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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) contracted with MGT of America, Inc. (MGT), and their
subcontractor, Resources for Learning (RFL), to conduct a two-year evaluation of the
effectiveness of the Texas Migrant Education Program (MEP), as required by Section
1304(c)(5) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as
amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), and by Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Section 34 CFR 200.84 and 200.85. The evaluation study began in September 2008 and
will conclude in March 2010. The goals of this comprehensive evaluation are to determine the
degree of effectiveness of the MEP at meeting the needs of priority for services (PFS) and nonPFS migrant students and to use the results to provide guidance for ongoing programmatic
improvements.

This two-year evaluation of the state’s MEP includes the following five overarching study
objectives:
1) Conduct a literature review of best practices in migrant education.
2) Determine the instructional and support services implemented in Texas.
3) Review alignment of Texas MEP services with best practices from the literature and make
recommendations for additional migrant programs and services that are likely to be effective
at helping migrant students in Texas.
4) Determine the effectiveness of local and statewide longstanding Texas migrant education
programs.
5) Compare trends in academic achievement of migrant and non-migrant students in Texas.

This interim report includes findings from the first two of these objectives: literature review of
best practices in migrant education and summary of Texas MEP instructional and support
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services being implemented by MEP grant recipients. The remaining evaluation objectives will
be covered in a comprehensive final evaluation report to be completed in spring 2010. In the
remainder of this executive summary, we provide an overview of the findings from these two
objectives beginning with the literature review and ending with the description of migrant
services districts provide throughout the state of Texas.

According to the latest available data from the National Center for Farmworker Health (n.d.),
more than three million migrant farmworkers reside in the United States with the largest
concentrations in California, Texas, Washington, Florida, and North Carolina. Living conditions
and educational opportunities for the children of migrant families are among the worst in the
nation (Gouwens, 2001; Green, 2003; Kindler, 1995). In fact, out of all student groups, migrant
students are among the most likely to drop out of school (DiCerbo, 2001; Green, 2003).

The federally funded MEP was initiated in 1966 with an amendment to Title I of ESEA to serve
these students. Subsequent regulatory changes through the Improving America’s Schools Act of
1994 and the NCLB increased emphasis on accountability and student performance.
As one of the states serving the largest concentrations of migrant students, Texas has played a
key role in migrant education initiatives. For example, Texas was one of four states that
participated in a two-year federal pilot of a comprehensive needs assessment (CNA) process for
the U.S. Department of Education’s (USDE) Office of Migrant Education (OME). This process
was designed to create a tool to support data-driven decision making in migrant education
programming and policy at the state and local levels (USDE, n.d.).

As a result of the CNA pilot, the OME identified seven common “areas of concern” in migrant
education (TEA, 2007a). These were:



Educational Continuity;
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Instructional Time;



School Engagement;



English Language Development;



Educational Support in the Home;



Health; and



Access to Services.

Through the pilot CNA process, the Texas MEP identified eight statewide needs related to four
of the areas of concern. These areas of concern were instructional time, school engagement,
educational support in the home, and educational continuity. 1 The eight statewide needs were
focused on target populations and were aligned to measurable objectives (TEA, 2007a). Based
on the CNA, Texas developed a state plan for service delivery to migrant students that outlined
services and supplemental programming that local education agencies (LEAs) could implement
to address the identified needs. The Texas state plan also provided a set of state-level
recommendations to support local implementation efforts.

To assess the state and local MEPs as part of this evaluation, a literature review was conducted
with input from national and state experts in migrant education. Results of the literature review
indicated that efforts to identify best practices in migrant education were limited by a lack of
empirical research and large-scale studies of effectiveness. However, the literature did include
ethnographic studies and investigations of local programs with qualitative results indicating
positive outcomes. In addition, the literature included efforts by policymakers, researchers, and
practitioners in the field to characterize the barriers to educational attainment for migrant
students. Much of this work was focused on providing recommendations for improving migrant
education based on a deep understanding of the challenges faced by these students and their

1

The preliminary identified needs and areas of concern identified through the pilot CNA process and reflected in the
2007 service delivery plan (SDP) will be revised with a planned state revision to the CNA and SDP.
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families. Finally, best practice research from other fields could be applied, to some extent, to
migrant education, especially in the area of early childhood education, language and literacy
development, dropout prevention, and parent involvement.
The findings of the literature review identified a set of interrelated themes that reflect what is
known about effective programming from the migrant education community. These themes, or
best practice principles—responsiveness; communication, collaboration and relationships;
adequate and appropriate staffing; instructional quality and high expectations; and focus on
language issues—could be used as the basis for assessment of local MEPs. Specifically, as
indicated in the literature, programs should reflect the following:



Innovative and flexible programming that reflects intentional knowledge of the
particular needs of the community, families, and students served;



Coordinated data and information sharing systems and networks, partnerships
between service providers, and personal relationships built on trust and caring;



Adequate and appropriate staffing to provide the level of advocacy and individualized
services migrant students require;



High quality and relevant instruction focused on high expectations; and



Attention to the language needs of migrant students and families.

Figure E-1 illustrates the relationship between the OME’s seven areas of concern, the strategies
in the state’s plan of recommended and supplemental services, and the five best practice
principles. This framework will guide portions of the next phase of the evaluation, which will
include site visits to representative local MEPs to collect information about local practices and
programming and expert review of the state and local programming and services for migrant
students in Texas. This framework will also guide the development of a perceptual survey
designed to address the perceived effectiveness of the Texas MEP.
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Figure E-1: OME Seven Areas of Concern, Texas SDP Services, Best Practice Principles

Prior to the current study, there had been no documentation of what instructional and support
services are actually being implemented within the state of Texas and therefore no way of
understanding whether and how those services might fit within the components of the
framework shown in Figure E-1. Independent Project District (IPD) and Shared Service
Arrangement (SSA) member district (SSAD) grantees must specify the migrant services they
plan to provide in their Texas MEP grant application. To meet the second objective of this
evaluation study, Texas MEP coordinators of each of the IPDs and SSADs participating in the
MEP throughout the state of Texas were surveyed to identify the instructional and support
services or activities currently being provided. Findings from the Texas MEP Instruction and
Support Services Survey and the literature review will be used to accomplish the third objective
of the study: alignment of Texas MEP instructional and support services to best practices.

The MEP Coordinator Survey findings were organized around the following collapsed areas of
educational concern:
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1) Educational Continuity/Instructional Time;
2) School Engagement/Educational Support in the Home;
3) Health/Access to Services; and
4) English Language Development.

For each service, migrant coordinators from each IPD or SSAD were asked to indicate whether
the service was provided within their district and the perceived level of priority (high, moderate,
or low) for each service provided. In addition, survey respondents indicated whether provided
services were supported through MEP funds or non-MEP funds.

Survey data were analyzed across all districts and by district size and type. Districts were
categorized as small, medium, or large and as IPDs or SSADs. The medium and large district
subgroups were collapsed given the substantial overlap in the pattern of services provided by
medium and large size districts and because there was a small number of medium (n=50 ) and
large districts (n=24 ). Most of the districts were small districts (n=358). Table E-1 below shows
the most and least commonly provided services. The most common services were those that
were provided by over 70 percent of districts and the least common services were those that
were provided by fewer than 20 percent of the districts.
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Table E-1: Most and Least Commonly Provided Services Across All Districts
School
Engagement/Educational
Support in the Home

Educational
Continuity/Instructional Time

Health/Access to Services

Most Common Services (Above 70%)
Providing records transfers through
the NGS

Establishing a PAC

Providing school supplies

Coordinating with programs offering
options for partial and full credit
accrual and recovery including
accessing and reviewing academic
records from NGS

Providing childcare and light snack
during PAC meetings

Providing clothing

Attending state and national
conferences for MEP staff

Providing translation services

Providing referrals to community
programs

Providing in-school tutoring and
TAKS tutorials

Providing information on
requirements for graduation

Providing referrals to health
providers

Monitoring student progress toward
meeting graduation requirements

Providing family/home visitation
regarding students’ academic
progress

Providing vision screenings

Identifying preschool-age children for
enrollment

Collaborating to provide timely and
appropriate interventions for
academic and non-academic issues

Coordinating, monitoring, and
documenting progress regarding
learning and study skills

Coordinating resources and
information for homework
assistance/tools for students and
parents

Least Common Services (Below 20%)
Providing distance learning
programs (NovaNet, Work Study,
and PASS)
Providing out-of-state TAKS
training, testing, and remediation
Coordinating with Even Start
Providing out-of-state summer
migrant program coordination
Source: MGT Texas MEP Instructional and Support Survey, Winter 2009.
Note. English Language Development related services were provided by approximately 50% to 60% of all districts
(only two survey items were included for this need area).

Priority was typically rated as medium or high across services. However, there were a few
services for which a relatively high percentage of districts rated the priority as low. The services
with the lowest priority ratings (below 70%) across all districts included:
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Providing Distance Learning programs including NovaNet and Work Study;



Providing out-of-state Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
remediation;



Providing out-of-state Summer Migrant Program Coordination;



Providing the Building Bridges center-based program;



Providing migrant extracurricular or leadership club/organization; and



Offering school retreats or workshops.

Generally, the pattern of provision and priority of services found for the small districts was
similar to the pattern found across all districts. Overall, more variation was found for provision
and priority ratings for smaller as compared to medium or large districts, with medium or large
districts tending to indicate consistently higher ratings.

Regarding findings broken down by service delivery model, there were many similarities
between the services provided by small IPDs and SSADs. However, there were some notable
differences in the pattern of services provided by these two groups. The largest differences in
provision of services between small IPDs and SSADs were found for the following services:



Providing extended-day tutoring;



Providing migrant package records transfer;



Providing secondary credit accrual workshop;



Providing TMIP services;



Providing graduation plan support beyond a regular high school counselor;



Coordinating with Head Start;



Providing childcare and transportation for parent involvement and Parent Advisory
Council (PAC) meetings;



Conducting outreach activities for out-of-school youth and their parents; and
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Providing the University of Texas at Austin Student Graduation Enhancement Migrant
Program.

Extended-day tutoring and migrant package records transfer services were more likely to be
provided by IPDs than SSADs. For the other services listed above, SSADs were more likely to
provide the service.

A high percentage of IPDs reported medium or high priority ratings across nearly all of the
services. There was substantial variation in the percentages of SSADs that provided medium or
high priority ratings across services within the area of Educational Continuity/Instructional Time.
In other need areas, the priority ratings provided by most of the SSADs were typically medium
or high.

In addition to provision and priority of services, survey participants reported on the source of
funding for provided services. MEP funds are used to supplement funds from other sources to
ensure migrant services provided to students are as comprehensive as possible. Migrant related
services may be funded entirely by MEP funds or by other non-MEP funds. Overall, a
substantially higher percentage of services were reported to have been funded by funds other
than MEP funds. The services most likely to have been funded by MEP funds were related to
tutoring, instruction, and instructional support.

Findings from the literature review and the Texas MEP Instructional and Support Services
Survey will be utilized in the next steps of this evaluation study. Specifically, these findings will
guide the expert panel review of alignment of Texas services with best practices, evaluation of
the effectiveness of Texas migrant programs, and comparing achievement of migrant and nonmigrant students.

For additional detail and discussion, the complete report is located at the following website:
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/opge/progeval/Other/MEP_Interim_0809.pdf
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