Labor data for the same period, OE est'mated there were
about 67,000 such students.

The Labor data is based on, the monthly "In-Season Farm_
Labor Report" submitted by the States. These reports are
compiled by reporting areas within the States and provlde,
among other things, <estimates on the number of interstate
and intrastate migratory farm workers.. OE's reasons for
believing that this data is not c.quate for fund allocation

purpoSes include:

- -The repcirts rrovide: data bn farm workersrather than
children.

- -The pr6cedures used to arrive at estimates are dis-
cretionary.

a
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+-State reporting areas are not required to report if

the, tibtd1 number of migratory'farm workers employed
,is less than 500.

-Farm workers living at home in their base State are
not classified' as migrants. k

.

To conver_t_migratory adult workers to children, CE applied

a factor of three-quarters to the. number of adult workers.
The factor was estimat00..in part from statistics and commedts
of individuals from Labor and the DepartmenE of Agriculture.
We did not evaluate,the suitability of this f ctor, and an
OE official told us that no such evaluation h been made
since thleofactor was developed. in 1966.

VALID,thON STUDY

An OE validation study, 'completed in March 1974, was a
joint effort by OE migrant-program personnel, State migrant
program perponnel, and ,en'OE consultant. The study was
made to .determine the suitability of statistics generated by
the system for allocating title I migrant funds. Specifically
the study was to determine the degree to which the system's
data represented actual migrant children at various schools
throughout the 'country. The,, methodology of the study basically
involved comparing a physical count of migrant children attend-
ing selected schools on a giver date with the infprmatiOn in
the system's data base. At the time of the study, only data
on migratory children of migratory agricultural workers was
permitted to be placed in the system.

The study covered 17 States and included a sample of
29 schools 1/ having a total of 1,865 migrant students.' Al

summary comparison of the physical head count at these schools
with the number of students.,shown.by the system's" data baSe(

follows.

1/The term "school" as used in the study May refer t a schoOl
district, a school building, or some other ,Classi ia,cation.

rJ
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12
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. 5
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a/Adjusted by the study gcotp for out-of-date records and inconsistencies-1n the
su:vry's opthodo109y at certain schools.

/ b/7dentical 'ratchet are those' inter° the children in the,systep,and the children
identifted by tn, head coun ar the see.: Column.* (1) and (2) ate a ntagerical
compaction only.

* / ,.,

c/114, (771 ; (15) (6) 0)). .

r-

The average difference of -0.9 persentIndic'at that
a

if the. system were used for computing-t-itle/I allo ations,
total program .funding would pcob66-ay be 'u derest'mated yi
"6 relatively small amount., Tor individu sch ols, ho
ever, the study showed thatdifferen6es.varr, gceat,i1 9

between the head count- and the system mint. For e*ample, )L___,,,
one school in Florida showed a discr anc of -57./7hercente
and a school. in North Carolina show a d screpanctof
+47'6 percent,

0

(dr

Percent
unmatched
(note CJ

5.8
8.6
4.4

16.0
13.2
4.6

A

3.0

9.5
10.7
20.0
9.1

38.1
40.3
15(4'
40.0
25.4
4047 .
32.1
26.1
9.0
32.3
61.9
100.0

Concerning the accuracy of
recagni,ied that the statistical
were too small to make a valid
pected accuracy of allocatio
the -0.9 perCent variance fo
the stady group felt that,
fidence"could not be at
errors made y the sury

r /

hese pro
samples t
statement
to individt

ections,, the study,.stud
in the States

oncerning the ex-
al States. For

the total'prpgrem lor,
tati4tically, 'a level of con-
ed Wthe projeAion because
teams during the.head cpunt.
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The Study showed that 8.4.8ercent (100-15.2) of the
total number of students found du "'ng the head count and in
the system's data base were idenic matches. Although this
analysis has no direct bearing on the accuracy bf the system
as a funding instrument, it does indica e the integrity and
reliability of the system as a whole. T t is, the -0.9 per -
cent difference did not result from a chant- numerical match-
ing of different children.

The study group also made the following 00 -ral observa-
tions or cbnclusions:

4 --No evidence was found during the survey which ndicated
the deliberate insertion of fictitious student cords
into the system. On thc contrary, the.survey in aced
that many schools were not enrolling as many stude s
as they could.

--No evidence was folnd that the computer system at
Little Rock yeas responsible for inaccuracies in data

V handling. Tilt-cause of the inaccuracies in the data
base. sample can be traced back td the Project schools
and the terekal operators

d r

7-Use'of the systeM as basis, for allocating funds
.should improve its ac araoy because.inaccuracy would
b'a disadvantage to the States.

In additisa to the errors made by the survey teams
during the head cOunt,the study's. methodology was biased in
several ways which had an indeterminate impact, on theti
findings. OE recognized these"biaseg.and said they resulted
primarily from funding and timing constraints. he biases
included the f011owin§:

.--Schobls were excluded which had an expected en ,ollment
of less than six children.

- -The greatest' number of schoolv-were not expected
open at the time the survey was taken; thus, th
schools sampled.might not be representative the
total migrant school population.

--The.objectivity of the study is q
it wasconductd by OE migrant

.StateMigrant,personnel, and.
monitoring ti4"system:.-

7
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MIGRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATION SUBSYSTEM
L

This subsystem was developed to determine the number of q

^
migrant children in each State fer use as a basis for fund
allocations under title I. ilasically;, the.subsystem consists
of two computer programs - -the first processes the system's

;:fdata base and extracts the necessary enrollment information
and the second prepares an allocaticfn summary and other
reports. jnformatiOn critical to allocation includes (1)
basic student identification data, includkng birth date, (2)
dates enrolled in various schools, and (3)'locations of the

schools.

'4Essential to the usefulness of any computerized data
base ilsa the mai nance of accurate and current data. The

Arkan s State
to achieve thi

artment ofd Education uses several methods
Three of these metho discussed below.

Data validation program

'This computer program checks the correctness of student
information before, it is accepted into the system's data batik.

Basically, the program provides two checks. First, each item
that should contain numerical data is checked for such data
and each item that should contain e3phabetic data is likewise'
checked. Secondly, validity-range checks are made on data
'fields determined to be dates. For example, a month expressed
in numbers must range between 01 and 12. Also, codes submitted
in,the student input data, such as "Schoo-1 ID, "are validated
by referenCe to a "School IDh table.' Unless the code can be
matched teen en r in the appropriate table the'clata field
is rejected by the ystem. Error messages are prepared and
transmitted back t the originating,terminal for all input'
data,items that f it the validatiOn tests.

Du licate,recoro s 4 4

The rkansasState Department of Education hasAeveloped
two ,,asic methods to address the problem of duplicale records
in th- s em. One method is essentially preventive and can
be initi e routinely by the terminal operators, The other "/
method is a special computer program which can be run periodi-
cally by, the department of education.

The method which Can be ihitiated by,the terminal opera -
torfl is used when a student identificatidn number for'a child
enrolling at a particular school is not known. This could
occur 'when a child is being enrolled for title first time-or N

when a child already enrolled in the system (or his parents)
does not know his student identification number.

14 lo
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To'initiate a search of the system's, data base for a
'particular cnild's record, the terminal operator would enter in-,
to the system certain key data describiWthe student. If the
search cannot exactly match the pplied :key data to an

signed identification number; it wil _supply several possi-
ble matches. After considering the possibilfities, the
terminal operator can (1) accept one as the correct record,
(2) cause a new record with a new student identification
number to be generated, or (3) reject the possibilities
offered, change the critical data, and initiate artother
search. In all cases, the terminal operator decides on a
course of action.in cooperation with local school,personnel.

In the other method for checking fot duplicate records,
which is initiated by.the Arkansas' State Department of Educa-
tion, a special computer program' searches the system's data
bas's and lists all possible matches with pertinent key data.
Where'all key data for a given student reCord match the

.

same data irinother record, the likelihood of record dupli-
cation is very good. Conversely, where only some of the
data match, there is less likelihood of record duplication.
In either instance, a final determination of the existence ,',
of duplicate records'is made through an investigation by the
local education agency and the Arkansas State Department of
Education:" .

,.,.

The latter 'method was last applied in February 1971y when
the systeres database contained -approximately 375,600 .student
records.. Of these. records, 18,000 wereidentified as possibla.
duplicates. Following a review by State department of educ.a-
tion,and local education agency personnel, about 4,500 true
duplicates, were identified and eliminated, from the data base.

,-----'

------- \ At the time of our visit .td" Little Rock, State .education
officials told us that the program for screening for duplicate
Ncecords had not been used since February 1973 because in.

August 4973 the -system's computer equipment undvrwent.a change
and the Old computer Program had to be adapted-to the new
equipme t. This was accomplished after our visit and when

t*
the prog m was run on February 12, 1975, 24610 additional
records we idehtified as duplicates and eliminated from
the data base. h State education official told us that the

1,

t
new program would be run.periodically thereafter.

4 :Terminal operatOr improvement program
,

To improve data input to the system, the-Arkansas Sete
Department of Educatipn employs eight individuals to train
project school personnel and terminal operators. Si ..4. of

?,
. .
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, the employees work uith the terminal operators to improve
. their efficiency and accuracy in transmitting and receiving

data. The contract between OE and theAtkansas State De-
partment of Education requires that these employees make
two onsite visits annually to each of the terminals. The
other tvo employees trc-in roject school personnel routinely
and upon requestthrough S to an431 regional conferences
held throughout the year.

In conjunction with these training e orts, a,coMputer.
program was developed to collect statistics the number
and types of errors made by the terminal opera acks as they .

enter data into the system. The error statistics-are
presented to the tellaidal operators aefeedback information
on their keystroking:efficiency and accuracy.

The individuals who train the terminal operators said
the-f-dperts'generated on the operators were useful-in,-
identifying training needs. At the_time-of-obr visit to
Little Rock, an Arkansas State Department.of Education of-
fieial told us that;:the computer program that generate§ the
repor,tshad not been'used since 1973, when the computer- equip-
ent for the system was replaced. Later the program was con-

/. verted and the w proqr#M was first run commencing on
April. 1, By letter dated May 5, 1975, the' States were
notif' that the report would/be sent ,to them monthly.

Comparing, mathdds used to gather dita on 'Migrant
children indicate the Migrant Student Record Transfer
System and the migrant pr am allocation subsystem provide
A more reliable basis for allocating title I migrant fends

, to the States than do Labd-r--statigtics. The acturaey of the
; record transfep,system, hoWever,,has not bean established
'because the validation study did notl%iovide an adequate basis
i for assessing it. N.,

Using the system appears to be an equitable way to-
allocate funds to the States because the amount of funds so,
allocated largely depends on the States' aggressiveness in
recruiting and encolling migrant children in their schools.
Further, we agr,eittl. the ,validation study group that the
systemIS accurishodld improve because itsuse for fund
allocation purpOsO'-should provide the States with an in-
centive to recruit Alp enroll all eligible children.

The Arkansas State, Department of Education is aware
of many Of the Problests,cauSing inaccuracies and appears to
be taking reasonable steps to correct them. The department

10
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ti

should continue its efforts in this Tegar to assure thatStates receive an equitable share of tit I migrant fundo---.and that the total migraht program alloc tion is,as accurateas pOssible. It is unlikely that the system,will achieve-, complete accuracy, however,,becau,se
of Ole Magnitude of theoperation and the many variables involved.

ti
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CHAPTER 3

FISCAL YEAR 1975'MIGRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS'

' The title 7 migrant program allocation for fiscal year
11975 was $91,953,160 and was approved on November 14, 1974.
!Fund allocations to the States- -with the exception of
)Alaska', Hawaii, and the District of Columbia, which cold not
it eiVe an allocation- -were made on the. basis of data
pr aided by the Migrant Student Record.Transfer System.
'Pue, o Rfco received $515,720 on 0.12 basis of Labor statistics.
Guar American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust
:Terr dry of.the Pacific Islands were allocated a total of
$195; 7; however, these funds were reallocated to the States
becaus these areas had not applied for funding.

,

'n:Vetermining the fiscal year 1105,r1locations, OE did
not cons%der formerly migratory children.or Migratory chii
dren of m gratory fishermen because accurate estimates of
their num 'ers were noE available. OE did have conservative
data on th it numbers; however, and should have included some
estimate o these children in the funding base.

STATE ALLockrioNs

Use of the system reilted in increased allocations to
15 States. The other Stet s were not affected because the
Education Amendments of 1974 provide that no State will re
ceiye, in any fiscal year prior to July 1, 1978, less than
the amount received in fiscal year 1974. The table below
compares, for the 15 States receiving increased allocations,
the actual fiscal year 1975 allocation based on the system,
data with the amount they would have received had Labor
statistics been used.

)1.

.3

0

.
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rkansas
alifornia
eorgia
daho
nine
essachu-
Setts
ichigan
nnesota

M ssouri
N w Mexico
N rth

arolina
Ve mont
Wa hington
Wi onsin
Wyo ing

otal

Labor data

zyV
-System
data

'Percent

/Increase inc? ease

$ 751,595
10,

$ 1-,539,915
7,365,908

788,320
I 7,289,070

537,647 563,591 25,944
909,509 1,670,527 f 761,018
64,83 242,522 / 177,689

292,85 616,578 323,728
4,329,7 6 4,475,087 145,341

450,5 0 454,149 3,579
464,9 2 657,836 192,894

1,016, 46 2,427,294i 1,410,348

1,545,794 1,707,099; 161,305
6,483 10,959 4,A75

2,095,331 3,419,490 1,324468
529,894 734,02b 204;126
197,811 280,928 83,117

$23,270,789 $36,165,91.1 $12,895;122

104.9
72.3
4.8

.010
274,1

110.5
3.4

41.5
138.7

10.4
69.0
63.2
38.4,5

42.0

55.4
)

'Through fiscal year 1974, A1as10, Hawaii, and the District
of Columbia had not received a title. migrant program alloca-
tion because there were no applicable Labor statistics avail-
able. Consequently, they have not participated j h the stem
and did not receive an arIocation'for fiscal year 1975.1/

FORMERLY M/GRATORY CHILDREN

OE officials told us that fortherly migratorOdhildren
were not included in the funding base for fiscal year 1975
allocations because accurate estimates of their numbers and
locations were not available. The only estimates available
were those obtained primariAy from an OE telephone survey
of the States and Puerto Rico. made in October 1974. .0E of-
4cials said that, although the estimate were not, very ac-
curate, they believed them to be conservative. The total
estimated number of formerly mi"g"ratory children was 275,246,
distributed as..shown below.

1/On May 9, 1975, Alaska-regOested funds to recruit !migrant
. children and to'planfor a migrant program; OE provided

164,400 for these purposes.

13



1

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Cal4ornia

Colo ado
Conn cticut
'Delaware
'Flor i a
Georg a

Hawaii
daho

Indian
Iowa

KanSas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
_Minnesota

Missouri

. 200
200

2,250
2,320

64,500

6,250

"NN

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey -

New Mexico

200
250
50
20

4,050

2,250
2,250 New York

-1:01.--kb..Carolina

4,950
152 3,100

45,000 -North Dakota 100
300 Ohib 2,920

225 Oklahota
.

7,500 egon 2005
1,800 PennsylvaniaPennsylvania 500
2,700 alode.Island 25

62 outh Carolina 300

1,800 South Dakota. 10
120 Tennessee 110
520 Texas 78,000
501' Utah 182
200 --Vermont 10

2,250' Virginia 200
15,000 Washington 12,000

561 West Virginia 50
820 Wisconsin / ,963
SOO Wyoming 320

Puerto Rico ,006
, -

Noter\OE officials said no estimates were available for t
District/of Columbia.

OF MIGRATOq FISHEHMEli/

Acc'Tding to OE, comprehensive and
on the number and location of these-chi
for inclusion'in,the fiscal year 1975
Estimates available at the time were
Commerce statistics. , As with the, es

. , tory children, OE officials told u$ that
estimates were not accurate, they allayed
tiite. -

.

-7-
,

.

The Department' of Commerc receives report's from the
States on the estimated number ofcommercial fishermen (1)
vessels and (2) On boats and on shore: The tWo classifi

1

. tions are further categorized on the bas4rt f fulltime an

ccuta
dren w
llocati

as td on
ima es of

tho

e informat
snot avai
p base.
partment
Formerly m
gh these

het to be cop
.,"-..-

1
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0

part-time workers. -A "full-time worker" is defined as one
who spends 50 percent or more of his working ye In cora- -

mercial fishing activities.
2

OE's estimate of the number of migratory children of
migratory fishermen is based on the number of part-time
fishermen reported. Again, OE applied a factor of three-
quarters to lbese estimates to convert commercial fishermen
to migratory children of migratory fishermen. Further,
determinef41-time egUivalency, OE estimated%that eac
child,' resided in a particular State, for 3 'months of e year.
Tile total number of mi ratory children of migrator fisher-
men /0-as estimated to b 12,047, distributed as b ow.

Alabama
!Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas,
California

94
713
-
450
861

Colorado
Connecticut 104
Delaware. 94
Florida 431
.geogia 158

I&iho
55
81

\ 55
Indiana 21
Iowa 101

Klasas 19

Kentucky 9..

Louisiana 619
Maine 923 \

Maryland 1,688

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
'Missouri

Note:

797
59

113 .

235
92

Montana
Nebraska /
Nevada
New Ham shire
New Jersey

N, Mexico
ew York

-North Carol
, North Dako

Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon'
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

587
296

60

10
659

2
175

South/Carolina 154

South Dakota I 10
Tennessee : 75
Texas '---- 169 .

. Utah .

_________
I.

'Vermonk. , - _.

Virginia 182
'Washington 1,350
West Virginia . -

'Wisconsin 171
Wyoming

OE officials said the DepartrAnt of Commerce diddnot
have information available for the District of Columbia
or Puerto Rico.

15
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PUERTO RICO .

Puerto Rico's allocation of $515,720 for fisca year

1975 was based on data contained in.Labor'S,montbly "In-
Season Farm Labor Report.", These reports provide data on
the number of interstate migratory agricultural workers
brought into the United States from Puerto Rico under con-
tract. .The reports showed that in 1973 there were 14,641 such
workers.

OE officials told us that Ole reports are being used only
as an interim measure until Puerto Rico-i-6-included in the
system. They said the reports, are inadequate primarily be-
cause they do not include intraterritory, migrants and count

,,...adults rather than children. -TO-estimate the number of
children, OE applied` the factor of three-quarters'to the
number of_eaul-t-e---1. rrive at fulltime equivalehcy using
Labor ,data, OE estima ed th the average the workers
were in the United S ates fur 6 maths.

CONCLUSIONS

E should have included an estimate Of the number,of
formerly migratory children and migratory children of migra-,

tory fishermen in the funding baSe for, the fiscal 'year 1975
allocations.' OE did not_have accurate and complete estimates,
of these children but believed that the available estimates
were conservative. Including estimates of these children in
the fiscal year -1975 provided1975 allocation babe would have provided
greater° assurance that the.,legisIative intent vms

74carried
out,

-

.

\IAGENCY COkMENTS_

On August,8, 1975, we cliscussed-t g report with OE of-
ficials. Concerning the fiscal year 19_5 migrant program

that formerly migra-
ratory fishermen
of their numbers
r, that for'-----74--
bout 45,560

ut 270 migratory children
identified in the

rant program,

allocations, the OD officials.,reiterated
tory chiJedren and migratory children of m
were counted because accurate estimate
were of .available. They pointed out, howe
fibcal ye 1976 the full- A equivalent of
formerly migrat r children an

ermen were specificaof migratory
system and were counted in determining th

-ccations fox that year,.

F
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Ho men Stoats
Comptroller General of the U.S.
General-Accounting Office
441 G Street, NW
Washington, D.C. t054&

Dear Mr. Saafs:

On July 31 the House passed and sent to the President H.R: 69, The
Education Amendments of 1974.

One,sectton of the bill, Section 122, extends the program for migra
tory children under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
iNct.' The amendments to that act direct the Commissioner of Education

tb make use of the Migrant Student Record Transfer System to deter
mine the actual number 'of migrant students. .z

Since this is an important step in the migrant program under Title I,
'I would like to request that the GAO audit the MSRTS to determine its
accuracy, its efficiency, the degree f participation, and other
relevant information..

Thank you for your attention to this request.

\Oath kind regards, I remain

Sincerely yours,

.)(
-ALBERT H. WIE
Member of C. gress

17
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APPENDIX 1I APPENDIX II

PRINCIFA OFFICIALS OF THE

.DEPARTMENT OF rEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

RESPONS FOR THE ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

1

0

Tenure of office
From To

SECRETARY OF .HEALTH, EDUCATION, . ,4 :
Aim WELFARE:

David Matthews Aug. 1975 Present
. Caspar W. Weinberger Feb.- 1973 'Aug. 1975

Frank C. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb. 1973

-Elliat-11-.--RIc rdson June 1970 Jan. 1973
Robert H. Fin h Jan.. 1959 June 1970

'Wilbur J. Cohen Mar. 1968 Jan, 1962

John W. Gardn"er Aug, 196 Mar. 19
, .e' , /

4SISTANT SECRETlY (EDUpAT,ION):' //

viigiiiia Y: ' otter,'
.

June 1974 Present
Char/es B. Saunders, Jr. . ,

(acting) /'; . Nov, 1973 June 1974

Sidney P.,Marland, Jr. Nov. 1972 Nov. '1973

COMMISSIONER .OF EDUCATION;
Terrel H. Bell
John R. Ottina
John. R. Ottina,(acting)
Sidney P. Harland, Jr.
Terrel. Bell (acting)
James SA11en,. Jr.
Peter P. Muirhead (acting)
Harold Howe'II

r
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June 1974 Present
Aug. 1973 June 1974
Nov. 1972 Aug. 1973
Dec. 1970 Nov. 19'72

June 1910 Dec_ 1970
May 1969 June 1970
'Jan. 1969 May 1969.
Jana 1966 Jan. 1969

J


