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Abstract

This dissertation project researctsalent mobility-school changesot due to
customary promotion-- and its educational corrslafier students and schools in
Vermont. Student mobility research in other states found that the majority of these
students are disadvantaged youth from low-incom@liies, and they lag behind their
peers academically. Academic consequences ofrstuawbility affect not only students,
but also their schools since NCLBA implementatiancions influence school
enrollments by increasing student transfers. Tearfor information about rural student
mobility during early NCLBA implementation is siditiant in predominantly rural
Vermont. This was the first statewide study ofcontes of mobility for students and
schools in a rural state.

Three basic research questions were: (a) Whae is¢idenceof mobility among
Vermont students and schools? (b) What isrtigactof mobility, i.e., how does the
incidence of mobility vary according to educationairelates for students and schools?
(c) What do multilevel analytical models reveal atbeariation in mobility from student
and school perspectives that may be useful foradmal policy and practice? To
address these questions, the study analyzed da¥@rfimont public school students,
grades 1 through 12, during school years 1999-2@&ta sources included: (a) the
Vermont Department of Education Student Censusemdographic Update; (b) student
New Standards Reference Examination English Largats and Mathematics tests,
grades 4, 8, and 10; (c) Vermont School Reportatdrs, and (d) NCES-US Census
public school location information.

In-depth cross-sectional and longitudinal analyfewobility, performance,
sociodemographic, and educational correlates redgesgnificant and disturbing
relationships that merit policy and preventiondaeltup programming. School-level
mobility incidence indicated that while in-migratisvas 20% on average, over 30% of
the schools experienced much higher rates, migariban-based mobility incidence.
Academically, mobile students performed 3-10 petiteeranks lower than their stable
counterparts did across grade levels and conteasan standardized tests, for
longitudinal cohorts as well as cross-sectionatlgrgroups. Risk factor analyses
revealed that mobile students, relative to thaiblgt peers, were (a) more likely to
participate in free or reduced lunch programs hoskt; (b) less likely to have a 504 plan
in place, (c) more likely to have kept a writingtbalio for 0-1 years (versus 2-5 years),
(d) more likely to have kept a mathematics portf@l1 years (versus 2-5 years), and (e)
more likely tonot meet the standard on mathematics performance telgsarchical
generalized nonlinear modeling analyses indicdtatitetween 8% and 32% of the
variation in student mobility was attributable theol-level composition and resources.

This project aimed to benefit the Vermont educai@ommunity in several
ways. Analytical methodology will provide the framork for developing a longitudinal
monitoring system with mobility incidence, impaand relevant educational information.
Information from analytical results will inform age study during spring 2005 to address
student mobility by raising public awareness obagged issues that affect not only the
students and their families, but also classrooet®as and communities.
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To mobile, homeless, and migrant children who éw®no
invisible in the society and its schools
and voiceless in their changing circumstances.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Educational Policy and Research Context

Students change schools frequently in the UnitateS. Historically,
geographical mobility has been an important aspea&merican life, a fact of life
reflected in the public schools. One decade agadaly cited national study of the
impact of family relocation on children’s schoohfttion and other developmental
outcomes, found that 50% of school-age childrenedat least two times, and 10% of
school-age children moved at least six times betloeg were 18 years old (Wood,
Halfon, Scarlata, Newacheck, & Nessim, 1993). Oeeade later, in 2003, between 13%
and 16% of all school-age children had moved initite previous year (United States
Department of Commerce, 2004). That same yeaQ®3,2a national conference
convened to plan an agenda to address high stousility (Hartman & Franke, 2003)
The keynote speaker said, “...frequent ... school chasglisproportionately
experienced by students whom the educational syistemost likely to fail: low-income,
minority, immigrant, special education ... and fosteildren” (Hartman & Franke).

In contrast to the variety of evidence reportingttstudents in this country move

frequently, relatively little research examines daeicational consequencesstident

! poverty & Race Research Action Council (PRRACgoiged the conference. PRRAC is a national non-
partisan, nonprofit organization that generate)aga, and disseminates research on the relatpnshi
between race and poverty. PRRAC promotes the oj@vednt and implementation of policies and
practices that alleviate conditions caused byriteraction of race and poverty. PRRAC invited acaid
researchers, public interest group representatizks;ation reformers, school system officials, and
consultants known for their knowledge about studeobility and related issues to attend the confaren
(Hartman & Franke, 2003).



mobility -- school changesot due to customary promotion. Student mobilitynsssue
that for many years, Vermont educational policynnalend administrators have
discussed, but not assessed. However, understpanthaddressing student mobility has
become an important and timely educational polmycern in Vermont during early No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA) implementation. Vemnt educational policymakers
and administrators must ensure educational eqoitglf students, comply with
accountability requirements for school performarmace] reduce disparities in educational
outcomes.

Four educational policy issues that manifest thgartance of conducting
research about student mobility in Vermont inclu@g:most student mobility
information is urban-based, (b) student mobilitypants education accountability, (c)
NCLBA accountability challenges small rural schoalsd (d) legislative policymakers
need accurate statistical information about studestiility. These policy issues
comprise the first part of this chapter in ordemtooduce the educational policy and
research context that underpins the need for tidest mobility research. Following a
detailed review of the key context issues, thigptdtasummarizes the context, and then
presents the problem statement, research questiodgeneral methodology. The
chapter concludes with assumptions and limitatiassyell as significance of the study.
Urban Versus Rural Student Mobility

Most student mobility research projects reportithgact of mobility in urban

areas, however, relatively little research exisisua the specific issue afiral student



mobility. In “Student Mobility in Rural Communitée What Are the Implications for
Student Achievement?” (Paik & Phillips, 2002), thehors draw correlations among
rural community indicators, rural school charadtées, and student mobility, and
suggest that student mobility poses a substartiadagional equity issue in rural areas.
Paik and Phillips highlight this issue when theatatthat the phenomenon of student
mobility is “gaining momentum as a contributingtfacto the ‘academic achievement
gaps’ historically attributed to race, ethnicitgngler, and social/economic status” (p. 4).
They recommend undertaking more research aboutsturdent mobility for a more
complete understanding of its causes and implicatior policy and practice.

Closely related to research about rural studertilityis research about
residential migration. Demographers generallyimiggtish mobility from migration.
Mobility is residential movement within a countyhereas residential migration refers to
a cross-county change in residence (United Staggsudment of Commerce, 2001, 2003;
Wardwell, 1998). Recent residential migration ageh in rural low-income areas of
Upstate New York found poverty-related migratiorsvessociated with residential
transiency (Schafft, 2003). Additionally, Shaffufad residential transiency resulted
primarily from household economic insecurity, pautarly housing insecurity.

Student Mobility and Education Accountability

Schafft’s (2003) research in Upstate New York, agiaral communities similar

in sociodemographic and geographic compositiongombnt, concluded that high

frequency residential mobility of low-income faneti significantly affects school



districts’ capacity to provide services. In addltto potential school district service
capacity issues, Vermont school administratorcaneerned there may be cumulative
effects of significant migration on students’ penfiance on state assessments, resulting
in sanctions for affected schools (B. Meyers, pgasesommunication, March 18, 2004).
The recent NCLBA compounds these issues, in paaticfor small, rural schools.

Those schools or districts that do not meet NClig#formance targets after two
years face sanctions that include school choicesapdlemental services (Jimerson,
2003). Since school funding links mainly with diment, small rural schools can face
financial burdens due to declining enrollment, t&sg from NCLBA sanctions.
According to Jimerson, the federal government aakedged the financial burden for
rural areas due to NCLBA, and instituted federalgpam monies that have been
inadequate so far. In addition, critics of NCLB#gislation argue that declining
enrollment in rural schools (due to mobility ancgnaition) will create fiscal challenges
for states as federal funding declines (Mathis 22@D03; NCLBA increases federal
role," 2002).

In fact, given the funding concerns of small, haehools and NCLBA, many
small and largely rural states considered turnmgrdthe NCLBA monies. Vermont
was one of the states that considered rejectingB¥Omnonies and mandated programs,
as advised by Mathis (2002, 2003). Instead ottigjg the monies, Vermont adopted a
compromise stance in 2003 with the passage of 8etttich simplified school funding

("Education Funding Act No. 68 (H.480)," 200¥T lawmakers craft). In addition,



Act 68 established the Joint Legislative Educa@ast Containment Study Committee,
which recommended the state bear any costs incbgréldstricts resulting from its
recommendations, and encouraged the legislatle tost-sensitive with school district
legislation ("Cost Containment Study," 2004).

To maintain sensitivity to district needs in diieg supplemental funding to
schools, it is necessary for the state to havdl ariderstanding of impacts on
disadvantaged sub-groups of children. One of ibeddantaged sub-groups identified in
NCLBA includes low-income students, and anotheludes homeless, mobile, and
migrant children. Understanding the impact of timeobility on rural districts is an issue
that needs to be addressed by the state and wigfPmik & Phillips, 2002).

NCLBA Accountability Challenges Small Rural Schools

Jimerson (2003) summarizes special challenges aB¥dmplementation for
rural schools and districts. The author brieflyieg/s strategies for addressing small
subgroup size, called “minimum N,” and alternatif@ssmall schools, known as “small
school review,” that Vermont and other states witiall rural schools and districts have
adopted for determining annual school progresesélstrategies address vulnerability of
small schools with regard to two types of potergiabrs in determining annual progress.

The first and most common error is misidentificatdf being in need of
improvement. This can happen because small schagks small numbers that vary
widely and generate unreliable percentages andtgtat Movement of even one student

out of a subgroup can cause a large change incamgage, and thus potentially



misidentify a school as failing to make adequatgpess. The second error is under-
identification of a school due to its exclusionnfrgtate accountability when it needs
technical assistance and state help. By estabtjshiarger subgroup size for
accountability, exclusion of a small school fronc@mtability determination can occur,
even though it needs assistance from the state.

Errors are more likely within schools of highly bile students. For example,
according to the school accountability guidelime¥érmont, the annual school
performance determination does not count the padace of transfer students during the
academic year. In effect, this calculation exctuldighly mobile students. Excluding
student transfers to a school from the previousacyear, or previous two school years,
could alter a school's performance picture substint Student mobility trends over
periods of two or more years are components in ceh@msive evaluations of student
mobility in states with large urban populations.ldrge urban districts, student
movement in and out of a school, during current @redious years, distinguishes mobile
from stable students (Columbus Foundation, 2008yéie, 1996b; Rumberger, Larson,
Ream, & Palardy, 1999).

Legislative Policymakers Need Accurate Statistiiafiormation

The timeliness for expanding student mobility ezsk earned support with the
NCLBA reauthorization of the McKinney-Vento Homeddsducation Assistance Act’'s
Education for Homeless Children and Youth (ECHYhe ECHY act gives high priority

to minimizing the achievement gap between highhpitecstudents and their nonmobile



peers (Paik & Phillips, 2002). An understandingtofdent mobility is necessary for
successful implementation of the ECHY act inasmagit addresses the
underachievement of highly mobile disadvantagedhsu

In addition to researching mobility, the autha@eammend that rural
administrators, as well as state and local edutatigencies, must address the needs of
these highly mobile students. Biernat and Jax@@0@cument support for this
recommendation in thdamline Law Reviewrticle “Limiting Mobility and Improving
Student Achievement,” and outline recommendationghfe development of coordinated
state, district, and school policy interventionsrtimimize negative educational effects of
student mobility. Additionally, the national cordace which met to plan an agenda to
address student mobility, prioritized the needdibect systematic data at school district
and state levels (Hartman & Franke, 2003). Thodetstanding and addressing student
mobility is an important and timely educationalipglconcern in Vermont.
Context Summary

In summary, student mobility is an important ainakety educational policy
concern during NCLBA implementation, in complyingitwaccountability requirements
for school performance, and addressing dispaiitiesiucational outcomes to ensure
educational equity for all students. AdditionaMermont’'s small rural schools,
challenged by declining enroliments, may need srmphtal funding, resources, and
support to comply with NCLBA implementation requirents. Research in rural Upstate

New York, a region with sociodemographic and gepli@characteristics similar to



rural Vermont, suggests the presence of a high medslle population, not yet formally
identified by public policy (Schafft, 2003).

The first part of this chapter introduced the edianal policy and research
context, describing the need for the proposed rekeal he next part of this chapter
includes the problem statement, research questonisgeneral methodology. The
chapter concludes with assumptions and limitatiassyell as significance of the
proposed research.

Statement of the Problem

In Vermont, educators, policymakers, and the puldick specific or detailed
information about the nature and scope of studentility between or among
communities. The purpose of this study was tQ:déwelop mobility incidence statistics,
for schools and accountability needs in Vermon; ahalyze mobility incidence
according to demographic characteristics, educatigervices, and school context; (c)
evaluate the impact of mobility on academic perfamce for students and schools,
separately, in a multilevel longitudinal analysiattaccounts for prior performance and
student background characteristics; (d) evaludetier the distribution of student
achievement is equitable for mobile and stableesttglacross schools; (e) identify high
mobility schools that may need additional resoutoesddress issues related to high
student mobility; and (f) establish baseline mibpilates, prior to full implementation of

NCLBA school choice, and other provisions encourggichool changes.



Research Questions
To examine relationships between student mob#itjycational correlates, and
academic achievement, the study addressed th&inlicesearch questions:

1. What is thancidenceof mobility among Vermont students and schools?

2. What is thempact(or consequenqgeof mobility, i.e., how does the incidence (or
consequence) of mobilityary according to educational correlates for students
and schools? Is there a geographic pattern teathation?

3. What do multilevel analytical models reveal abaartiation in mobility from
student and school perspectives that may be usefatucational policy and
practice?

Conceptual Framework and Methodology Overview

The conceptual framework, which guided the anedytmethods selection,
recognizes that students’ performance is a muétllphenomenon of students and
schools (Goddard, Sweetland, & Hoy, 2000; Rumbe&g€éhomas, 2000). Within this
conceptual framework, the study analyzed incidemzkimpact of mobility, and
compared academic performance of mobile and staddnttensive data screening, and
statistical programming created cross-sectionallangitudinal research files for the two
levels of analysis: (a) student-level files conitagndemographic and performance data,
1999-2004, and (b) school-level files with contett{aggregated student) and school
resources indicators. This was a quasiexperimgotattitative study with a longitudinal

design (Raudenbush & Willms, 1995) that employajlc(oss-sectional analyses of



mobility incidence, and (b) longitudinal comparisasf academic performance for
mobile versus stable students, in a multilevel giel framework that accounted for
students and schools, via hierarchical linear aomdimear modeling.

Assumptions and Limitations

This study was limited to quantitative analysestoflent and school data that
precluded causal inferences due to the quasiexpetahdesign; however, use of
repeated measures of academic achievement ondodhstudents improved the design
classification tdongitudinal for two sets of student cohorts. The secondaty slaurces
were limited to existing data collections with peided elements; a more rigorous and
comprehensive research protocol would have includeasures identified in research as
powerful and consistent for the research construUgtsne of the relevant school-level
measures which would have enhanced this studyitimdwell with the conceptual
framework include academic emphasis, parental uaroknt, teacher certification, and
teacher experience (Raudenbush & Willms, 1995; Wlinc2004).

In addition to limitations due to the secondariatlases, data quality would have
improved with a mixed-methods approach to includeriviews with administrators,
educators, parents and other adults in high-myglsthools and communities. From
these key informants the study would have obtagoedextual information regarding
causes of mobility to use in developing stratetpasitigate negative effects of school
transitions (Columbus Foundation, 2003; Heck, 2B4mberger et al., 1999). Another

limitation was that student records from the Daparit of Education (DOE)
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administrative and assessment files did not com@isandom sample from a larger
population of student records; thus, inferencesate@eneralizable to other states.

A sample issue related to non-generalizabilityolaes the ability to distinguish
correctly among student subgroups for comparativagevaluation. One subgroup that
could bias (confound) the data includes childremilitary families, a subgroup in the
population that moves regularly. Military familigenerally do not demonstrate a
negative relationship between school changes amdeadic performance (Sewell, 1982;
Smrekar & Owens, 2003). In Vermont there appeéetéew children in households
where one or more adults is employed in the armoezk$, a factor that hypothetically
could contribute to increased and concentratecestugiobility. There are few active
military installations or bases in Vermont. Foaele, the population living in non-
institutionalized group quarters, or military bagka, totaled 22 people according to the
2000 Census. Furthermore, the percentage of thé@gtmn employed in the armed
forces is also small. A total of 761 people, mamile, reported active employment in
the armed forces. This constitutes 0.2% of theufaaon sixteen years and older (K.
Killeen, personal communication, January 28, 2008)us, the percentage of students
from mobile military families in Vermont is likelyery small, and inclusion of this small
population should not bias results. Inasmuch @desit census data does not include
parental information, there would have been no teaglentify and exclude students in

military families from analysis.
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Another student group that cannot be analyzedyu$ata elements in the DOE
Student Census and Demographic Update recordsiegktudents identified under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEASs eligible to receive special
education services. Currently, the DOE databasehtbuses information for students
with an individualized education program (IEP)eéparate from other databases. In so
far as some schools or districts may attract cettgies of students with disabilities, the
effect of this attraction may remain hidden witk turrent design. In addition, some of
the student-level and school-level analyses may lgsalded clearer results with an
educational services designation that distinguiSieéseen Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504), IDEA, amal services. With mutually
exclusive definition codes, multilevel analysis reakt possible to partition variation in
educational correlates to student-level and scleaa compositional (student-
aggregated) effects, which can help with objeciilntification of improvements for
school policy and practices (Raudenbush & Willn893; Rumberger et al., 1999;
Seltzer, 1995). As described and reported in Gragd and 4, the current study used
several student-level and school-level variables teasure educational services
partially, however interpretations of some findimgsst be qualified due to ambiguity in
definitions and remain as unexplained variation.

Another sample issue presenting potential linotetiregards small numbers of
students in schools and sample size requirementafiol statistical analysis. Careful

planning and preliminary data checks precludedtcaimss anticipated for some analyses
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due to inadequate sample sizes. The strategistdenad during the planning of this
study, and adopted during pre-analysis screeningegdowell enough enable use of most
data. Descriptions of th@ombined cohortandgeographic groupstrategies are in
Chapter 3.

Despite limitations due to sample and data issoé=d above, several
assumptions merit consideration. This study shbeld good first step toward
understanding the incidence and consequencest atlidhecausef student mobility,
in schools throughout the state. This study witiyide legislators with statistical
information that may leverage funding for additibresearch to learn about the causes of
student mobility in Vermont, or to develop intertiens to assist students and schools
experiencing transition related challenges. Tlas the first statewide study of student
mobility in a rural state, and it will contribute the knowledge base about student
mobility, which is urban-based, primarily. Thisidy was the first in Vermont to use
multilevel statistical methodology for analyzinguedtional correlates of mobility with
student-level and school-level measures. The stadign was strengthened due to two
measures of achievement (Duncan & Raudenbush, 2004fudent cohorts tested in (a)
grades 4 and 8, or (b) grades 8 and 10. Theafitsevement test score then served as a
prior measure, odesign contro(Heck, 2004) for cohort achievement analyses
comparing mobile and stable students. Althoughrpa multilevel analyses of
achievement stopped due to statistical requirenadnistial model checks, the

multilevel analyses of mobility proceeded for fsets of student groups, and identified
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some school resources that merit further examinatind were consistent with findings
from an excellent study of student mobility conekcin California. In summary,
limitations to this study were sample and datatedlg@rimarily, however the five-year
data collection period increased sample sizegibramitted sophisticated statistical
analyses yielding useful information about studeobility and educational correlates in
predominately-rural high-poverty Vermont.
Significance

This study has several significant features. fieéhodology could be adapted to
provide in-mobility and stability indicators (Lashw 2001; Missoula County Public
Schools, 2002a, 2002b) for schools and accouritabilb-groups. Disaggregation of the
indicators according to demographic characteristidsicational services, and school
context is possible with the administrative anceassent data. Additionally, indicator
information might include the impact of mobility @eademic performance at the school
level. This study developed ways to identify highbility schools having several risk
factors, which potentially can identify schoolsneed of additional resources to address
issues related to high mobility. The methodologtaklished baseline mobility rates,
prior to full implementation of NCLBA school choicand other provisions encouraging
school changes. This was the first statewide stidyudent mobility in a rural state, and
it was the first study in Vermont to employ multi& analysis of school-level and

student-level data.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

In an effort to compare and contrast theoretieasjpectives underpinning student
mobility research, this review of the literaturelirdes five theoretical perspectives
related to mobility and migration, and then reviewsbility methodology and empirical
literature related to mobility and migration. Tiheoretical perspectives in this review
are economic, social, psychological, sociologiaalj ecological models related to
mobility and migration. The empirical literatureview begins with an overview of
methodology used in mobility research, illustratgth a case study meta-analytic
approach to comparing four comprehensive studebitlityostudies. Following review
of the main concepts encompassed in mobility mattogy, organization of the review
proceeds according to level and complexity, begigniith incidence, then impact, and
ending with multilevel analytical research reporitedtudent mobility literature. The
review closes with an attempt to assess whethegrtigrical research provides support
for the theoretical perspectives outlined. In dosion, the discussion of theoretical and
empirical literature converges toward the concdgtaaework for this proposal to
research student mobility for Vermont students scttbols.

Theoretical Literature

This review of theoretical literature includesnraworks used to understand the
effects of residential relocation on children, paiity in the school setting. As several
scholars have pointed out, no theorist has yetqeeg a theory that explains specifically

the causes and consequences of mobility on chilanenyouth (Knutson, 1998;
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Rumberger et al., 1999; Schafft, 2003). Howevermber of related theories provide
insights on some aspects that relate to variouscaspf student mobility in the school
setting. These related theories often have diffeterms in the literature; however,
careful reading helps classify similar frameworkehwvdifferent names.

In addition to sparse and inconsistent theorelieahture, terminology that
describes relocation varies considerably. Spatidimovement terms include residential,
geographic, mobility, and migration. Human termdude schoolchildren, students,
children, youth, adolescents, and families. laosthal terms include home, classroom,
and school. The literature reports these terneséhatngeably and inconsistently.

Five major paradigms provide the frameworks fasslfication of theoretical
perspectives. These paradigms incorporate econspt@l, psychological, sociological,
and ecological theoretical perspectives. Withmttheoretical frameworks, new and
overlapping models build upon existing framewonkigh chronological transition to the
extent possible.

Economic Theoretical Perspective

This review of theoretical literature relatingnmbility and migration begins with
the economic paradigm. This paradigm focuses aitsadnd their decision-making
behavior. The first theoretical perspective exaieoclassical and rational-economic
approaches. The second perspective introducdsutihhan capital approach.

Neoclassical and Rational-EconomicSchafft's (2003) review of migration

research concluded that economic approaches taostadding migration have been the
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dominant paradigm in the last few decades. Withéneconomic paradigm, neoclassical
theorists assume labor and capital are mobilewalhchove to areas offering the
maximum investment returns. The neoclassical agproaderstands migration as a
process that tends to equalize distributions afa@md capital.

Human Capital. The human capital framework, extending from thenecaic
framework, focuses on human factors that employaiise and which raise individuals’
income prospects. From this viewpoint, people nhwe to undesirable factors that
“push” them out of their current location or debleafactors that “pull” or them to a new
location. This phenomenon gave rise to Ravensémish-pull” theory of migration
(Ravenstein, 1885). At the micro level, the pasdmhigrant weighs the push and pull
factors and moves if the benefits of doing so eadhe costs. At the macro level,
decision-making models explain aggregate migrdteimavior as complex demographic
processes through cost-benefit analyses (Schéfi)2and explain trends in migration.

Two important generalizations in migration, intnodd in Lee’s (1966)
theoretical framework, help in understanding residd mobility trends in recent
decades. One generalization is that migratiorlective, so that only a selected portion
of the population migrates. A second generaliraidthe heightened propensity to
migrate at certain stages of the life cycle is intgnat in the selection of migrants” (Lee).
The theory that migration is selective and assediaspecially with different stages in
the life cycle gives rise to the premise that ntigrais an implementing strategy that

individuals use to attain a goal (Weeks, 1978).
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In the process of attaining goals, individuals makgration decisions based on
non-economic as well as economic factors. Non-emimactors include social
relationships and institutional structures. Thiastors may be incorporated into
behavior models that attempt explain migration. Hesv, behavioral models still assume
that economic motivations underlie migration dexrisinaking (Schafft, 2003).
Alternatively, in attempting to understand non-emmic factors influencing migration
decision-making, some theorists explore socialuess.

Social Theoretical Perspective

The second theoretical perspective for understanaiobility and migration is
the social theoretical perspective. The sociabriiical perspective extends the
economic by considering non-economic factors. fitreeconomic factors begin with
social capital factors.

Social Capital. Social capital factors identify social resourcest thfluence
migration. According to Coleman (1990), Loury odtuced the term social capital in
1977 to describe the set of resources that aregnhm family relations and community
social organization, and that are important fobang person’s cognitive or social
development. Coleman emphasizes the roles of meo#imel fathers in enhancing life
prospects for their children. In addition to sggrarental support, links social capital
networksbetween parents, key individuals, and socialtmsbns within communities

provide enhancements for children. Social fundtigrand well-being of children may
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be impaired due to residential mobility that digeuihvese social capital networks
(Scanlon & Devine, 2001).

Social capital networks appear to provide resaiditferently for some
marginalized groups in the United States. Two gmnerscholars from different
academic and research backgrounds, extend the sapital network framework to the
perpetuation of differential migration selectivind social class inequality for two
marginalized groups. Implications from their wanlerit serious attention to issues that
marginalized youth in public schools face increglsin

EmbeddednessKai Schafft, a rural sociologist, reviewed thearatimigration
literature for its application to poverty migratiand residential mobility among the rural
poor. Schafft (2003) describes tmbeddedness perspectasan approach to
migration theory that examines the effects of infal social relations on migration
behavior. One of the principle ways in which thedgermal relations shape migration
behavior is through membership in social and kimstdtworks. These networks become
especially important for vulnerable populationsklag human or material capital.

Mobility/Social Capital Dynamic.Robert Ream, an educational psychologist,
addresses the social/relational underpinningseofalchievement gap" disadvantaging
minority youth (Ream, 2003). Ream uses social agkwnstability to explain decreased
functioning of minority youth due to high resideritmobility. Additionally, he suggests
social capital is different for minority youth atftht is less obvious in the role of social

reproduction than economic resources are. Reauearpat its “opacity then is partly
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what makes social capital worthy of more carefidraination—not just for its affect on
student performance, but also for group level déifiees in its utility” (p. 239). He then
distinguishes between the availability of socigdital and its convertibility. Specifically,
he proposes that Mexican-Americans fortify soded tn ways that differ from
nonLatino Whites, and refers to the process aSrttability/social capital dynamit
(Ream).

Thus, economic approaches to understanding hungrmation constituted the
dominant paradigm in the last few decades. Colé&{d@990) framework adds the
concept of social capital to the economic notionfinancial and human capital.
Emerging scholars extend the social capital framkwmexplain the perpetuation of
differential migration selectivity and social claeequality for marginalized groups.
However, these economic and social theories dawotporate psychological
approaches that may contribute to understandingpbmes associated with relocation,
particularly for children in a school setting.

Psychological Theoretical Perspective

A third perspective provides insight into the eféeof residential mobility from
psychological and psychosocial frameworks. Appiicaof this perspective focuses on
development and adjustment of children with regdaritheir academic and social
functioning, in response to residential relocatorschool transfer. The first viewpoint is
purely psychological, and the second viewpoint abtarizes psychosocial approaches.

Psychological. Knutson (1998) reviewed and evaluated the theafi€&rikson
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and Mead to develop psychological frameworks ina&rmng the effects of geographic
mobility on children in the school setting. Acciorglto Knutson, Erikson was concerned
primarily with external forces that shape developmeHis approach stressed the
importance of the social environment that is bo#drtable and stable. This approach,
applied to mobility in adolescents, suggests talication could be detrimental to
adolescents. However, residential change coulddagadyst for growth. Knutson
summarizes this approach as helping to undersidoldscent adjustment to relocation,
but not clarifying circumstances for the positivenegative effects.

Mead’s approach (Knutson, 1998) focuses on theldpwment of self. For the
development of healthy self-concept, Mead'’s apgraaunphasizes the importance of
continuity of the social environment. Knutson ust=ad’s theoretical framework to
suggest that children exposed to frequent relocatiay experience difficulty or delay in
going to the second stage of development. Theyma@give conflicting feedback from
the different social environments, or they maystay in one place long enough to
engage in active participation with one social gréang enough to progress
developmentally. However, Knutson argues this @ggin is not particularly useful for
understanding the impact of relocation on the $@mfustment of children due to the
vague explanations for the stages of development.

Scanlon and Devine (2001) review stress and capiegries to explain effects of
residential mobility on the well-being of childrand adolescents for the social welfare

literature. Rumberger and Larson (1998) reviewchegocial theories of transfer-student
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adjustment to provide insights into the consequentstudent mobility from a
psychological perspective.

Stress and Copingl'his model assumes that moves are inherently &ilessents
that tax the coping capacities of individuals (Soar& Devine, 2001). These events, if
intense or prolonged, in turn permanently disrbptpsychosocial functioning of
individuals. In response to early empirical workigh indicated some moves are not
harmful, or that harmful effects may decrease tivee, theorists incorporated the
contexts of relocation and its effects (Scanlon &viDe).

Transfer-Student Adjustment.This framework focuses more on the individual
attributes of students following transfer to a remlool setting (Rumberger & Larson,
1998) Attributes include psychological well-bejsgcial behavior, and academic
achievement, as well as the interaction of theststwith the social and institutional
environments. Jason, Weine, Johnson, Warren-SaflBéippelli, Turner, et al. (1992)
suggest that while changing schools constitutesjamtife event, the transfers may not
directly cause psychopathology among children. yBuggest that other sources of
chronic stress mediate maladjustment to schoositians. In addition, transfer students
exposed to multiple stressors are at greater oisknaladjustment. “In particular,
children from low-SES households are thought tobee exposed to multiple, chronic
stressors than are their peers from higher-SESgbackds” (Jason, et al., p. 9).

In addition to stressors accompanying school itians, two other approaches

help understand the impacts of school transfergath (Rumberger & Larson, 1998).
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One approach explains the psychological challehgeming with a new school
environment, and the other approach focuses omalsadjustment to new peers and social
expectations. In summary, “psychological theohielp to understand the consequences
of student mobility by focusing on the psycholodiwall-being as well as the social and
academic functioning of transfer students” (Rumbe®& Larson, p. 6). In addition to
summarizing psychological approaches that help natated the effects of relocation and
transfers on youth in the school setting, RumbeagerLarson review sociological
approaches that help explain student mobility,igalrly during high school.
Sociological Theoretical Perspective

Educational Engagement/Institutional DepartureSociological frameworks
about student mobility include primarily models abstudent dropout and institutional
departure (Rumberger & Larson, 1998). Models eieht dropout identify attitudinal
and behavior factors that influence student withvddarom school altogether (dropping
out), although this viewpoint does not explain veloyne students withdraw from a
particular school (mobility). A model of institotial departure from higher education
identifies individual and institutional dimensiothgt influence whether students
withdraw from a particular institution, but not weiudents might quit school altogether.

After reviewing the psychological and psychosofriameworks related to student
adjustment, transfer, or withdrawal, Rumberger laacon (1998) point out three
similarities between these models: First, the $@eid academic dimensions of student

functioning in school correlate strongly, and afffieintly, student achievement. Second,
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schools and families both influence students’ dauia academic dimensions. Third, it is
important to identify students’ reasons for chagginhools, and differences in coping
with school changes. Recognizing different studer@ds can help with intervention
strategies to address these differences. Addigestident differences may be more
effective with an understanding of how studentyaarcording to their ethnic, racial, or
social class background.

Socioeconomic and SocioculturaMWhile the sociological perspective reviewed
above is useful for understanding student mohititthe general population, Rumberger,
Larson, Ream, and Palardy (1999) point out thagrattudent outcomes vary according
student ethnic, racial, and social class backgrotlihdories explaining these variations
include two general models, socioeconomic and sattiaral. The socioeconomic model
attributes variation in student outcomes to paténtame and education, suggesting that
parents with higher income and education investrmesources in their children.
Increased resources invested in children influ¢hee educational preferences and
success. The sociocultural model attributes vianiah student outcomes to ethnic,
racial, and social class group differences in keled perceptions about their chances
for success in school.

To summarize, major approaches to understandipglation migration,
residential relocation, and student mobility revéeMabove represent four general
theoretical perspectives. The four general petsgs; economic, social, psychological,

and sociological, provide frameworks for describgiggnomena about individual, group,
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or population differences in decisions to moveransfer. However, none of these
approaches specifically addresses interactionsdegtwndividuals and their
environments, the focus of the ecological paradigtological paradigm approaches
may further elucidate outcomes related to studensttions in new school settings.
Ecological Theoretical Perspective

The fifth set of theories in this review incorp@sinsights about mobility and
migration from the ecological perspective. Fitsg human ecology framework provides
insights about migration. Second, the social eppfoamework provides a structure for
understanding individual-environmental interactions

Human Ecology. According to Schafft (2003), “human ecological misde
understand migration as a response to the ‘ec@bgilaracteristics of areas or
‘environments’ in which populations are concenuatg. 18). The primary areas of
concern in human ecology include human populasonial organization, physical
environment, and technology. Human ecology mofielss on the context of human
populations living within the physical and struetucharacteristics of areas. Human
ecologists focus on migration streams across gebgral areas, and do not consider the
social characteristic®f population migration. Due to the primary emgikan
geographic areas, interest in human ecology exptarsafor migration waned in recent
decades.

Social Ecology.Knutson (1998) reviews the models of two ecolodists

application of their work to geographic mobilitilustrating the models within a child’s
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home and school environmental contexts. Sincevtiré& of both ecologists is recent,
and their approaches focus on social contexts @flpesnvironment relations, | classify
their approaches within the social ecological paradJamner & Stokols, 2000). In
addition, since the social ecological paradigm i@gpb recent work that guides the
conceptual framework for my proposed study, | nevéd expand Knutson’s example in
detail below.

The example first applies Bronfenbrenner’s framiupublished in 1979 (as
cited in Knutson, 1998), and it stresses the @iatiip between individuals and their
environment. The environment includes four distimested contextual levels, and the
individual interacts dynamically within each levdlhe first level, the microsystem,
includes the immediate social and physical settofdeome, school, and peer groups.
The second level, the mesosystem, representslgi®nships between the individual
microsystems, i.e., the relationships between homighborhood, and school. The third
level, the exosystem, includes settings that miscaindividuals indirectly, such as a
school board decision. The fourth level, the msystem, involves cultural relationships
among the three lower levels.

The nested social environmental system above bestme framework for
Garbarino’s work in 1982 (as cited in Knutson, 19%9¢hich adds models involving risks
and opportunities for development within each leval Garbarino’s example, a socially

impoverished microsystem could become a sourcislote development. Social risks
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include too few participants, non-reciprocal relaships, and a negative emotional
climate. These social risks, alone or in comborgtchallenge a developing child.

In Garbarino’s model (as cited in Knutson, 19@8he mesosystem level, an
ecological transition occurs when a role changersifin individual’s position in the
environment. A source of risk occurs when connastiobetween existing and new
microsystems are weak or non-existent. Weak orengstent connections make the
transition difficult. Another source of risk oceuf connections between microsystems
are not working together. An example of this sewtrisk is not having a shared set of
values and beliefs. This could happen in theielahip between home and school.

Knutson’s (1998) application of these models tplax how discontinuity,
resulting from relocation, may affect schoolchilufellows. My interpretation for
transfer students in a new school culture followsit§on’s application to schoolchildren.
At the microsystem level, discontinuity of teecialenvironment could improve or
reduce the quantity and diversity of social relagtups. Additionally, at the microsystem
level, discontinuity of th@hysicalenvironment could change the climate of the school
for better or worse. At the mesosystem level,aaion could strengthen or weaken the
links between home, neighborhood, and school.h&teixosystem level, school
procedures for admitting new students due to digolicy, may affect a student’s
adjustment positively or negatively. At the magstem level, the interaction of school
leaders, staff, and peers in implementing dispiadicy toward transfer students develops

the school culture, including climate and attituttesard transfer students. In addition to
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school culturestability of the school community is important to a transteident’s
adjustment (Knutson, 1998).

However, a classroom turnover model introducesaéitive viewpoints about
how classrooms and schools affect the academionpeahce of new transfer students.
The effects can be negative when the new envirohimemprepared for transfer students
or positive if the new environment is well equippeith resources and personnel, and the
culture supports new students.

Classroom Turnover.A nationally recognized and cited student mobility
researcher, David Kerbow (1996a) posits that stuaetility can affect entire
classrooms, creating an unstable milieu. Teachaeking knowledge of transfer student
preparation, may repeat material already learfeatessive repetition may impede the
process of knowledge acquisition, thus reducingotrerall quality of educational
instruction. Kerbow argues that student mobilitythe classroom disrupts the continuity
of students’ learning processes. Students tratrsfeinto new schools with a different
curriculum are not as prepared academically as ti@av classroom cohort is. While one
move may not present problems to the mobile stydbatienges may become
cumulative over time for students who move multifhees. Schools may not receive
academic records when new students arrive, andadhi€ause inappropriate academic
placements or inadequate support services.

Thus, ecological models contribute insights toansthnding student mobility as

actions that disrupt individual-environmental relaships. This framework suggests
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disruption following transfer to a new school magult not only from the individual's
transfer status, but from the classroom environrasmnwell.
Conclusion to Review of Theoretical Literature

This review of theoretical literature concernihg effects of residential mobility
on students and schools found the theoreticabtitee to be sparse regarding this
phenomenon. Several scholars concur that no sfregleework yet explains the causes
and consequences of student mobility in one mdgalitson, 1998; Rumberger &
Larson, 1998; Schafft, 2003). However, prominehicational researchers Rumberger
and Larson pointed out that models relating to saspects of student mobility can be
useful and complementary in understanding and exptathis phenomenon. Thus, this
review included models related to some aspectssifiential relocation and transfer
student adjustment within five theoretical perspest

The fifth theoretical perspective incorporatesghts about mobility within the
ecological paradigm. | believe this perspectiveidthe most complete approach to
describing mobility phenomenon within a hierarcheducational organizational
structure. From the social ecology viewpoint, themmenon of student mobility is an
action that disrupts individual-environmental relaships (Knutson, 1998; Schafft,
2003). However, rather than focusing solely onititividual student, or higher
organizational setting, “the social ecological pexgive incorporates multiple levels of
analysis and diverse methodologies” (Jamner & 3900, p. 28). Thus, viewpoints

about the school setting can incorporate the idd&i student within a classroom, as well
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as the aggregated classroom or school viewpoihts ffamework isnultileve| with
students grouped orestedwithin classrooms or schools. This nesting stmectnplies a
conceptual framework that aligns with new analytroadels to test research hypotheses
corresponding to the multilevel nature of the sctsetting.
Empirical Literature

This section reviews empirical research aboutesttdhobility and migration, and
related student, classroom, school, and commuh#yacteristics. As an introduction to
the complexity of issues involved in researchingleht mobility, the first section
presents an overview of mobility and migration noeblogy. The second section
reviews research about the incidence of studenilitypland focuses on three basic types
of mobility rates, which include in-mobility, turmer, and stability, as well as counts of
school changes across grade levels. The thircbeaeviews research reporting the
impact, or consequence, of student mobility onestti@haracteristics including
sociodemographic, educational, psychosocial, ahdwieral measures. The fourth
section reviews research reporting the impact dfilip according to classroom, school,
and community factors. The fifth section reviewsltitevel student and school research
that examines variation in student mobility fronegh perspectives using sophisticated
multilevel (hierarchical) analytical techniques.
Mobility and Migration Methodology

Empirical research about student mobility and atign varies substantively in

approaches and applications. Due to such variatiomobility research, this
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methodology section includes: (a) an introductmmbbility methodology issues; (b) an
illustration of similarities, as well as inconsistées, among four comprehensive mobility
studies; and (c) an overview of distinctions betwessidential mobility and migration.

Mobility methodology. Numerous studies have reported statlent mobility-
school changesot due to customary promotion -- is widespread inyrerhools and
districts (cf. Kerbow, 1996b; Mao, Whitsett, & N, 1998; Rumberger et al., 1999).
The study by Rumberger et al. focuseduoscheduledchool changes with the following
definition, “we definestudent mobility(and the term school mobility, which we use
interchangeably) aschool changes other than those due to promotioonfrone school
level to anothet (p. 21). While most research reports a similanaaptual definition, its
operationalization with computational formulae hasny variations.

A review of mobility methodology, cited widely the mobility literature,
cautions thatdne of the most elusive statistics in educatiostisdent mobility” (Ligon
& Paredes, 1992, p. 1). The review documentedeqmnealizations and definitions used
by school districts and other entities reportinfgprimation about mobile students. The
investigators mailed surveys to 155 directors eéaech and evaluation and heads of
state departments of education in all 50 statds-estate jurisdictions, and military
schools. Of 93 surveys returned, 50 organizatiocisded 62 formulas or definitions.
In summarizing the computational formulae returaedording to five dimensions from
previous work (level of analysis, term, frequentgture, cause), the authors concluded

there is wide disparity among statistics producggldrious computational methods, and
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recommended “the creation of a national standar@hfiexing student mobility” (p. i).
Although their recommendation remains unrealizemharily because conversion to a
standard requires enormous resource expendituceseam data systems, most empirical
studies in this review cited the study by Ligon &adedes.

While most mobility research published in the miestade references the Ligon
and Paredes paper, the research reports seleatithsimobility phenomena, with not
only variations in terminology and temporal defimits, but also from different types of
data sources. Although most mobility researchntspgiudent movement during the
school year, studies differ in reporting entryteand total movement in and out of a
school or district. In addition to movement inout, mobility research often reports
information about students enrolled continuouslg ischool or district for one or more
school years.

Comprehensive Mobility ReportdJsing a synthesis of case study and meta-
analytic approaches, comparisons between four celmepisive urban-based mobility
studies published in the past decade illustraterdhiation in reported mobility incidence
statistics. The first large-scale mobility projestd Chicago public school system
administrative data for elementary schools. Itidgaiished between three interrelated
statistics: (a) am-mobility rate to reflect the percentage of new studerisarfout-
mobility rate to reflect the percentage of students wheeteand (c) atability rate to
reflect the percentage of students who remainsich@ol for one or more years (Kerbow,

19964, 1996b).
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The second large-scale mobility project, a stadewiliexas study, reported three
movement rates: (a) in-migration, (b) out-migratiand (c) turnover rate; however, the
Texas system did not include a one-year stabgity r(Mao et al., 1998; Texas Education
Agency, 1997). The comprehensive Texas systemmds@rollment counts during six
6-week school year segments to track accuratetiests throughout the year.

The third large mobility study used Californiaa#&tom three survey components
(student, parent, and school) within the Natiordudation Longitudinal Survey of 1988
(NELS:88). Rumberger, Larson, Ream, and Palar@i9qLused two survey sources in
the NELS:88, which recordembunts-the number of non-promotional school changes
between 1st and 12th gradesestimatestudent mobility rates. One source was the
parent survey, administered to parents of one ¢afiatudents enrolled in grade 8 in
1988. It asked parents to recall the number obalcthanges their child made between
the 1st and 8th grades. A second source wasutergtsurvey, administered to the
grade 8 cohort of 1988, during their third folloyw-survey interview in 1994; it asked
interviewees how many non-promotional school charigey made between 8th and
10th, as well as 10th and 12th grades. Thussthdy provided a profile of student
mobility throughout elementary and secondary sclgeafls. In addition to recording
student changes, a third survey in 1988 askedddgbol administrators to estimate the
percentage of tenth graders who left their scheel @ two-year period.

The fourth and most recent comprehensive stuéaseld a detailed project report

fall 2003 (Columbus Foundation, 2003). It examisadlent mobility for 95 Columbus
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Public System (CPS) schools, enrolling nearly 3@ glddents in grade 1 through grade 5
during the previous two school years. The CPSept@nalyzed mobility incidence from
three perspectives: (a) annual turnover (schoot-yezbility rate); (b) multi-year stability
(summer movement rate and two-year stability raedt (c) geographic patterns (student
exchanges between buildings and into and out o€#® districty.

Thus, student mobility research reports schoolem®nt phenomena based on
data from administrative records in school systamslata from national surveys. As
noted above, student movement refers to non-promakischool changes, and generally
the terms mobility, migration, turnover, or turbube, indicate mobility, whereas stability
refers to usual progression within a school orrist Closely related to research about
student mobility is research about residential atign.

Residential Mobility and Migration. Information about residential mobility is
helpful in examining potential causes of studenbitity, inasmuch as public school
administrative records do not include reasonsdbosl changes. Residential movement,
as reported by census demographers and some s;laitginguishes mobility from
migration. Residential migration refers to longtdhnce moves that cross county
boundariesiftercountymoves), while residential mobility refers to shdistance moves
within counties ifitracountymoves) (United States Department of Commerce, 2001

2004; Wardwell, 1998). Census data can providarimétion concerning family-related

2 See Section 3, “Incidence of Mobility,” which débes incidence in terms of the magnitude, timing a
pattern of students moves.
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moving reasons; however, the survey instrument doesiclude school-related reasons
as an option.

In summary, student mobility research includessaety of definitions of student
mobility rates and a variety of methods for caltintg mobility rates. Mobility rates
represent movement in, movement out, and total mew within a school, district,
system, or state. Stability rates are complemenitanyobility rates in representing no
movement or continuous enrollment in a schoolyidistor state for one or more school
years. Demographers distinguish between resideniggation or long distance moves
across counties, and residential mobility or reédyi short distance moves within a
county. Residential mobility research can prowdme indicator information that is
relevant to understanding causes of student mphbiisociated with family moves, but
does not link directly to causes of student mapilit
Incidence of Mobility

The Ligon and Paredes (1992) report organized Iiofirmulae and
descriptions according to three basic types of titghbates, which include in-mobility,
turnover, and stability, as well as mobility counihis section reviews mobility research
for the three mobility incidence rates and coumitschool changes. Only a few studies
reported incidence separately from impact or camseges of school changes according
to other student characteristics. However, the éamprehensive studies described

above each reported two or three basic incidertes @ counts.
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In-Mobility. Most research about student mobility is urban-thaged school
year mobility rates vary widely. Ligon and Pare@E392) surveyed 155 state education
agency department heads and research and evaldagetors throughout the United
States about their mobility formulae, and receiresponses from 93 organizations. In
order to understand variability in the reportedrfaftae, Ligon and Paredes used formulae
submitted by the organizations to calculate maghititices for Austin Public Schools
(APS) 1990-1991. For 37 mobility formulae subnditenobility for the APS 1990-1991
school year ranged between 8% and 45%; however,of@& formulae (26 of 37)
produced mobility rates exceeding 30% (Figure 3.56).

Ligon and Paredes’ result for the APS using tlmida reported by the Chicago
Public School system was 36.2% (Figure 3, p. @weler, the Chicago study reported
lower in-mobility rates for elementary schools. Klarbow's (1996a) study of Chicago
elementary schools, 12% of schools had 30% orehnighmobility, and the modal
systemwide in-mobility was 20% to 25% between Apadting periods (Figure 2, p. 8).
Thus, as Ligon and Paredes (1992) demonstrateal unbbility rates vary widely, in
part due to computational formulae used.

Turnover. The Ligon and Paredes (1992) survey of mobibiyrfulae revealed
that only a few districts calculate a turnover lftulence) rate for one school year to
represent all movement in and out of a districky@tem. For the seven turnover

formulae submitted, Ligon and Paredes calculatatbteer rates for Austin Public
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Schools 1990-1991. Four of the turnover rates \nageer than 40%, and for one
district, it exceeded 100% (Figure 3, p. 7).

The Columbus study (Columbus Foundation, 2003)nted that turnover (which
they called school-year mobility rate) usually reddpetween 30% and 35% in most
district schools. However, rates were about 7%¢érign the Linden-McKinley section, a
low-income district targeted for interventions bgational school-community
collaborative working with low performing schooktficts®

The Texas mobility study (Mao et al., 1998; Tekasication Agency, 1997)
reported that of 3.8 million students enrolleddbteast some period during the 1994-
1995 school year, 16% of students moved at least daring the year. In addition, the
Texas study (Mao et al., 1998; Texas Education &geh997) reported that over a 4-
year period, 68% of first graders in 1991-1992 naoatleast once.

Several recent studies support the growing bodgs¥arch showing that student
turnover is widespread in American schools, withissticated analyses using data from
complex national surveys. Rumberger and LarsoB&)8onducted a review of the
student mobility and high school dropout literafuaed found a variety of evidence

indicating that mobility and school year transisare widespread. Rumberger and

% Impetus for the CPS project originated from conaetated to Project GRAD Columbus, a program
established in the Linden-McKinley section of Colure in 1999. Project GRAD Columbus was part of
the Project GRAD interventions developed by a scheform model underway in ten of the lowest
performing school districts across the countrye Phogram mission is to “stabilize enrollment iesk
schools and to ensure a quality public educatiomlfachildren in economically disadvantaged
communities in order to increase student achievémed high school graduation rates and to prepare
graduates to be successful in college” (p. 1-3)ndérn that the impact of the Project GRAD investime
(over $ 6 million) may be reduced (p. 1-3) if commity schools did not also address the issue of high
student mobility led to this research project.
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Thomas (2000) studied turnover and dropout rateleiail using the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88): High Schodfdttiveness Study (HSES), and
found that turnover rates were higher and moresdatian dropout rates.

Swanson and Schneider (1999) used the NELS:88atmiere the independent
effects of residential and educational mobility: f@) movers, students who move to a
new home but do not change schools, (b) changedersts who change schools but not
homes, (c) leavers, students who change both,drslgyers, students who neither
move, nor change schools. Their mobility profildsntified that nearly 30% of 8th to
10th grade students changed schools or residenees dwo-year period, and nearly
25% of 10th to 12th grade students made similangbs over the two-year period.

Stability. The Ligon and Paredes (1992) survey of mobilityrfulae used in U.S.
school districts received stability calculationsnfr 11 districts. Temporal periods for the
stability calculation included the school year, suen months, and more than one school
year. While most districts computed stability eigrthe school year, a few districts
included several periods for measuring stabiligntts over time.

Ten districts that completed the Ligon and Parasdegey (1992) reported
calculating stability during one school year. lngand Paredes used Austin Public
Schools’ 1990-1991 data to compute rates withehestability formulae, and obtained
stability ranging from 64% to 85% (Figure 3, p. @dwever, Chicago stability rates were
not in this figure. The Chicago study reportedevidariation in elementary school

stability rates for the 1993-1994 school year (K&rp1996b) than those reported in the
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Ligon and Paredes study. Stability in Chicago eletary schools was (a) less than 65%
for 6% of the schools, (b) between 65% and 85% &% of the schools, and (c) over
85% for 16% of the schools (1996b, Figure 1, p. 3).

Another stability measure, which was used by thei@bus Project (Columbus
Foundation, 2003) was a summer movement rateadtdefined as “the number of
students in grades 1-4 who withdrew from a schetlvben June 1 and September 30, as
a proportion of the October 1 grade 1-4 enrollnoérthat school the previous school
year” (p. 3-6). Overall, about 24% of all ColumbRisblic Schools’ students in grades 1-
4 made non-promotional school changes during thevser of 2002, with little
difference between the Linden-McKinley and ovedadlrict rates (see footnote 3).

Stability for more than one school year had seveeedpectives in the Chicago,
Texas, and Columbus studies. The Chicago studsb@ie 1996b) examined trends
over time following school restructuring to discerarly signs of school improvement or
as an early indicator of distress. Over a 4-yeaiogd, 15% of the schools displayed a
pattern of increasing stability following reformgfle 1), while 12% of the schools
showed decreasing stability over time, indicatiddiaonal problems to address (1996b,
Table 2).

A longitudinal analysis of first graders in thex@e study (Texas Education
Agency, 1997) revealed that, for each additionalyestudent stays in a Texas school,
the odds of withdrawing from the Texas school systiecrease by over 50%, and the

odds of transferring to another Texas school deserég 26%, when other factors are
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kept equal. The Columbus study (2003) computedy®ar stability rates and they were
low. For Columbus Public Schools systemwide, &% of elementary students
remained in their original school by the beginnaighe third year, compared to 44% for
the Linden-McKinley students (see footnote 3 fanden-McKinley information).

Counts of School Changes.The California student mobility study analyzemhn
promotional school changes for one cohort of sttgjetst through 12th grades, and
compared the California cohort to their nationalrerparts. Nearly two-thirds of
California students changed schools between thantsBth grades, compared to over
one-half of students nationally (Rumberger etl#199). In addition, 26% of California
students changed schools between the 1st anda&tbgthree or more times, compared
to 20% of students in other states. During 8thubhol2th grades, 34% of California
students changed schools, compared to 26% in statss.

Thus, mobility is widespread with wide variability reporting from one district
or state to another. The variation in reportindkesacomparisons about incidence of
mobility between studies difficult. Nonethelessn® general trends emerge when
examining thempactof incidence according to other student and factilgracteristics.
Impact of Mobility on Students

This section reviews literature reporting the irctpar consequence, of student
mobility. Conceptually, impact iscidencevaried according to associated student and

family characteristics Student characteristics include sociodemogragltiacational,

40



psychosocial, and behavioral measures. Studemtslyfaharacteristics include
composition, housing tenure, and poverty status.

Sociodemographic and Educational Servicelglobility incidence varies widely
according to student race, ethnicity, family incoed family composition. Although
exact percentages and years tracked vary acroas digiricts, movement patterns are
similar for some sociodemographic groups and mdylditferent for others. Among the
four large urban-based mobility studies descritmtier ethnic-racial categories différ,
reflecting variation in ethnic population compagitiin urban areas across the United
States. White students and higher family incomdestts are more likely to maintain
stable school membership in all areas. White afnida Americans differ most, with
movement for Hispanic Americans closer to that fsfoan Americans, and movement of
Asians closer to that of Whites. An exceptionhis trend is that in Columbus schools,
Hispanic American students are the most frequenenso In addition to differences due
to ethnicity, mobility differs markedly according family composition. Students in two
parent families are markedly more stable than mgests living with neither parent

(Kerbow, 1996a).

4 The Chicago study reported four race/ethnicityuge White, African American, Latino, and Asian
(Kerbow, 1996a, Table 3).

The Texas study reported five ethnicity groups:idain American, Asian & Native American, Hispanic,
White, and Other (Texas Education Agency, 199D)64).

The California study reported three ethnicity greufisian, Latino, and White; overall mobility didtn

vary significantly among the three ethnic groupsr(iRerger et al., 1999, Table 2.2).

The Columbus study reported five race/ethnic grodfrican American, American Indian, Asian,
Hispanic, and White (Columbus Foundation, 2003 |6 4k2).
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Among all the research literature in this reviewly the Columbus and Texas
studies reported information about mobility andcspleeducation status. The Columbus
study (Columbus Foundation, 2003) analyzed thegmages of students receiving
special education services within each of threeengvoups (0, 1, 2+ moves), for
students who moved during the school year, andttments who moved during the
summer. The Columbus researchers concluded that:

Multiple CPS movers were the most likely to be $pleeducation students. The

school-year mover and summer-only groups had tigesa percentages of special

education students, significantly different frone figure for non-movers. (p. 4-

11)°
The Texas study (Texas Education Agency, 1997)epted numbers and percentages of
stable and mobile students receiving special eturcaervices during the school year
(ves, no), i.e., (a) of students receiving spesihication services, 86% were stable, and
14% were mobile; (b) and, of studentst receiving special education services, 89% were
stable, and 11% were mobile (Table 3). The autbonsluded that differences between
mobile and stable students according to educatidaasification vary moderately.

However, conversion of data in the Texas tabl&iéosame mover group
categories reported in the Columbus study (0, In@ves), and percentages of students

receiving special education services within eackengroup reveals a similar trend for

® The authors noted the possibility “that some efghhool changes of special education students,
particularly over the summer, resulted from CPSimpgpecial education units from one school bugdin
to another for facilities management purposes (@blus Foundation, 2003, p. 4-11).
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the Texas studentsin Texas, the percentages of students receiyiagial education
services during the school year were 10.8% for anp13.1% for 1 move, and 14.7%
for 2 or more moves. In Columbus, the percentafistudents receiving special
education services during the school year were 8% moves, 8.7% for 1 move, and
13.0% for 2 or more moves.

The Texas study (Texas Education Agency, 1990)ragorted information about
six other special program services listed in T&odes LEP, At Risk of Dropout,
Bilingual, Chapter 1, ESL, Career and Technologydation, and Gifted/Talented. The
authors concluded that mobility rates are slightgher for students who are at risk of
dropping out under state criteria, and for studentareer and technology education
programs, relative to their counterparts not raogigervices. Finally the authors
indicated that the most marked difference betweehil® and stable students is that
students who participate in gifted and talentedyams are much more stable than their
counterparts (Texas).

Wood et al. (1993), using the National Health dvitav Survey of 1988
(NHIS:88), found that multiple sociodemographic rettaeristics were significantly
associated with frequent family relocation. Seddalemographic characteristics

significantly associated with frequent family reddion included (a) poor families, (b)

® Analysis of the 2x2 table for mobility status (nilebstable) and special education (yes, no) reveal
estimated odds ratio of 1.28 with 95% confidenderial (1.27, 1.29), indicating a significant difface
since the confidence interval does not contaiffilis may be interpreted to mean that the odds iofjbe
mobile for students receiving special educationises is 1.28 times the odds of being mobile fadshts
in regular education (not receiving special edocasiervices) for Texas students in the 1994-1986aic
year. There was not enough data in the Columlinle ta perform a similar analysis.
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families headed by single parents or grandparemd$@ White families (relative to
Hispanic or Black). Frequent relocation was alswercommon among families (a)
headed by unemployed parents, (b) with maternaliager 18 years old when the child
was born, and (c) with parents who did not compghigé school.

Academic Performance Numerous studies, in addition to the large urban
research projects cited above, report the negatipact of student mobility on academic
achievement (cf. Biernat & Jax, 2000; Stutzky et2001; Tucker, Marx & Long, 98).
Two early studies reported negative associatiohsd®n geographic mobility and
student test scores (Ingersoll, Scamman, & Eclgrli®989; Schuler, 1990). Multiple
school changes were strongly associated with redacademic performance (Kerbow,
1996a; Texas Education Agency, 1997; Tucker, Markpng, 1998). Additionally,
Tucker, Maarx and Long, using the Child Health Sement to the NHIS:88, found that
family structure moderated the relationship betwemhility and academic performance.
They found that up to eight moves did not impaetd®enic performance when children
lived with both of their biological parents.

Four recent longitudinal studies investigateddfiects of mobility on
achievement, and controlled for other variableg:o Bf the studies found that
preexisting differences in student achievementa®phl a substantial percentage of the
differences between highly mobile and stable sttedlg¢Mantzicopoulos & Knutson,
2000; Pribesh & Downey, 1999). Pribesh and Dowmnssd National Education

Longitudinal Study (NELS:88) data to conduct a itmdjnal study over a four-year
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period, 1988-1992, of moving and school performarioethe first set of analyses
moving measures, social capital measures, lifsstre, and educational outcomes, were
covariates, for modeling the relationship betwe@vinmg and social capital. In the
second set of analyses these variables becameipbfaators moderating the effect of
moving on educational performance. In these mogetexisting differences explained
about 90% of the difference in test scores betvieergroups over the 4 years.
Mantzicopoulos and Knutson reported a similar tefsam their 3-year longitudinal
investigation with Head Start attendees, followethleen kindergarten and second
grade. The investigators studied the relationbkipreen academic achievement and
mobility, controlling for parental perceptions bkteffects of mobility on their family’s
wellbeing.

Two other longitudinal studies investigated tHeeft of mobility on
achievement, and found other variables that expthas much or more of the variation in
achievement as did prior achievement. Temple aneh&lds (1999) investigated the
effects of school mobility on achievement for 1,00@-income Black children with the
Chicago Longitudinal Survey, and found that paresdaication as well as prior
achievement and preschool participation in an dthicéntervention program were
significant predictors of the number of moves. Witif1999) investigated the impact of
location and temporal mobility, as well as minostgtus, socioeconomic status, and
gender on achievement for elementary children &@dkr one year in 33 Midwest

schools. As with previous studies, results indidahat lower achievement often
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precedes mobility rather than following it, howeeghnicity and family income
explained more variation in achievement than mghbékplained.

Thus, recent longitudinal research examining thgsict of mobility on academic
performance, suggests that prior academic perfaremanplains significant variation in
current academic performance; however, other i@satan explain as much or more
variation as prior achievement. Other educatifaetbrs in the research literature related
to mobility include grade retention and high schamnpletion.

Grade Retention and High School Completiorstudies investigating the
relationship between residential mobility and ediocal outcomes consistently find
higher levels of grade retention and lower ratesigih school completion among mobile
children. Some studies focus on highly mobiledtsih, usually defined as children who
move three or more times. Two studies, which tlsedNational Health Interview
Survey of 1988 (NHIS:88) (Simpson & Fowler, 199408 et al., 1993) concluded that
children who move three or more times are mordylikerepeat a grade than their stable
counterparts are. Straits (1987), using the 196vey of Economic Opportunity, found
that residential mobility impedes school progréss,only among teenagers of less-
educated parents.

In the landmark study of family relocation impaotsschoolchildren, Wood et al.
(1993) using the National Health Interview Survéy @88 (NHIS:88), found that the risk
of grade retention increases in the presence ofithahl risk factors. The risk factors

they used include poverty status, racial minoatyd low parental education. When they
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controlled for these risk factors in a multivariatelysis, frequent family relocation (5-6
moves in a child’s life) was significantly assoeidiwith an increased risk of failing a
grade. Wood et al. also found that rural resid€icthe univariate analysis) was
significantly associated with repeating a grade.

In addition to investigating the relationship beam mobility and grade retention,
researchers have studied the relationship betwediity and high school completion
and found significant relationships. In a Canadiamay of mobility and high school
completion, Hagan, MacMillan, and Wheaton (199@dpeted educational outcomes in
1989 with characteristics from 1976 using a sarfrpie the Toronto metropolitan area.
They found that migrants, compared to non-migramése significantly less likely to
complete high school or college. Rumberger anddra(1998), using National
Education Longitudinal Survey (NELS:88) data, fouhdt students making even one
nonpromotional school change between 8th and J2itheg, were twice as likely to not
complete high school, as were their stable colmrbterparts, controlling for other
factors.

Thus, several outstanding studies, using natioorabplex longitudinal survey
data, have recently investigated relationships &ebhamobility and grade retention as
well as mobility and high school completion. Higingobility was associated with higher
levels of grade retention and with lower ratesightschool completion, controlling for

other factors. In addition to grade retention high school completion, some research
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has investigated social and interpersonal funatignas well as psychological
functioning and behavioral problems, associatet wliildren’s residential mobility.

Social and Psychological FunctioningSeveral empirical studies have
investigated social functioning or psychologicatl é&rehavioral problems associated with
moving. Simpson and Fowler (1994), using the CHigélth Supplement to the National
Health Interview Survey of 1988 (NHIS:88), to stude relationship of children's
geographic mobility to children's reported emotigmablems. The reported problems
included use of psychological help, scores on ai®n Problem Index, repeating a
grade in school, and suspension or expulsion frdma. They found that children who
move three or more times have an increased risk&rfational/behavioral and school
problems.

Wood et al. (1993), using the NSIS:88, found tbat or more behavioral
problems increase in the presence of four indiVidsk factors. The risk factors
included poverty status, racial minority, nontraitl family structure, and low parental
education. When they controlled for these riskdescin a multivariate analysis, frequent
family relocation (5-6 moves in a child’s life) wagnificantly associated with multiple,
frequently occurring behavioral problems (as welha increased risk of failing a grade,
mentioned above). Thus, some studies, using conmgigonal survey data, demonstrate
increased risk of emotional/behavior problems dased with frequent family relocation.

The impact of student mobility reviewed thus fasltincluded a variety of student

outcomes including classifications according tasemographic background,
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educational services, academic outcomes, and bhalahfactors. Academic outcomes
included achievement, performance, grade reterdiod high school completion.
Behavioral factors included measures of social@sythological functioning. As the
next section describestudent mobility not only affects student outcomesent
research indicates it can cumulatively affect tlssroom, school, and district.
Impact of Mobility on Classrooms, Schools, and Connnities

Classrooms and Teacherd.ash and Kirkpatrick (1990) provided a description
of the effects of mobility upon classrooms and leas. They documented the
preparations that teachers have to make for latriag students as well as for students
leaving their classrooms. Their examination otl¥kses in a single urban elementary
school revealed that the composition of the class#te school changed throughout the
year as new students enrolled and others withdfidve classroom teachers described
how this mobility affected classroom instructiordananagement, and the strategies they
used to work with mobile students. Based uporirtegviews, Lash and Kirkpatrick
made suggestions that might ease the transitiostddients as well as teachers. From
enrollment data and teacher reports, the autheorsleded that student mobility deserves
more attention from researchers and educatordaada affecting instruction, classroom
management, and learning.

Other researchers have found that student mohiitynegative effects on
teachers, as well as on stable students, in tissrdam (Biernat & Jax, 2000; Columbus

Foundation, 2003; Kerbow, 1996a). Often acadertonds are unavailable for new
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students, and this can result in inappropriategoieant. Kerbow (1996a) described three
types of instructional challenges that occur irsstaoms with high mobility:
(a) long term instructional planning and assessrbeavme more difficult, (b) instruction
loses its individualized quality and becomes maeagic, and (c) teachers become more
isolated, with less opportunity to collaborate wigers. Disruptions impact stable
students in classrooms with high mobility too (Karh 1996a; Rumberger et al., 1999).

School Accountability and AdministrationResearchers have observed that high
student mobility undermines school reform initiaBy including smaller class size,
improved professional development, better facditend increased emphasis on
accountability and assessment (Columbus Found&@®8; Hartman & Franke, 2003).
High student mobility increases the burdens foosthdministrators with planning,
funding, and management issues (Columbus Found&@f8; "Florida Division of
Teaching and Learning. (n.d.),"; Newman, 1988) mBerger, Larson, Ream, and
Palardy (1999) reported that educators they ireamd said, “mobility affects the
school resources, school climate, logistics, aedattademic program” (p. 46).

School staff in the Columbus Public Schools (Ca8)ect (Columbus
Foundation, 2003) reported disruptions and dectegssources resulting from high
mobility. Teachers in the CPS study said impazthém included: (a) increasing
frustration with disruptions and meeting needstedlents, (b) loss of instructional time,
and (c) lack of information on transfer studentimd?pals indicated that mobility hurts

the learning process during the period of adjustmelnich results in lost instructional

50



time, and puts students behind academically. Setze were most concerned about the
increased administrative burdens. School nursesselors, and social workers felt the
primary impact of mobility was disruption in pround services to families and children.

Community Networks and ServicesSome researchers have theorized that a
negative relationship between mobility and strerajtiocial support networks tends to
support low mobility of low-income populations.té¢hen (1994) found that “more than
50 percent of the low-mobility households had gfeary strong networks, including not
only family but other social supports such as chuether relatives, neighbors, friends,
and such outsiders as an agency-sponsored maosogsort group” (p. 424). Schafft
(2003) extended Fitchen’s research in low-inconraroanities in Upstate New York,
using school district enrollment data as well, andcurred with most of Fitchen’s
findings. However, in researching for causal festssociated with student mobility, his
interviews with low-income community residents icatied that kinship and other social
networks were not associated with a pattern of fighuency short distance moves
among the poor in surrounding communities.

In the Columbus Project (Columbus Foundation, 26@$ informant interviews
of community service providers indicated that nfelktmobility had little effect on their
ability to provide services. However, some notett tmobility causes attendance and
academic performance problems for students. lporese to this information from
community service providers, project recommendaticoncluded this “would suggest

the need for community education on the impacttudent mobility” (p. 4-26).
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While case study interviews with community resigeamd service providers
provide critical causal information, this approésiime consuming, costly, and may
result in biased conclusions due to the small nurobmterviewees. Often surveys offer
more efficient and unbiased alternatives, howeagdr quantities of survey information
from students, teachers, principals, and otherddd community staff present other
analytical problems, involving unit of analysisuss and statistical assumptions
underlying analyses. To address research issaepldgue joint evaluations of
guantitative student, school, and community resedata, educational statisticians in
recent years, have developed new approaches tdilatitese methodological issues
(Heck, 2004; Hox, 2002; Raudenbush & Bryk, 200Phey have developed theory and
computational methodology that allow quantitatigegarch at several levels, in a series
of analyses that begins to shed light on addressintple levels of associated factors.
Multilevel Mobility Research

Two important studies have used complex natiomadess data and sophisticated
multilevel analytical techniques to investigatedsiot and school factors associated with
student mobility. The multilevel analytical appcbaesulted in usable information for
educational policymakers and administrators coresbabout mobility, turnover, and
dropout, particularly in secondary schools. Comgaly, this approach addresses a
truism, studentsested within schogl$hat invalidates inferences based on traditional
analyses (Heck, 2004; Hox, 2002; Raudenbush & B2gR2) Thenestingassumption

implies that students within the same classroomwithrin a particular school, will be
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more like one another on measurable educationabtire characteristics, than they are
like students at other schools.

Rumberger, Larson, Ream, and Palardy (1999) coedune of the first large-
scale student mobility studies that employed nauél analyses. The researchers used
the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 S:88) High School
Effectiveness Study (HSES) California Sub-sarhfileexamine the impact of student
mobility at the student and school levels for Qatifa high schools. Results revealed
that: (a) 31% of the variation in school mobiligtes was attributable to student
background characteristics; (b) 12% was attridetaibschool compositioh; (c) 24%
was attributable to school resources and procéssite variables; and (d) 33% of the
variation was not attributable to any of the valesliested (1999a, Figure 4.5). The
researchers concluded that “altogether more thhmarof the differences in student
mobility rates among California high schools caratiebuted to school characteristics,
such as school resources, policies, and practicdgghar proportion than due to the

characteristics of students themselves” (19991p. 8

" Details of this second data set used in the stfiggucational consequences of mobility for Catifar
students and schools are in Table 1.1 and pagéth2 @ll report (Rumberger et al., 1999a). TheEB3Ss
part of the 1990 NELS follow-up to the NELS:88, aiminprises a subset of 7,642 students nested within
247 high schools from the 30 largest US MetropoliBtatistical Areas. Of the 247 high schools, Bten

in California, with 1,609 students nested withie 81 schools. This survey data comprised the dZaid
Sub-sample used in the multilevel analyses.

8 Student background characteristics aggregatdtetedhool level become school composition measures

® variation in school mobility attributable to schammposition (12%) and other school variables (4%
together comprised school variables explaining 3§%he variance, hence the authors’ conclusion that
more than a third of the difference was attributetblschool characteristics.
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In a study the following year, Rumberger and TheifZ000) examined the
distributions of both dropout and turnotferrates with the National Education
Longitudinal Survey of 1988 (NELS:88): High Schédfectiveness Survey (HSES)
using the full survey of 247 schools (see footrftand used multilevel analyses to
examine student and school variables. It appbats¢hool turnover ratén the
Rumberger and Thomas study (2000) aakool mobility ratén the Rumberger et al.
study of California high schools (1999) are bothasi-level aggregates of the same
student outcome variableeaver* Overall results explained nearly 60% of variation
turnover and dropout rates with student backgrosolpol composition (see footnote 6),
and school-level resource, structure, and processures.

Specifically, for school turnover, of 59% of thariation in turnover rates
explained by the final model, 44% was attributablstudent background characteristics
and 15% was attributable to school compositiomuese, and structure measures (see
Appendix Table A2, p. 64). Results for school draprates were somewhat different; of
57% of the variation in dropout rates explainedtmy/final model, 39% was attributable
to student background characteristics, and 18%aitebutable to school composition,
resource, structure, and process measures (App€able Al, p. 63). The authors
concluded that results were consistent with othemkwvin this area. Additionally, they

pointed out that while much of the variation in@chturnover and dropout rates is

0 School turnover rate is the proportion of entgsiudents who leave before graduation (p. 59).

™ The student outcome variable “Leaver” (HSES vdeiaame S2DOSTAT > 0) is in Table 1 of the
Rumberger and Thomas study (2000) with mean .81%90.41) and Appendix Table A.6 of the
Rumberger et al. study (1999a) with mean 0.19 ¢s@40).
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attributable to differences in student backgrouinaracteristics, variation in turnover and
dropout rates, also is attributable to school cagitfom and factors that schools can
control.

Thus, several outstanding studies, using natioorabplex longitudinal survey
data, have recently investigated mobility (turngygrade retention, and high school
completion. Higher mobility was associated witghsar levels of grade retention and
with higher dropout rates, controlling for othectfars in student-level analyses.
Furthermore, the results of multilevel analyse®ad®d that high school turnover and
dropout rates, after controlling for student backgrd differences, were attributable to
school composition, resource, and process measunéd) policy makers and educators
can change to improve school effectiveness inmigtgias well as graduating students.
Conclusion to Review of Empirical Research

Student mobility is widespread in large urban stisgstems, with wide
variability in reports from one district or stateanother. The mobility research literature
lacks consistency and uniformity in mobility defiohs, computational formulae, and
research approaches. The variation in methodologyr@porting makes comparisons
about the incidence of mobility across studiesaliff. A variety of research reports the
impact of student mobility on not only students éaahilies, but also organizational
entities including classrooms, schools, and comtiemi Most of the reports focus on
negative outcomes associated with student mobiRgsearch documents that the

negative impact increases with high-risk studdatsjlies, and schools.
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Literature Review Conclusion

The existing theoretical and empirical literataderess two fundamental
guestions about mobility and migration: (a) Whadrppts orcausesnoves, and (b) what
are some of the outcomeseadfectsof moves? Theoretical perspectives from the early
human capital framework as well as social and palpdical frameworks address the
reasons for moving. However, empirical literattegarding causes of moves is sparse,
and generally is from case study components oélargbility research projects. Most of
the theoretical literature in this review offergggectives about the effects of moving.
As well, empirical literature in this review focisprimarily on the effects of moves.
This section summarizes the main theoretical angirézal findings, noting limitations
regarding causal work, and concludes with theaktind empirical findings most
relevant to the Vermont study.

Theoretical perspectives about ttaisef moves, rooted in the human capital
framework, help in understanding residential moptiiends in recent decades.
Generally, migration is selective and occurs atagerstages in a family’s life cycle (Lee,
1966). This review did not find empirical work fgpting this framework, however.
From the social theoretical perspective, socialtabpetworks appear to provide
resources differently for some marginalized granpe United States. Two emerging
scholars found empirical evidence studying mardgedl groups in rural Upstate New
York (Schafft, 2003) and Mexican-American youthdalifornia (Ream, 2003).

Generally, empirical literature reporting residahtnobility findings provides indicator
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information relevant to understanding causes afesttimobility due to family moves,

but does not link directly to causes of studentititgb Empirical investigations of the
causes of student moves were case study compdnéahtse large student mobility
studies reported in this review (Columbus Foundat®®03; Kerbow, 1996a; Rumberger
et al., 1999).

With regard to theffectsof moves, the theoretical perspectives generally
emphasize negative or detrimental student outcarsssciated with family relocation.
The psychological perspective focuses on developamshadjustment of children with
regard to their academic and social functioningegponse to residential relocation or
school transfer. From the sociological perspectiveodel of institutional departure
identifies individual and institutional dimensiotnst influence student moves in the
general population. Socioeconomic and socioculpegespectives extend the
institutional departure model to parental resousses sociodemographic factors that
influence mobility.

A substantial body of empirical literature supgdhese perspectives. Most
studies cite negative impacts on the child, andyncé#te parental reasons for moving
related to financial issues. The large mobilitydses are from urban districts, generally
populated with low-income families that cannot adfto move beyond a few blocks.
Children whose parents are disadvantaged soc&dbnomically, and ethnically tend to

experience detrimental academic and social efeesgeciated with relocation and
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transfers to new schools. However, the empiritaddture regarding effects of moves on
students does not report findings from rural areas.

The most useful framework for planning and condwgcthe Vermont student
mobility study aligns with the social ecology persfive which incorporates multiple
levels of analysis and diverse methodologies (Jalr&tokols, 2000). Simply stated,
student outcomes in the school setting are a rewtilphenomenon of students and
schools (Goddard et al., 2000; Rumberger et a®9;1Bumberger & Thomas, 2000).
This model provided the conceptual underpinningste study in Vermont. In addition
to aligning with a multilevel framework, ecologiqagrspectives contribute insights to
understanding migration and mobility as actions thsrupt individual-environmental
relationships. Students’ negative academic anidkstunctioning following relocation
may reflect schools that are do not adequately@tmew transfer students.
Consideration of student and school perspectivetiesconceptual frameworks that
align with new analytical models to test researghdtheses about students and schools

as multilevel phenomena.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This chapter describing research methodology usdtkei Vermont Student
Mobility Study begins with a conceptual framewodagpted from a theoretical model
used in a seminal student mobility study conduete@alifornia. The second section
lists the three basic research questions aboutlitydbhicidence and impact that the study
addressed. The third section describes five sewfteesearch materials, summarized in
Table 1, “Descriptions of Variables from Reseanmt$tduments.” Section 4 describes
framework conceptualizations and operationalizatwith correspondence between the
conceptual framework and operational definitiostelil in Table 2. Section 5 describes
construction of the research files and checksdaorge monitoring, representativeness,
and attrition. The final section describes researethods used to address each of the
research questions, with formulae and sample sasiderations for the third research
guestion.

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework and analytical methodpfog this study not only
were complementary, but also linked to the thecaétind empirical literature. This
conceptual framework is rooted in the social ecplibgporetical perspective (Jamner &
Stokols, 2000). The analytical methodology is rdatestatistical theory developed by
educational statisticians for educational orgaiorst(Raudenbush & Bryk, 1987, 2002;

Raudenbush & Willms, 1995).
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The conceptual framework that guided the studggeizes that the educational
performance of students is a multilevel phenomesf@tudents and schools (Goddard et
al., 2000; Rumberger et al., 1999; Rumberger & Tagn2000). At the individual
student-level, performance is a function of therabgeristics and experiences of
individual students in their respective schoolg.thfe school level, this conceptual
framework presents the aggregated performanceeddttidents in school as a function of
characteristics of the school itself. Additionakghool processes and resources affect
student experiences and outcomes. According tolRuger et al., “the reason for
incorporating both perspectives in the model idisentangle the individual or student-
level effects of student mobility from the schoel#| effects of student mobility” (p. 17).

This study focused on student outcomes and edunedtcorrelates at the school
level. This conceptual model and empirical redediterature guided student-level
variable selection from student census, performassessment, and opportunity to learn

survey questions.
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Structural Characteristics

Location (suburban, rural) Size

School [School Inputs School Processes School Outputs
Level |Student Composition Instructional practices Test scores
> Resources > Climate > Attendance rates >
Decision-making Mobility rates
Student |Student Background Student Experiences Student Qutcomes
Level |Demographics Academic engagement Test scores
> Family background > Social engagement > Mobility >

Academic background
Educational services

! Adapted from Rumberger and Thomas (2000). The distribution of dropout and turnover rates
among urban and suburban high schools.

Figure 1 Conceptual framework for the Vermont student mobiity study

Additionally, this model guided selection of schdmel measures from the Vermont
School Report and US Census Bureau - National Cémt&ducational Statistics
(NCES) Vermont school file. Finally, the conceptitamework and statistical theory
guided analytical work using risk factor assessnagit step-up strategies to build up to
the hierarchical analytical work.
Research Questions
To examine relationships between student mob#itjycational correlates, and

academic performance, the study addressed thevinljoresearch questions:
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1. What is thancidenceof mobility among Vermont students and schools?

2. What is thempact(or consequenqgeof mobility, i.e., how does the incidence (or
consequence) of mobilityary according to educational correlates for students
and schools? Is there a geographic pattern teathation?

3. What domultilevelanalytical models reveal about variation in mafpifrom
student and school perspectives that may be usefatucational policy and
practice?

Research Materials and Data Sources

The study population included Vermont public sdistadents, grades 1 through
12, during school years 1999-2004. Data souradsded: student census and
demographic records from the Vermont Departmeicafcation (DOE) administrative
files, 1999-2004; student New Standards Referemesnihation English and
mathematics performance data, grades 4, 8, ar2zD0D0-2004, housed in DOE
assessment files; Opportunity to Learn survey,tetaith assessment data; School
Report Card data (from the Center for Rural Studiels site); and NCES Vermont
school location information.

This section describes the multi-source data &neblationship to the conceptual
model. For each data source used, the brief ¢gitigeriincludes its name, purpose, and
measures available to the study. Identificatiomefsures and relevance to the

conceptual model concludes each data source déscrip
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Student Census

The Department of Education (DOE) October 1 Stu@mmsus and Demographic
Update is an annual data collection housing denpbgecaecords for all Vermont public
school students and publicly funded students aittgnapproved independent schools.
This data collection provided student sociodemdgi@and educational service status
classifications, as well as annual student enraltmsed in mobility calculations. The
first section in Table 1 summarizes student-leeghelements provided in the Student
Census and Demographic Update.

Sociodemographic attributes in the census inohaheler, ethnicity, race, grade,
and district of residence. One type of servictustalassification designates Title |
services and support. Title | services, includeslfields corresponding to (a) reading or
language arts services, (b) mathematics, and (j@as other than language arts or
mathematics.

A second type of service classification involwes related designations, Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 5G%)d Act 230/157. Designation for
Section 504 requires the student to have a Sesf@idrplan. The codebook definition for
Act230/157 states, “Student has 1) a plan ANID] 2) is receiving services under Act
230/157.” Neither Section 504 nor Act230/157 wounldude students identified under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (H2) as eligible to receive an
individualized program (IEP). The codebook lidigible services examples as follows.

“Children who are receiving other intervention seegnot covered by an IEP or as part
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of Title | services: Reading Recovery Program, Wilfkeading Program for an
individual, and Speech and Language intervention.”

For data reduction and clarification purposes $itidy combined the Section 504
and Act 230/157 data elements into one data elenf&mitents classified as yes for one
of three conditions are yes for one data elemdid@cdc®lan 504. The three conditions are
(a) Section 504 = yes, (2) Act230/157 = yes, andEtion 504 and Act230/157 = yes.
For example, in the Census 2000 file 56,696 studmdrds had yes or no codes for
Section 504 and Act230/157. Of the 56,696 records,

(a) 2,556 student records were Section 504 = yes act@38/157 = no;

(b) 4,018 student records were Section 504 = no an?3A¢157 = yes;

(c) 220 student records were Section 504 = yes an@3A(157 = yes;

(d) 49,902 student records were Section 504 = no aci238/157 = no;
The new Plan 504 data element contains two caegmom combining (a), (b), and (c)
above together, separately from (d). Thus Planhz3456,696 values, 6,794 = yes, and
49,902 = no.

A third type of service classification is for litad proficiency with English
(LEP). The census codebook definition is:

Student has a primary or home language that i€nglish, as indicated on the

State of Vermont Primary/Home Language survey fAmd: Lacks [sic] the

level of English proficiency in one or more of ttoeir language skills areas
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(listening, speaking, reading, writing) requiretrform grade appropriate work

comparable to native English speaking peers.

The codebook also states that the student “meetsriieria defined under the State
Board of Education Rule 9500: Reporting Student§sar] Whom English is not the
Primary Language” and that the student cannot lExahange student.

The final data element from the Student Censudsamographic Update that
this study used was School Lunch. The codebodkitlef indicates use of this measure
of socioeconomic status for schools that partieipathe USDA’s National School
Lunch or School Breakfast Program. Participatiofrée or reduced lunch program is a
standard socioeconomic status proxy in researaiimg students for whom parental
socioeconomic status is unavailable.

Thus, the Student Census and Demographic Updateeaks provide measures of
student background information for demographicthenstudent-level part of the
conceptual model. Aggregation of these charatiesit the school level yields student
composition measures at the school level accordinige conceptual framework
(Rumberger & Thomas, 2000).

Achievement Tests

The DOE Standards and Assessment Division provstittardized test results
for spring tests 1999-2004. The test results thedustudent New Standards Reference
Examination English and mathematics performanca fdatstudents in grades 4, 8, and

10. The test measures are from the Stanford Aehiewnt Test, Ninth Edition, developed
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by Harcourt Brace Educational Measurement, a Hat@&assessment Company.
Selection of the Stanford 9 multiple-choice scaeores for mathematics and English
language arts proficiency was due to the suitghiiithese measures for comparing test
results (for the same content) from different foransl levels of the same subtest over
time (Harcourt Educational Measurement, 1997). odding to a Buros Institute review
of this test (Berk, 1998) evidence for the Stanfordultiple-choice batteries and
multiple choice composite scores indicates thesesmes yield high reliability. Total
performance scores for English language arts arntdematics provided dichotomous
measures that were useful in some analyses witr atkasures having two categories.
Opportunity to Learn Survey

In conjunction with spring testing administratiatiidents complete the
Opportunity to Learn survey annually. The surveglides many questions about school
processes and student experiences, which wouldefitwith the conceptual model.
However, a careful review of the survey items dberfive-year data collection period
revealed irregularities in question administrataonoss years. The study plan required
uniformity in recording data elements each years fimiting use of the opportunity to
learn instrument for longitudinal files.

One exception was asking about portfolio usagemfath as well as writing work,
for the preceding 4-5 school years of each gradd (d, 8, and 10). Although research
about math and writing portfolios is limited, Ra@drporation evaluated the Vermont

Portfolio Assessment Program in its early yeareiffstudy concluded the overall
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reliability of the portfolio scores is low (Koret®¥|cCaffrey, Klein, Bell, & Stecher,
1993). A decade following the Rand report, Meyesorted positive improvement with
its use as a component in Vermont’s assessmemnsy{2003). My selection of this
measure was due to its contextualization of andrashto the standardized test
measures, and because it seemed to be a reaspratyjaneasure of student experiences
and academic engagement in the conceptual model.
School Report Card

The Vermont School Report is an annual report ldges by the Vermont
Department of Education with indicators about VenttePublic Schools. The Center

for Rural Studies websitéifp://crs.uvm.edu/schirgtprovides downloadable data files

and documentation. Several of its indicatorssenoas proxy measures for school
processes and resources reported in the literavere, included in this study’s research
file. The measures included number of instructi@uardinators and supervisors,
pupil/teacher ratio, school special education (@6yerty rate, and school free and
reduced lunch participation (%).
NCES Vermont Data

The Census Bureau houses school-level informatimut public schools. One
set of information includes geographic and mapjoifigrmation. One indicator from the
Census Bureau is a code for location of the schadative to populous area (J. Naum,

personal communication, July 12, 2004). It isexAlLOCALE and it includes eight
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categories ranging from large city (larger than@nt’s largest city) to unincorporated
rural area.

This measure served as a structural location measuhe conceptual model.
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Table 1 Descriptions and Definitions of Data Elements

Source, Data Element, and Definition

Metric and Numeric Conversion

I. Student Level Data

Student Census and Demographic Update
Gender

Ethnicity

Race

Grade: Student's grade level as of October 1

0 = Female, 1 = Male

0 = Not Hispanic or Latino origin
1 = Hispanic or Latino origin

1 = American Indian

2 = Asain

3 = African American

4 = Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
5= White

01 - 12 = 1st through 12th grade

Section 504*
Student has a Section 504 Plan

Act 230/157*
Student has a Section 504 Plan and
is receiving services under Act 230/157

*|EP is not coded in these elements

0=No, 1=Yes

0=No, 1=Yes

Reading / English language arts
Mathematics

Subjects other than language
arts or mathematics

Title | Services: Student is receiving Title 1 services or support for:

0=No, 1=VYes

0=No, 1=Yes

Limited English proficiency (LEP)
Student has a primary or home language
that is not English, as indicated on the the

0=No, 1=Yes

State of VT Primary/Home Language survey form and

and lacks the level of English proficiency in one or more of the

four language skills areas (listening, speaking, reading, writing) required

to perform grade appropriate work comparable to native English speaking peers

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)Descriptions and Definitions of Data Elements

Source, Data Element, and Definition Metric and Numeric Conversion

Student Census and Demographic Update (cont'd)

School Lunch 0 = No assistance
Measure of socioeconomic status if 1 = Free or reduced
school participates in the USDA's National
School Lunch or School Breakfast Program

New Standards Reference Examination

English language arts

Multiple-choice scaled score (Stanford 9) Range: 001 - maximum
Total reading standard level 0 = Did not meet the overall standard
1 = Met the overall standard
Mathematics
Multiple-choice scaled score (Stanford 9) Range: 001 - maximum
Total math standard level 0 = Did not meet the overall standard

1 = Met the overall standard

Opportunity to Learn Survey

Writing and Mathematics Portfolio Questions, Grades 4 and 8

"My teacher and | kept a portfolio of my writing work when | was in ---"
"My teacher and | collected my math work in a portfolio when | was in ---"

Grade 4 Grade 8

Kindergarten Third grade 0=No, 1=Yes
First grade Fourth grade 0=No, 1=Yes
Second grade Fifth grade 0=No, 1=Yes
Third grade Sixth grade 0=No, 1=Yes
Fourth grade Seventh grade 0=No, 1=Yes

Writing and Mathematics Portfolio Questions, Grade 10

"My teacher and | collected my writing work in a 0 = No portfolio kept
portfolio for this many years from 7th Grade to 10th Grade" 1=1year
2 =2years
"My teacher and | collected my math work in a 3 =3 years
portfolio for this many years from Grade 7 to Grade 10" 4 = 4 years

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)

Source, Data Element, and Definition Metric and Numeric Conversion

Il. School Level Data
School Report Card

Pupil/teacher ratio Ratio
Total enroliment divided by the total number of Full Time Equivalents (FTES)

Instructional coordinators and supervisors Total FTEs
Curriculum and Chapter 1 coordinators, Essential Early
Education, Title IX, Vocational Education and Special
Education directors, and department heads

Free and reduced lunch Percent
Poverty rate Percent
Special education Percent

NCES-Census Vermont Data

Locale: NCES code for location of the school relative to populous areas

1= Large City - A central city of a Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA) or Consolidated
Statistical Area (CSA), with city population greater than or equal to 250,000

2 = Mid-size City - A central city of a CBSA or CSA, city population less than 250,000

3 = Urban Fringe of a Large City - Any incorporated place, Census designated place
or non-place territory within a CBSA or CSA of a large city, defined as urban

4 = Urban Fringe of a Mid-size City - Any incorporated place, Census Designated
place, or non-place territory within a CBSA or CSA of a mid-size city, defined
as urban by the Census Bureau

5 = Large Town - An incorporated place or Census designated place with a population
greater than or equal to 25,000 and located outside a CBSA or CSA

6 = Small Town - An incorporated place or Census designated place with a population
less than 25,000 and greater than or equal to 2,5000 and located outside a
CBSA or CSA

7 = Rural - Outside CBSA - Any incorporated place, Census designated place or
non-place territory not within a CBSA or CSA of a large or mid-size city and
defined as rural by the Census Bureau

8 = Rural, Inside CBSA - Any incorporated place, Census designated place, or non-
place territory within a CBSA or CSA of a large or mid-size city and defined as
rural by the Census Bureau

71




Framework Conceptualizations and Operationalizatiors

Table 2 summarizes the conceptual model, adappet the California student
mobility study (Rumberger et al., 1999). It wasditn three other studies conducted by
Rumberger and colleagues as well (Rumberger & lrars898; Rumberger & Palardy,
2005; Rumberger & Thomas, 2000). In adapting therational definitions used to
measure each concept, several considerationsrictakethe concept operationalization
regarding data. The data available for the Vernsaidy limited choices for some
conceptual framework components. Due to dataditioims, proxy measures
operationalized some concepts where reasonablesveowior several components no
approximate measures were available. Although ldateations precluded
operationalization of several concept componenfswaavailable measures were not
included if prior research reported weak explanapmwer in analyses of mobility or
school effects. In addition to adapting the comeajframework used in several studies
of mobility, dropout, and turnover, this study admites one component to student
background and school composition. The followiagrative, summarized in Table 2,
begins with student-level components, followed dlyaol-level components, and
concludes with the structural components in theceptual framework.

First, student-level components begin with studkeakground characteristics.
Student background demographics available to thdysvere gender and ethnicity. The

second student background characteristic is fabaibkground, operationalized with free
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or reduced lunch program eligibility, a proxy measfor family socioeconomic statiss.
The third background measure, added by this smdlya basic framework, includes
educational services. The educational servicesuneas whether the student has a
Section 504 plaor a plan and is receiving services under Act 230(}&Ffmont
Department of Education, n.d.). A final studerntkzgaound characteristic is academic
background, operationalized for the cohort groujtk prior test scores (the grade 4
score for cohorts tested at grades 4 and 8, angr#tuee 8 score for cohorts tested at
grades 8 and 10).

The second student-level component is student expess, realized by both
academic and social engagement. The closest nesagiustudent experiences involving
academic experiences afforded by the availablewdate the portfolio questions.
Students recorded the number of years they haddegiptwriting and mathematics
portfolios. The other part of the student expesganconstruct, social engagement, had no
measures in the data sources available for thiystu

The third student-level component, student outcometuded two components.
Mobility was the first outcome, with students cified as mobile or stable. Test scores
are the other student outcome, operationalized twithsets of performance scores for
the two content areas, English language arts, athlematics. NSRE Stanford-9 scaled

scores and total performance provided complemengatyscores?

2 student eligibility for free or reduced lunch pram participation is a widely used proxy measure to
indicate a student’s family socioeconomic statosfa secondary database when parental intervieav dat
are unavailable.

3 These two sets of test scores provide continundsategorical measurement scales, useful forrdiffe
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School-level components in Table 2 parallel thelsit-level components, as
illustrated in Figure 1. First, school inputs undé measures of composition and
resources. Student composition variables includecaggregated from the individual
students. The first composition variable represgithe percent of students participating
in free or reduced price lunch at school. The séammposition variable represented the
percent of students with a Section 504 plan, atesits with a plan who received services
under Act 230/157.

In addition to two student composition measuresi,gtwere three school
composition measures taken from the Vermont ScReplort Card, described in the
research materials section. The first attributs fmae and reduced lunch (percent). The
second attribute was poverty rate (percent), feitélvn where the school is located. The
third measure was special education (percent).

The second school-level component is school preses$his part of the
conceptual framework was the most difficult to @demalize. Several measures similar
to those used in the California student mobilitydst were included in a new Educator
Census, conducted by DOE in 2003. However, theasted data was unavailable for
this study due to quality and timing issues.

The third school-level component is school outpuit two outputs listed,
mobility rates, and test scores. Mobility ratesstfe Vermont study included school in-

mobility and stability. The final school outputionded four school-level test scores,

types of analyses. The scaled score, is apptegdelongitudinal analysis of groups, while the
performance standard is useful only for cross-seatianalysis requiring a dichotomous measure.
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averaged. Two test scores included mean NSRE@thAfEnglish Language Arts and
Mathematics scaled scores. Two additional tesesancluded percent that met the
overall standard for total performance in Engleshduage arts and mathematics.

The final component in the conceptual framewordtiactural characteristics.
According to the model identified by Rumbergerle(Rumberger et al., 1999;
Rumberger & Palardy, 2005; Rumberger & Thomas, 2080uctural characteristics
include school control (public or private), locatifurban or rural), and size. The control
characteristic was not applicable to the Vermamdgsince the school population
included 301 public schools, and six Vermont appcovmdependent schools attended by
publicly funded students. Location, operationalibg the NCES locale indicator for
location of a school relative to populous area, thasonly structural variable used. Size
of school, although available from the School Re@ard, or by aggregating census
records, was not included for several reasonsiagt not significant in the California
student mobility study (Rumberger et al.). In diddi, Winokur (2004) reported that
class size, rather than school size is a powerdiptor in school effects. Finally,
criteria for school size in the Vermont context mall have different implications than
school size criteria in urban areas. According former DOE analyst, deciding what
constitutes small, medium, and large was morehart science, and his determination
was driven by and differed for grades 4, 8, an@J1@errara, personal communication,

October 30, 2003).
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Table 2 Relationships Between Conceptual Framework and Cgiemal Definitions

Level Conceptual Framework

Operational Definition

|. Student
Student Background
* Demographics

® Family Background
® Educational Services

® Academic Background

Student Experiences
® Academic engagement

® Social engagement

Student Qutcomes
* Mobility
® Test scores

Il. School

School Inputs
e Student Composition

® School Composition

® Resources

School Processes
® |nstructional Practices
® Climate
® Decision making

School Outputs
* Mobility rates
® Test scores

Structural Characteristics
* Size
® Location (sub/rural)
® Control (public/private)

Gender

Ethnicity

SES Proxy: Free/reduced lunch

Has a Section 504 plan or a plan and is
receiving services under Act 230/157

Prior NSRE test scores (cohorts only)

Proxy: Writing portfolio for 0-5 years
Proxy: Mathematics portfolio for 0-5 years
No measure available

Mobile, stable
English language arts scores (scaled & total)
Mathematics test scores (scalesd & total)

Percent free/reduced lunch participation
Percent with Section 504 plan or a plan and
receiving services under Act 230/157

Free and reduced lunch (percent)
Poverty rate (percent)
Special education (percent)

Pupil/teacher ratio
Instructional coordinators and supervisors

No measure available
No measure available
No measure available

In-mobility & stability rates
Average test scores

Did not use
NCES locale indicator
Not applicable - all public
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Thus, the conceptual framework that guided the \dertnstudent mobility study,
adapted from the California student mobility studgt only linked to theoretical and
empirical literature, but also guided selectioma&asures to operationalize the
components. Five sources of research data, the &iQdent Census, Vermont NSRE
performance tests, Opportunity to Learn Survey et School Report Card, and
NCES Vermont School file, provided operational diéfons of most constructs in the
conceptual framework. The operationalized meastwgsther with the three basic
research questions and conceptual framework, imfe@ programming and management
for the development of research files, as desciiibéidle next section.

Sample Monitoring, Representativeness, and Attritia

Procedures for sample development and monitorirrg wignilar to those
typically used in a retrospective epidemiologiadstu The study sample included all
available records and did not employ statisticedf@ang procedures. However, to
address whether final research files would adetuegpresent the population of
Vermont students, data management procedures attlmbnitoring file merges.
Tracking records at each of the file merges pravidevay to monitor potential attrition
over the five-year period. The next section déssithese pre-analysis procedures.

Appendices A and B depict the student-level datmces that provided the
student-level samples for the entire project periStudent records from two divisions in
the Department of Education (DOE) provided admiatste and assessment files to use

in the development of research files. Adminisuatiecords included the Student Census
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and Demographic Update, an annual data collecéipresenting all Vermont public
school students and publicly funded students aittgnddependent schools. These
administrative files included records for studantgrades 1 through 12. Assessment
records included test results from annual springddrdized tests administered to
students in grades 4, 8, and 10 statewide.

The best approaches for addressing the researshanginvolved using the
administrative and assessment data in two diffenans. First, to develop systemwide
mobility incidence tracking all students enteringntinuing, or exiting the system,
required analyzing students in grades 1 througlvdgitudinally for sets of adjacent
years. To study the impact of mobility using testformance information required
construction of research files that merged censdgarformance records for grades 4, 8,
and 10.

Construction of the multi-source research fileguieed complex data
management and statistical programming. Appendicasd B illustrate the data sources
and several system changes that affected datastemsy for longitudinal research
purposes. Together, these appendices depict wke dhta sources for basic mobility
incidence calculations, and for evaluation of thpact using performance data. The
diagrams of data sources show how cross-sectioadyss files for addressing questions
about students for specific years, and longitudites for cohorts of the same students

over time require different procedures.
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Appendix A, “Vermont Student Mobility Study: DaSources for System-wide
Mobility Incidence Statistics,” illustrates yeagsades, and administrative issues
affecting data decisions with census records. @edata for school year 1999-2000, the
first student census collection year, used cdagsahanged the following year, and did
not include first grade data. The census dateisyshanged in 2003 due to NCLBA
regulations, so comparable codes ere availablenfigra few measures. Thus, three
school years, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, and 2003-200@¥jded consistent student
demographic and educational services data for graderough 12, that became the basis
for mobility incidence computation.

Appendix B, “Vermont Student Mobility Study: Da$murces for Student
Cohorts,” diagrams linkage of census and perforraatata for different cohort groups
tested at grades 4, 8 and 10. The five-year petpglied enough data to analyze two
student cohorts for grades 4 to 8, the first cofmrschool years 1999-2003, and the
second cohort for school years 2000-2004. Forraitielents, the five-year period
provided four student cohorts for grades 8 to 9912001, 2000-2002, 2001-2002, and
2002-2003.

To check potential bias, particularly with liketss of information for mobile
students, file merges saved records that did nofjengcross years at each potential
match. This constituted a way to check retrospelstj for sample representativeness
and attrition. Checks for student cohorts devaldpem the census and performance

files began with students who tested in the spoint©999 during grade 4 or grade 8.
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As illustrated in Appendix B, tracking included ges of the grade 4 spring test
records with the October 1 count census record999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, and
follow-up merges with grade 8 tests in spring 2008is group of students comprised the
first cohort of students tested in grades 4 arah8,tracked for school changes between
tests. Similarly, the second set of grade 4 tésis) spring 2000, merged with October 1
count census records in 2000, 2001, 2002, and 20@Bmerged with Grade 8 test
records spring 2004. This group comprised therscohort of students tested in grades
4 and 8. Using similar procedures, four cohortstoflents tested in spring of grades 8
and 10, and merged with fall census records duiiages 9 and 10, developed from the
1999-2004 data sources. Chapter 4 describessedilie merges, and Appendix R
summarizes completion and attrition at each mecgeraing to cohort grade and year.

In addition to separate systems for administradive assessment data, the
assessment files were separated according to ¢dmtgrear. The English language arts,
mathematics, and Opportunity to Learn files anduduentation were inconsistent from
year to year, and required careful screening irsitanting analysis information
comparable across study years.

Student records formed the basis for several $dumext variables created by
aggregating student records to the school leveho8 file construction, in addition to
obtaining aggregated student information, mergaddelevel information from two data

sources, the Vermont School Report, and NCES sdh@olDue to time and resource
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constraints, geographic mapping using NCES codeaatihappen. When comparable

research files were ready, the computation of ntgbiicidence commenced.
Research Methods

Approach and Overview

The conceptual framework, research literature arebequestions, and research
materials available guided the analysis phasesadticess the first research question, the
first phase of analysis computed incidence stasisin-mobility, and stability. The goal
of this phase was to compute and depict mobilitjdence at the school level.

To address the second research question, thedspbase of analysis focused on
evaluating the impact of mobility according to sm#mographic characteristics,
educational classifications, and educational peréorce. The purpose of this phase was
to describe the impact of mobility at the schoskleaccording to these characteristics.

To address the third research question, the fihege used a step-up strategy
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to develop promising itextel models with student-level
and school-level characteristics. The goal of thiglel development and testing phase
was to explain variation in mobility attributable tudents and schools in a multilevel
analysis that could potentially account for othedated characteristics.

Research Question 1: Incidence of Mobility

To address the first research question, “Whdtadncidence of mobility among

Vermont students and schools?” the study computathlementary statistics

representing (a) student movement into a schodl(lBncontinuous student enrollment
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in a school. The first mobility statistic, thisidy calculated wam-mobility (also known
as in-migration) to provide information about hawdents entering a school affect
mobility incidence.

Most students transfer into a new school at tiygnioéng of the school year. The
new transfer students influence thenobility rate, which captures movement into a
school. Transfer students may come from (a) anaitteool in the same district, (a) a
different Vermont district, or (c) outside Vermorifransfers that were promotional
within a district were not included in the mobikeliool change) count. Transfers from
another Vermont district or another state wereuidet! in the mobility count.

The second mobility statististability, complements the characterization of
student movement in or out of a school. For on@alcyear to a second, using the DOE
student census October 1 count, transfer studadtssturning students, counted mobile
and stable, respectively became the basis for ées incidence rates.

Research Question 2: Impact of Mobility

Examination of the impact of mobility addresseeésjions about how the
incidence of mobility varies according to charaistes of students and schools, how
incidence of mobility varies according to acadep®cformance outcomes associated
with students, and schools, and whether mobilitjdence varies according to school
location relative to populous areas as defined $ydgnsus Bureau and NCES.

Analysis of mobility incidence broadened to evéduigssimpact(or

consequences) by examining how these rates vaoydieg to various characteristics.
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Student characteristics, described earlier in éisearch materials section, included
sociodemographic measures, educational classditgtand performance outcomes
recorded in the administrative and assessment files

Sociodemographic measures included age, gentleicigy, race, grade, and
district of residence. Service status classifarggiinclude: (a) student eligibility for
services under Section 504 or Act 230/157; (beTitreading, mathematics, or other
services; and (c) limited proficiency with Englisfihe socioeconomic status
determination reflected student participation &efor reduced lunch.

The student performance measures included NSREévtettics and English
Language Arts scale scores for grades 4, 8, andiHasures also included total
performance for mathematics and English languatge rarcorded in two categories, not
meeting versus meeting or exceeding the standénd.two-category variable was useful
in working with other dichotomous variables in #realyses.

Relationships between mobility rates and studeatacteristics, evaluated with
crosstabulations and odds ratios, checked assmtsdbetween pairs of characteristics.
The goal in examining bivariate relationships waglentify characteristics having
strong statistical associations with mobility ragesl the achievement scores. The
bivariate measures included two-way tables withsa@dios and associated confidence
intervals in a manner analogous to use of the oalils for risk factor screening in the
health services sector (Fisher & Van Belle, 1998pdivard, 1999). The method is a

standard procedure for retrospective clinical, ai as epidemiological, studies with low
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disease incidence. Characteristics with strontistitaal associations became candidates
for further statistical examination. Data manageinstatistical programming, and most
statistical analysis were with Statistical AnalySigsstem (SAS) software (SAS Institute
Inc, 1990), with occasional use of. SYSTAT (SPSS 1999).
Research Question 3: Multilevel Perspectives

Mobility incidence included two components, in-rility and stability rates.
Analyses of mobility impact examined mobility ineitce according to
sociodemographic characteristics, educationalifileessons, and educational
performance, and identified characteristics hasgiingng bivariate statistical associations.
The impact analyses focused on grades 4, 8, afar 5@hool year 2002-2003 after (a)
ascertaining the comparability of data across tadgacent school years, and (b)
selecting the most recent school year with compttdent demographic information.

This section describes incorporation of studemtlleharacteristics having strong
associations from the previous analysis phasettieg®ith school-level measures, using
multilevel analyse¥' The first set of analyses planned examinatiostwdent
achievement as a function of student mobility atieostudent characteristics, and
school-level factors, in a series of multilevel lgsas. The second set of analyses

planned to examine student mobility according tmleht characteristics and school

¥ This part of the analytical plan was similar tatthonducted by Rumberger, et al., in the Californi
student mobility study (1999) as described in thaaw of empirical researcMultilevel Student, School,
and Community Resear¢pages 50-51). They estimated the effects ofestiuchobility as well as school
or compositional effects of student mobility onttesores. Similarly, they estimated variabilitysitudent
mobility attributable to student characteristicsl attributable to school-related factors.
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factors to find out how much variation in mobilitytes is attributable to the student
characteristics, and how much is due to schoote@ltactors. The remainder of this
section describes: (a) statistical methodologyafmlyzing achievement scores in words
and equations, (b) statistical methodology for yriaty mobility in words and equations,
and (c) statistical considerations for small school

Achievement AnalysesThe achievement test scores, with associated
distributional properties, determined selectiothaf appropriate hierarchical procedure.
This paragraph describes the distributional assiompaind analytical steps in words, and
equations follow in the next paragraph. Since Bhdhnguage arts and mathematics
scale scores are continuous and approximately rigrdistributed, the appropriate
multilevel analytical procedure to usehigrarchical linearmodeling (HLM). The HLM
uses the hierarchical structure of the data to wchighear regression analyses. The first
level regression analysis is for the student datd,the second level regression analysis
is for the school level data. At the student lef@l one student characteristic, for
example, X = socioeconomic statusthin each school, student achievement Y is
regressed on student background characteristicdcmoeconomic status. The linear
regression uses all the student test scores fgrdue level and content area to estimate
school achievement from student socioeconomic Statiln two regression parameter
estimates, the interceof and slopeff1). At the school level, the parameter estimates
from the student levePg andp,), also known astructural parameters, become the

outcome variables, which the schools variablesnegg. At both levels, there are several
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decisions to make about variation (componentd)@émheasures, including whether
variation seems to be fixed or random. The comptest outlined comprise the basic
procedure for each student background characteristi

The basic equations for a two-level HLM, usingdstot characteristics and school
measures, follow (Hox, 2002; Raudenbush & Bryk,200As stated above, the first
level of analysis is the student levelThe student level model represents the
achievement outcome,jYfor student i in school @s a function of p student
(background) characteristics, and random erforBackground characteristics for the
current study included student demographics, edutservices, portfolio usage,
mobility, and prior achievement (for cohorts).

A basic student level equation is

Yi = Boj + ByXaj + BaXaij+ ..o+ BoiXpij + .
TheBy; regression coefficients are structural relatiotsuoring within school j that
indicate the school’'s achievement distribution wihard to the student characteristics
Xpij. The technique allows structural relatiffagintercepts and slopes) to vary across
schools, and tests the effects statistically.
A second level “between school” equation represgrtie variability in each of the

structural parametery;, as a function of the school level variables,; &dd random

error ; is written as

Bei = Ypo + YorWaj + YpoWoj+ ..+ VoW + Wy,

Bt is also known as the “within student” or “withiinit” or “Level-1” model.
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Theyyk coefficients represent the effects of the schoolllgaeiables, Wy, on the
structural relationBy; within school j. Thus, thgs are the “effects” of the school-level
characteristics on the achievement test distribstigithin the schools.

Mobility Analyses. A second set of analyses involved mobility asdépendent
(outcome) measure, and used the multilevel analytichnique to examine how much
variation in mobility rates is attributable to teteident characteristics, and how much is
due to school related factors. The measuremetd fwamobility is binary
(dichotomous), with students coded as mobile distior the school yedf. The
appropriate hierarchical technique for analyzintaby data is a hierarchical generalized
linear model (HGLM) procedure (Raudenbush & Bry802; Raudenbush, Bryk,
Cheong, & Congdon, 2001). The level-1 model rezpigpecification of a sampling
model, link function, and structural model. The gting model is a Bernoulli model,

Prob(Yj = 1|B)) = @;,
with link function
ni = log [@ /(1 —-@; )],
and level-1 structural model for covariatgs X
Nij = Boj + BojXuij + BoXaij+ ... + BpiXpij.
In words,n; corresponds to logits (log-odds), and expcorresponds to the relative

odds for a mobile student relative to a stableestid

18 Coding for the student cohorts was similar. far ¢ohorts, students who changed schools one @& mor
times during the cohort interval were analyzed tioge due to sample size requirements in using
hierarchical modeling analytical procedures.

87



The level-2 school model has the same form agek2HLM, with a “between
school” equation representing the variability ircleaf the structural parametdig as a
function of the school level variables,Mind random errorpp

Bri = Yoo + YpaWaj +Yp2Waj+ ..+ YWy + W

Theypk coefficients represent the effects of the schoatlleariables W on the
structural relationB; within school j. The modeling steps followed bagigdelines
outlined in several multilevel analysis textbookattfocus on educational policy
applications (Heck, 2004; Hox, 2002; RaudenbushrgkB2002). The hierarchical
analyses were performed using Hierarchical LineadrMonlinear Modeling software
(Raudenbush et al., 2001). The modeling stepsrfty of student-level and school-level
variables corresponded to the conceptual modebthided the current study, and to the
analysis components reported by Rumberger, €1299).

After completing the unconditional (null) modeldauge the magnitude of
variation in student mobility between schools, withexplanatory variables at either
level, the modeling steps proceeded as followsst,Rhe student-level measures were
entered, to control for the variation in studertkgaound characteristics. Second, the
school-level composition variables (individual stativariables aggregated to the school
level) were included in the analysis. Third, thbhaol-level process and resource
variables were included in the analysis. Eaclefdteps above included computation of
the explained variation in mobility, relative tcetinconditional (null) model, as the ratio

of the student-level (residual) variance comportihe step to the student-level
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(residual) variance for the unconditional (null)aed Thus, computing explained
variation of the set of measures at each mode] sdgiive to the unconditional (null)
model, yielded estimates of variation in mobilityributable to each set of student and
school characteristics.

Sample Considerations for Small Schools

Some schools in Vermont have small numbers okestisitaking tests for a
particular grade level, and small numbers of teatsbe problematic statistically in
developing good models. This section explaingiaé statistical criteria, necessary to
address in building a good model that is statiyicmund, and represents most or all
schools. Combining cohorts across years for gr@dbsough 10 was one strategy to
increase sample size used in an early HLM studg @ &ryk, 1989), and the Vermont
study employed this strategy as well. A secoratstyy was to group extremely small
schools together geographically, using the five D®gions for supervisory unions and
districts.

Preparing for the hierarchical analyses includgshsate checks for all of the
analysis groups. Checks for grades 4, 8, and 18 separate for the in-depth 2002-2003
school year analyses. Checks for the cohortsvieltbrecord matching for the second
test to determine adequacy of sample size for stadested at both points, either grade 4

and grade 8, or grade 8 and grade 10. Schooldegsithan 18-20 students who took
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tests at any of the three grade levels combineld @ttier small schools in the region of
their district membership.

Three statistical reasons for grouping small nuis\bdue to statistical criteria
recommended for small samples (schools with smatilvers of student tests) follow.
For the multilevel analyses, the first and mostentgnt consideration regarding small
numbers relates to numbergybups(schools) in an analysis. Conservative criteria
recommends 100 groups or more (schools) for arysisdiGreen, 1991, and Van der
Leeden, et al., 1997, as cited in Hox, 2002, p- 42)e last row in Table 2 presents the
total number of school groups from 2003 NSRE matiters testing in Vermont. The
number of schools is 245 for grade 4, 161 for g&dend 97 for grade 10. Thus, there
were enough school groups to satisfy conservatingegjines for group level sample size.

In addition to having enough school groups foaaalysis, the second
requirement for using the hierarchical methodssiidicient number of studentgithin a
school and grade levébr reliable results. Very little research ingfairea is available
currently, however, some preliminary simulationei@sh indicates a group size of about
20 should be adequate, and a few groups of lesssika 20 are acceptable (J. Hox,
personal communication, June 26, 2003). This stisgyl these informal guidelines to

check the number of Vermont school groups withelosthe recommended 20, say 15-

Y The five superintendent regions identified in t#©2-2004 Vermont Education Directory are
Champlain Valley, Northeast, Winooski Valley, Souést, and Southeast.
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19 students, and the number of much smaller saroaips, or 1-14 students. Table 3
summarizes this approach for grades 4, 8, and 10.

Table 3, column 1 “number of student tests” shttwse group sizes for the 2003
mathematics tests: 1-14, 15-19, and 20 or moresh@svn at the end of the first row of
data, overall, 35% of school test groups had 1tddemts. This indicated a strong need
for geographic grouping into the administrativeioag to retain small schools in the

grade level analyses.

Table 3 School Groups by Grade Level on NSRE Mathematicst§e2003

Number of School Groups,1 NSRE Mathematics, 2003
Statistical Screening for Small Numbers
Number Elementary Middle High Total
of Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
Student
Tests® | Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
1-14 96 39% 51 32% 30 31% 177 35%
15 -19 29 12% 17 11% 1 1% 47 9%
20+ 120 49% 93 58% 66 68% 279 55%
245 100% 161 100% 97 100% 503 100%

1-14:
15-19:

20+:

! School groups formed according to number of student tests at each testing level within school.
2 Grade-level groups: formed according to the following criteria:

too few students within school and grade level for good multilevel analysis;
borderline number of students within school and grade level for good multilevel analysis;
inclusion in multilevel analysis dependent on total number of groups in this size range;

adequate number in group for any multilevel analysis.

A third consideration is the number of variabletha student and school levels of

analysis. Linear regression analysis requiresast|10 cases (students) for each
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independent variable in an equation when conduetiradyses based upon a conceptual
model. Guidelines for the number of variablesaahelevel are not straightforward.
However, the combination of sample size, numbemdits, and number of variables
taken together became considerations for the el building analyses in the current

study.

Summary

Analyses of student mobility, guided by a concaptoodel linked to the
theoretical and empirical research literature, exqul student and school characteristics
associated with student mobility, and with academeicievement. Student data sources
included Vermont Department of Education stand@&dizchievement tests, NSRE
English Language Arts and Mathematics, as weltidesit census records, 1999-2004.
School data sources included the Vermont SchoobRé&}ard and NCES Vermont
school data. Pre-analysis of the data includeensskte data management and statistical
programming to prepare the longitudinal reseaiels find check sample attrition over
time. The first research question, “What is th@dance of mobility?” was answered by
computing two incidence rates, in-mobility and digh using DOE student census
records. The second research question, “Whaeigipact of mobility, i.e., how does
the incidence of mobility vary according to educaéil correlates?” was addressed by
varying incidence according to sociodemographicsuess, educational classifications,
and performance outcomes. The third researchiqne$tVhat do multilevel analytical
models reveal about variation in performance andilityy from student and school
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perspectives?” used a step-up strategy approaebult® from the incidence and impact
analyses became components in attempting to deti@ogrchical models of mobility
and performance with student characteristics ahdadactors incorporated into a

multilevel framework.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The last chapter presented the methodology this/stsed, based on a
conceptual model linked to empirical and theoréfiterature. This chapter reports the
results in the same order as the research questimhanalysis plan. Section 1 addresses
the first research question, “What is the incidenfomobility among Vermont students
and schools?” This first section describes devekap of basic mobility incidence
tables, presents statewide mobility incidence hggt$, and references six appendices
containing school-level incidence statistics fdnea years 2001-2004. The incidence
statistics and tables provide the information basis which the investigation of
mobility impact unfolds.

Section 2 addresses the second research quégtibat is the impact (or
consequence) of mobility, i.e., how does the inot#e(or consequence) of mobility vary
according to educational correlates for studentssghools? Is there a geographic
pattern to the variation?” To address the imp&ahability empirically, using
operational definitions of the conceptual framewooknponents, this section begins with
coding considerations of some data element andehd to produce clear analytical
results. Next, the story of mobility expands wittle examination of impact among
associated sociodemographic, educational senaoesgeographic characteristics. The
third part references briefly additional schooldeimpact appendices showing bivariate
relationships between incidence and educationatlates. The fourth part includes

bivariate analyses of mobility and educational grenfance, followed by educational risk
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factor assessments, and concludes with multivac@ateparisons of the mobility risk
factors. The fifth part analyzes cohort mobilideacademic achievement for two sets of
cohorts, tested at grades 4 and 8, and grades Bland

Section 3 addresses the third research quesiidnat' do multilevel analytical
models reveal about variation in performance andtilityy from student and school
perspectives, that may be useful for educationidypand practice? This section uses
multilevel analysis to examine student-level antbst-level educational correlates of
mobility. Throughout the chapter, analyses additessesearch questions by comparing
mobile and stable students across grade levelsahd10.

Research Question 1: Incidence of Mobility

This section first describes mobility incidence $tudents in grades 1-12 for three
consecutive school years. Second, in-migrati®yally depicted in Figure 2, “In-
mobility rates for Vermont Public Schools, 2002-200ndicates surprisingly high
incidence in many schools. The third part is adssismmary of incidence from
Appendices C through H, the school-level mobilaples that provide more detailed
information for individual schools.
Incidence Highlights

The first research question asked, “What isitie&e nceof mobility among
Vermont students and schools?” This study compurelility incidence, as depicted by
in-mobility and stability counts and rates, for dga 1-12 statewide for school years

2001-2002, 2002-2003, and 2003-2004 from DepartmieBtucation student census
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records. Mobility calculated from census recomtsefach of the three school years
represented nearly 15,000 students annually, edroll grades 1-12, attending 306
schools. The 306 schools included 300 public ssharod six Vermont approved
independent schools attended by publicly fundedestts.

Table 4, “Statewide In-mobility, grades 1-12, Sdhvears 2001-2004,”

summarizes statewide in-mobility across grade sef@l each of the school years.

Table 4 Statewide In-mobility of Vermont Public School Stents Enrolled in Grades
1-12, School Years 2001-2004

2001 - 2002 2002 - 2003 2003 - 2004
Number of Number of Number of

Grade Students  Percent Students  Percent Students  Percent
1 5,931 39.7 5,706 39.8 5,803 40.2
2 771 5.2 671 4.7 769 53
3 1,201 8.0 1,218 8.5 1,185 8.2
4 893 6.0 837 5.8 776 5.4
5 785 53 747 5.2 712 4.9
6 779 5.2 791 55 734 51
7 871 5.8 779 5.4 877 6.1
8 655 4.4 655 4.6 681 4.7
9 1,370 9.2 1,396 9.7 1,267 8.8
10 677 4.5 638 4.4 661 4.6
11 546 3.7 501 35 540 3.7
12 470 3.1 410 2.9 433 3.0
Total 14,949 100.0 14,349 100.0 14,438 100.0
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Looking down the percent columns, it is apparefhwbility was similar for the three
school years. It was close to 40% at entry togdgdut quickly dropped to 5% for
grade 2 and increased to 8% for grade 3. It tleefirced gradually until grade 9, when it
increased to about 9%. In-mobility then decredsethe remainder of high school to
about 3% in grade 12.

Thus, in Table 4, the three grades with higheshability were grades 1, 3, and
9. The high in-mobility for grades 1 and 9, cop@sding to elementary and high school
entry for many students seems reasonable; howtnerather high in-mobility for grade
3 warranted further investigation. Vermont scharganization by grade has many
patterns, however a look at the distribution ofcgdh by grades serviced indicated that
only three schools begin with grade 3. This seeametual, however grouping schools
according to beginning grade and looking at desegstatistics explained the anomaly.
While only three schools in the state begin at gradhe average enroliment for these
schools in school year 2002-2003 was 604, toppadmnhigh school enrollments,
which averaged 805.

Due to the similarity of incidence and pattern®asithe school years and grade
levels, it is reasonable to choose one represeatatiar for in-depth examination of the
mobility questions. Two reasons suggested choagihgol year 2002-2003. As shown
in Appendix A, the DOE census collection rules aehfall 2003 to comply with No

Child Left Behind (NCLBA) data collection requirents. Changing to the new data
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system meant that some of the earlier data elem@&rts no longer comparable.

Choosing an earlier year would have increasedat¢itne for reporting, so the choice

In-mobility Rate
Interval Number of Schools
35.0-650 [ ]
30.0-34.9 :|
250-209 | |
200-249 | |
150-199 | |
100-149 | |
50-99 | |
0.0- 4.9 ]
0 25 50 75
In-Mobility Number of Percent Cumulative for
Rate (Percent) Schools of Schools Rate Interval or Higher
Interval Number Percent
0.0- 4.9 5 1.6 306 100.0
5.0- 9.9 47 15.4 301 98.4
10.0-14.9 36 11.8 254 83.0
15.0-19.9 64 20.9 218 71.2
20.0-24.9 62 20.3 154 50.3
25.0-29.9 66 21.6 92 30.1
30.0-34.9 16 5.2 26 8.5
35.0-65.0 10 3.3 10 3.3
306 100.00

Figure 2 In-mobility rates for Vermont Public Schools, 20@-2003
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was school year 2002-2003, the most recent yeardeinographic information in a
format consistent with the two prior school years.

A visual snapshot of the magnitude of schools erpemng very high in-mobility,
captured in Figure 2, “In-mobility rates for Vermdpublic Schools, 2002-2003,” reveals
one of the most surprising findings from this studihile the incidence rates indicate
that in-migration was nearly 20% on average, aB& of the schoolexperienced
considerably higher rates In fact, during school year 2002-2003, in-migmatwas: (a)
25% or higher for 92 schools, (b) 30% or higherZ6rschools, and (c) 35% or higher for
10 schools.

Incidence Appendices C through H

The school-level mobility tables revealed widesgreariation in student patterns
of entry and transfer, as well as continuous emratit, in schools throughout the state for
the three school years 2001-2004. For each sgiean] Appendices C through H list
two tables; the first table lists incidence in ctsymnd the second table lists incidence in
percent.

For example, Appendix C, “Vermont Public Schootslividual School In-
mobility and Stability Counts, 2001-2002,” presenfermation for each school as
follows. Column 1 lists school names; column 2rds the number of students who are
new to the Vermont school system for the Octobeount; column 3 shows the number
of new transfer students; column 4 records the rurabcontinuing students; and

column 5 gives the total number of students erdaliethe school.
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The last row in the table shows the statewide fotaB00 Vermont public schools
and six Vermont approved independent schools attébgt publicly funded studerifs
In-mobility statewide included 11,336 students wiaye new to the system, and 3,613
students who transferred within the system. Teasstonsisted of students who made
non-promotional school changes within a schoorkidisbr to another district in Vermont.
The statewide total of 11,336 new students and33y@hsfer students equals 14,949, the
total number of students statewide for school Y€8x1-2002 in Table 4.

Appendix D presents the same information in ronceets, which are incidence
rates for each school in this table. Visual insipecof the two in-mobility columns
reveals widespread variation in the rates. Thevatiation becomes apparent when
observing the last row, which lists the statewidecpnt. At the beginning of school year
2001-2002, in-mobility was 16.5% for the statewsgstem. The statewide in-mobility
rate of 16.5% consisted of 12.5% of students whieewew to the system and 4.0% of
students who transferred between schools in thtersysStudents who continued in the
same school or school district for customary grardenotions comprised 83.5% of
students statewide.

Thus, basic in-mobility includes students new ® slgstem and students
transferring within the system for non-promotioredsons, known as mobile students in
this study. Stability, the complement of in-madilincludes students remaining in the

same school or district for customary grade proometknown as stable students in this

'8 The 300 Vermont public schools and six Vermontrapgd independent schools attended by publicly
funded students comprise the statewide public d&ystem in the remaining narrative.

100



study. A better understanding of mobility and 8isfdevelops by examining how these
phenomena relate to other student characteristats &s gender or socioeconomic status
or educational performance. These characteristE®ducational correlates of mobility
and they help to elucidate the story or impact obility in the next section.

Research Question 2: Impact of Mobility

The second research question asked, “What is thedhfor consequence) of
mobility, i.e., how does the incidence (or consemeg of mobility vary according to
educational correlates for students and schoddRele a geographic pattern to the
variation?” Examination of the impact of mobiliagldressed questions about (a) how the
incidence of mobility varies according to charaistes of students and schools, (b) how
incidence of mobility varies according to acadep®cformance outcomes associated
with students, and schools, and (c) whether mgbilitidence varies according to school
location relative to populous areas as defined G¥S.

The impact examination presents how mobility ircice varies according to the
sociodemographic and educational characterisiicshelp elucidate the impact of
incidence and interrelationships among characiesjshs well as to conduct an
interpretable and reliable examination of inciderszene of the data elements were

combined, as described in the next section.
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Code Considerations

This section describes several original and altermersions of data elements
used in the mobility study after initial screeningwas necessary to create dichotomous
versions of data elements with 5-8 categories figr legal, and two statistical reasons.
Examination of inter-relationships among varialilegond the first bivariate associations
quickly produces very small or empty cells, withtpens that are difficult to interpret.

There are three reasons to avoid small or empity. cEirst, to ensure anonymity
of schoolchildren, the legal agreement for usdefdata specified that no cells could be
smaller than 10 at the school level. Second,stal requirements for multiway tables
are that expected cell frequencies for all two-@wagociations are greater than one, and
that no more than 20% are less than five (Tabakh&i€idell, 1989). Third,
interpretations of results quickly become difficwith many cells, so a good rule of
thumb analytically is to achieve a set of cellg thgarsimonious without masking
important relationships.

The data elements with more than two categorigsded ethnicity, portfolio use,
the combination of Section 504 and Act 230/157allecand cohort mobility. Checks of
the distributions for each of these data elememnticated small or zero cell sizes for the
original scale. Cell definitions for each new delament follow.

Ethnicity is a data element with six categorig&he distribution for school year
2002-2004 was American Indian or Alaskan Nativ®$@6), Asian (1.4%), African-

American (1.25%), Hawaiian or Pacific Islander @34), Hispanic-Latino (0.74%), and
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White (95.86%). The only possibility for creatiaglichotomous variable for ethnicity
was to combine all ethnicity categories into ontegary, and white into the other
category.

The number of years a student kept writing or maidtics portfolios ranged
between zero and five. Distributional checks fathbgortfolio variables with the
performance distributions and original mobility odsias dependent variables suggested
a natural dichotomy, 0 to 1 year and 2 to 5 yedtsus, the two-category writing and
mathematics portfolio variables represent O ordr yersus 2 through 5 years for
subsequent analyses.

The related educational service designations &e&04 and Act 230/157,
described in detail in Chapter 3, became one damaeat with the name Plan 504. Each
element originally had two categories, yes, and ioe combined variable Plan 504 has
two categories as well. One category represeistsoyeither Section 504 or Act230/157
or both. The other category represents no on both.

The count of school changes for cohort mobilituldde potentially O through 5
for the grade 4 to grade 8 cohorts, and it coul@ beough 3 for the grade 8 to grade 10
cohorts. Initial screening of the mobility coubig school revealed that about 10% of
students overall had one or more school changesgdiire years tracked. Many
numbers were so sparse when tabulated at the detveglthat not combining school
changes into one category would not only violateldgal data agreement, but also

produce many expect cell counts to small to analgiiably.
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The final variable with multiple categories iséde. This indicator, obtained
from the US Census Bureau and used with the NCB&cmchool files for each state,
generated substantial interest due to geograpbatitm as a potential explanatory
variable. Discussion ensued about the possibégoatal reductions for analysis.
Although locale has eight potential categorfes/ermont school locations correspond to
five categories. As Figure 3 shows, two-third¥efmont’s schools meet the criteria for
category 7. The full definition for category 7 iRural, outside core based statistical
area (CBSA) — any incorporated place, Census dagdrplace, or non-place territory
not within a CBSA or consolidated statistical af€&A) of a large or mid-size city and
defined as rural by the Census Bureau” (J. Naumsop@l communication, July 12,
2004). As the table shows, only 18 schools (5.8fé)more rural. Combining the last
two categories into one category yields a categitty over 70% of the most rural
schools in Vermont. A careful look at categorighrbugh 6 indicates Vermont has no
schools near a large city, only 10 (3.3%) schoebs m mid-size city of less than 250,000
residents, and 23 schools (7.5%) near the urbagdrof a mid-size city. Combining
these would produce a category with nearly 11%¢bbsls. The remaining 51 schools
(16.7%) are located near small towns with 2,5025@00 residents. A variable
distributed as 10.8%, 16.7%, and 72.5 has two oait=gjthat quickly become
problematic statistically when cross-classifiedhanother variable. Thus, the most

practical (or least undesirable) dichotomy resinlism combining categories 1 through 6,

¥ See Chapter 3, Table 1, for full descriptionshef éight categories.
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Distribution of School in Vermont Mobility Study According
to US Census-NCES Locale
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250T < 250T large  mid-size 25T 2.5T - CBSA CBSA
city city 25T
US Census - NCES Locale Indicator
Locale Original Values New Values
Code Designations* Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
1 Large city, > 250T 0 0.0
2 Mid-size city, < 250T 10 3.3
3 Urban fringe, large city 0 0.0
4 Urban fringe, mid-size city 23 7.5
5 Large town, >25T 0 0.0
6 Small town, 2.5T - 25T 51 16.7
Less rural: codes 1-6 84 27.5
7 Rural, outside CBSA 204 66.7
8 Rural, inside CBSA 18 5.9
More rural: codes 7-8 222 72.6
Total 306 100.0 306 100.0

* Complete Census-NCES definitions are in Chapter 3, Table 1.

Figure 3 Distribution of Vermont Schools According to US @nsus Locale Indicator
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and 7 through 8, to produce a variable a nearly-30% split which is considered
“borderline” problematic statistically.
Impact in the Schools

Thus, as described above, to evaluate the impawaobility empirically, some
data reduction for elements with multiple categorie@s necessary in order to produce
clear analytical results and adequate cell sizest#distical and legal reasons. The data
elements combined to produce dichotomous variatéee ethnicity, Section 504
components, cohort mobility counts, portfolio usagé school locale. Next, the
description of mobility’s impact in the schools frhool year 2002—-2003 expands with
the examination of mobility rates according to sdeimographic and educational service
classifications.

As noted earlier in the chapter, the overall stadevin-mobility rate for school
year 2002—2003 was 16.1%. This overall in-mobiléie can vary according to various
student-level, and school-level attributes. Tlestien describes how in-mobility varied
according to the student background and schoot ielements, defined and
operationalized for this study in Chapter 3, Talilesd 3. This section first examines
the student-level background characteristics, hed £xamines the school-level inputs.

Student background characteristics included denpbgea, family background,
educational services, and academic background.opérational definitions available
from census and performance files included geretknicity, and participation in free or

reduced lunch (family background socioeconomiaustatoxy). Additionally, an
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educational service classification, plan 504, viresresult of combining information
about having a Section 504 plan and services uAd30/157.

School mobility incidence groups, defined accordm@n-mobility rates for the
October 1 count were (a) high in-mobility, 25% 9%&5b) moderate in-mobility, 15% -
25%, and (c) low in-mobility, 5% - 15%8. For these groups, the mean mobility rates
were 29.6%, 19.9%, and 9.5%, respectively, fortilgh, moderate, and low in-mobility
schools. Thus, mobility rates decreased by aboWi across schools grouped according
to in-mobility, from about 30% to 10%.

Gender and ethnicity did not vary appreciably adiray to in-mobility status.

The overall distribution for gender was 51% maled 49% females. These percentages
were the same for high, moderate, and low in-migtiichool groups. The statewide
distribution of ethnicity was 95.8% white and 4.2%n-white. Ethnicity did not vary
appreciably across the incidence groups. Howelremext background characteristic,
socioeconomic status, changed across schools.

For school year 2002—2003 statewide participatiofnge or reduced lunch, as
reported to the DOE Student Census and Demogréjyidate, was 26.1%. However,
the school-level percentages according to in-mghiticidence varied significantly. For
high, moderate, and low in-mobility schools, papiation in free or reduced lunch was
34.2%, 29.4%, and 20.9%, respective. Thus, thaeansignificant positive association

between in-mobility and participation in free odueed lunch; high in-mobility schools

2 Actual intervals were: high 25.00 — 65.00, metkel5.00 - 24.99, low 5.00 — 14.99.
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experienced high participation in free or reducetth, on average, and low in-mobility
schools experienced low participation in free aueed lunch, on average.

Educational services included student designataesrding to Plan 504, Title 1
services, and Limited English proficiency. Stawsyithe percentage of students
receiving services under the Section 504 plan ¢22@157 was 12.7%. The rates
according to mobility incidence were 13.8% for higtmobility schools, 13.2% for
moderate in-mobility schools, and 12.0% for lownobility schools. Thus, there was a
slight differential of nearly 2% overall in studemeceiving services under the Section
504 plan or Act230/157 among schools experiencigly,imoderate, or low in-mobility.

The overall percentage of students receiving Titteading, mathematics, or
other services was 29.4%. The school-level radeed considerably, from 44.7% for hi-
in-mobility schools, to 38.8% for moderate in-mdlikchools, to 17.6% for low in-
mobility schools. Thus, the overall difference ammachools was about 27%.

Overall, the percentage of students with the LichEaglish proficiency was very
small statewide, and across schools. The stateatdevas 1.2 %, and it was 2.3%,
1.1%, and 0.9%, respectively, for high, moderate, law in-mobility schools. Although
students with Limited English proficiency was véow statewide, there was an overall
difference of 1.5%, ranging from 1.3% for high irehility schools to 0.9% for low in-
mobility schools.

Thus, average in-mobility groups for schools cligagiaccording to in-mobility

was about 30%, 20%, and 10% for high, moderate)@mih-mobility, respectively.
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Gender and ethnicity were similar across schoetganmdless of mobility incidence. The
percentages of students receiving services unde®eition 504 plan or Act230/157, as
well Limited English proficiency varied slightly,ith high in-mobility schools nearly 2%
higher than low in-mobility schools. However, sotsovaried significantly for student
participation in free or reduced lunch and studeateiving Title 1 reading, mathematics,
or other services. School rates for these sociodeaphic and educational service
classifications are in Appendices | through M, diésd next.

Impact in the Schools: Appendices | Through M

Appendices | through M display in-mobility rat@e(cents) for gender, ethnicity,
participation in free and reduced lunch progrand #hinee educational services. Since
these measures did not fit on one page, they amoimppendices, with mobility printed
for each. This gives the school-level informatigth mobility for each of the schools.
Appendix | lists mobility, gender, ethnicity, paipation in free and reduced lunch
program. Appendix J lists mobility, Plan 504, &ifl services, and Limited English
proficiency.

Representation of the NCES locale indicator i8ppendix K. The table shows
the original locale classification for each of gahools. Appendix L is a map of
Vermont supervisory unions with high in-mobilityteasschools plotted for 15 schools
with very high in-mobility. Most of the high in-rbdity schools tend to cluster near the
larger cities in Vermont. A few also are neartibeder and several economically

depressed areas in southern Vermont.
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Appendix M lists school information with in-mohifiand socioeconomic status.
The characteristics include school enrollment, gsagkrviced by the school, the in-
mobility rate, and participation in free or redudedch program. Many of the schools
with in-mobility rates exceeding 25% are for primgrades. Due to many
configurations of grade levels in Vermont schoitlss difficult to present school-level
information that clearly depicts these charactesstith mobility. In addition, school
size varies appreciably, and does not appeardtertsd school type or in-mobility.

This concludes the descriptive summary of badiosklevel incidence and
impact rates for school years 2001-2002, 2002-2808,2003-2004. These rates
provided census-based incidence and impact, fategra through 12. Student
background characteristics included demographéesjly background, and educational
services. The next section extends the incidendarapact information to the
examination of mobility and academic performancegfades 4, 8, and 10 for school
year 2002 - 2003.

Impact: Educational Performance and Risk Factors

Relationships between mobility rates and studeatacteristics, evaluated with
crosstabulations and odds ratios, checked statistgsociations between pairs of
characteristics. The focus was to compare mobitestable students for grades 4, 8, and

10 and ascertain which educational correlates dfilityoare strongest. Analyses of the
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achievement data with scaled scores compared negéorpance for mobile versus
stable students.

As described in Chapter 3, students in grades@nd 10 take standardized tests
in mathematics and English language arts test esggigg in Vermont. Selection of
school year 2002-2003 for an in-depth examinatiah@impact of student mobility,
included an evaluation of test score performance.

Figure 5 summarizes student performance on stagekanglish language arts tests for
students in grades 4, 8, and 10, 2002-2003. Sirec8tanford-9 scale score is difficult to
interpret from its range of about 400-700, the daltde includes a Stanford 9 scale
conversion to percentile rank, an easily intergletaalue for comparing groups. The
third row in the data table, labeled Gap, showddifference in mean performance
between stable and mobile students for each geseté |

Mobile children performed lower than their stabdeinterparts did across grade
levels. The performance gap in English languateveidened moderately from grade 4
to grade 8, and decreased from grade 8 to gradevHling off at its original disparity by
grade 10. The disparity was more apparent foctimeparison of mathematics
achievement.

Figure 4 summarizes student performance on st¢emathematics tests for
students in grades 4, 8, and 10, 2002-2003. T8padty in percentile rank achievement
means for mobile versus stable students was Jéategd, 10 for grade 8, and 10 for

grade 10. The gaps between stable and mobilergudere about the same at
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Mobile and Stable Student Performance
on Vermont English Language Arts Tests Statewide
Percentile Ranks for SAT-9 Scores
Grades 4, 8, and 10 School Year 2002 - 2003
100
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Students %
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== Mobile | 75 g;?

Students %

- - 50
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
ELA Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
Percentile Percentile Percentile
SAT-9 Rank SAT-9 Rank SAT-9 Rank

Stable 671 78 715 73 735 78
Mobile 666 75 706 65 731 75
Gap > 5 3 9 8 4 3

Figure 4 Mobile and stable student performance on statewglEnglish language arts
tests, Grades 4, 8, and 10, school year 2002-2003
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Mobile and Stable Student Performance
on Vermont Mathematics Tests Statewide
Percentile Ranks for SAT-9 Scores
Grades 4, 8, and 10 School Year 2002 - 2003
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Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
Math Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
Percentile Percentile Percentile
SAT-9 Rank SAT-9 Rank SAT-9 Rank

Stable 662 82 714 80 734 83
Mobile 657 79 701 70 720 73
Gap 2> 5 3 13 10 14 10

Figure 5 Mobile and stable student performance on statewgmathematics tests,
Grades 4, 8, and 10, school year 2002-2003

grades 4 and 8 for mean English language arts atidermatics test scores, however the
gap widened three-fold by grade 10 for performasrcenathematics tests. To
understand some factors that may help to explampérformance gap, the next set of
analyses examined bivariate relationships betwestrperformance and selected

sociodemographic and educational correlates.
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Tables 5 through 7, present summaries of anafgsegades 4, 8, and 10, which
suggest educational risk factors associated withilino The analyses were directly
analogous to risk factor assessment for diseasersiag in the health services sector
(Fisher & Van Belle, 1993; Woodward, 1999). Tableeports analysis results of two-
way contingency tables with associated odds raimms95% confidence intervals for
grade 4 students. Six of the confidence interdalaot contain 1, and this indicates

significant odds ratios for six of the educationsk factors.

These results revealed that mobile students were:
= more likely to participate in school free or reddidench program at school
(relative to non participation),
= less likely to have a 504 plan in place (relativéaving a plan),
= less likely to attend school in a more urban lo¢edéative to a more rural
locale),
= more likely to have kept a writing portfolio for Dyears (relative to 2-5
years)
= more likely to have kept a math portfolio for 0-days (relative to 2-5 years),
and
= more likely to not meet the standard on mathematicformance tests.
The confidence interval for English language agisgrmance test is 1.0 on the lower

end, so this odds ratio could be marginally sigatfit.
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Table 5 Educational risk factor assessment of mobility: Gla 4 Vermont students,
school year 2002-2003

95%
Mobile Stable Odds Confidence
Grade 4 Students Students Ratio Interval
Low SES (FRLM)* 15.7 84.3 100.0
Not Low SES 10.0 90.0 100.0 1.7 [14, 19]
Plan 504 in place 15.7 84.3 100.0
Not in place 10.0 90.0 100.0 0.6 [04, 0.7]
More urban locale 15.7 84.3 100.0
More rural locale 10.0 90.0 100.0 0.7 [0.6, 0.8]
Writing 0-1 years 15.7 84.3 100.0
portfolio 2+ years 10.0 90.0 100.0 3.4 [2.9, 40]
Math 0-1years 15.7 84.3 100.0
portfolio 2+ years 10.0 90.0 100.0 3.6 [31, 46]
ELA Not meet stnd. 15.7 84.3 100.0
Total Meet/ex stnd. 10.0 90.0 100.0 1.2 [1.0, 14]
Math Not meet stnd. 15.7 84.3 100.0
Total Meet/ex stnd. 10.0 90.0 100.0 1.3 [11, 1.5]

! FRLM indicates participation in free or reduced lunch.

2 A 95% confidence interval that does not include 1 indicates the odds ratio is significant.
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Table 6 presents similar results for grade 8. ddds ratios are all of the same
sign and confidence intervals of similar magnituatel none contains the value 1.0.
Table 7 presents results for grade 10. Resultsiariéar to those above except
confidence limits equal 1.0 for locale and Englesiguage arts performance test.

In summary, the educational risk factor assesssrindicate similar and
significant relationships across grade levels. dinaytical and conceptual extension of
these independent bivariate analyses was to nexiuct a multivariate analysis
assessing the factors togetferin the next step, joint examination of the rigktbrs
employed a step-up strategy by testing submodeds.each grade level, two models
tested included socioeconomic status, plan 5@daice, and locale. In addition, the first
model --Mobility and Language -included writing portfolio usage, while the second
model --Mobility and Math-- included math portfolio usage.

Table 8 summarizes the six models, two at eatheothree grade levels. Overall
relationships were strongest for grade 4, indicptionfidence intervals clearly apart
from 1.0. Patterns for grade 8 and grade 10 @iffesomewhat. For both grades
socioeconomic status and plan 504 were significeall four models. For grade 8,
locale did not enter for either model, however goade 10, locale entered the language
model but not the math model. For grades 8 anttid@ppropriate portfolio variables

remained significant.

2 This type of analysis is also called a joint rfslctor assessment of multivariate odds ratios, ihgld
constant or controlling for the effects of othestéas
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Table 6 Educational risk factor assessment of mobility: Gla 8 Vermont students,
school year 2002-2003

95%
Mobile  Stable Odds Confidence
Grade 8 Students Students Ratio Interval®
Low SES (FRLM)* 11.7 88.3 100.0
Not Low SES 6.9 93.1 100.0 18 [15, 21]
Plan 504 in place 5.3 94.7 100.0
Plan not in place 8.5 91.5 100.0 0.6 [0.4, 0.8]
More urban locale 7.9 92.1 100.0
More rural locale 8.4 91.6 100.0 0.9 [08, 1.1]
Writing 0-1 years 12.6 87.4 100.0
portfolio 2+ years 5.8 92.2 100.0 2.4 [2.0, 28]
Math 0-1years 13.0 87.0 100.0
portfolio 2+ years 5.5 94.5 100.0 2.6 [2.2, 3.0]
ELA Not meet stnd. 8.6 91.4 100.0
Total Meet/ex stnd. 6.0 94.0 100.0 15 [1.2, 1.8]
Math Not meet stnd. 9.5 90.5 100.0
Total Meet/ex stnd. 4.8 95.2 100.0 2.1 [18, 25]

! FRLM indicates participation in free or reduced lunch.

2 A 95% confidence interval that does not include 1 indicates the odds ratio is significant.
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Table 7 Educational risk factor assessment of mobility: Gla 10 Vermont students,
school year 2002-2003

95%
Mobile Stable Odds Confidence
Grade 10 Students Students Ratio Interval
Low SES (FRLM)* 9.4 90.6 100.0
Not Low SES 7.4 92.6 100.0 1.3 [11, 1.6]
Plan 504 in place 5.2 94.8 100.0
Plan not in place 8.2 91.8 100.0 0.6 [0.5, 0.8]
More urban locale 7.4 92.6 100.0
More rural locale 8.3 91.7 100.0 0.9 [0.7, 1.0]
Writing 0-1 years 10.7 89.3 100.0
portfolio 2+ years 4.2 95.8 100.0 2.7 [2.3, 3.3]
Math 0-1years 11.1 88.8 100.0
portfolio 2+ years 3.9 96.1 100.0 3.1 [25, 3.7]
ELA Not meet stnd. 6.3 93.7 100.0
Total Meet/ex stnd. 5.1 94.9 100.0 1.2 [1.0, 1.5]
Math Not meet stnd. 7.3 92.7 100.0
Total Meet/ex stnd. 4.2 95.8 100.0 1.8 [18, 25]

! FRLM indicates participation in free or reduced lunch.

2 A 95% confidence interval that does not include 1 indicates the odds ratio is significant.
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Table 8 Multivariate odds ratios for mobile relative to dike students, Vermont
statewide results for Grades 4,8,10, School Yed32Q003

Model 1 Model 2
Mobility and Language Mobility and Math
95% 95%
Multivariate Confidence Multivariate Confidence
Grade 4 Odds Ratio Interval Odds Ratio Interval
Low SES (FRLM) 15 [1.3,1.8] 15 [1.3,1.8]
Plan 504 in place 0.5 [0.4,0.6] 0.5 [0.4,0.6]
Locale very rural 0.7 [0.6,0.8] 0.7 [0.6,0.8]
Writing portf. 2+ yr 0.3 [0.2,0.3] - -
Math portfolio 2+ yr - - 0.3 [0.3,0.4]
Grade 8
Low SES (FRLM) 1.6 [1.3,1.9] 1.2 [1.1,1.7]
Plan 504 in place 0.5 [0.4,0.6] 0.5 [0.4,0.7]
Locale very rural n.s. n.s
Writing portfolio 2+ yr 0.5 [0.4,0.6] - -
Math portfolio 2+ yr - - 0.5 [0.4,0.6]
Grade 10
Low SES (FRLM) 15 [1.3,1.8] 1.3 [1.0,1.6]
Plan 504 in place 0.5 [0.4,0.6] 0.5 [0.4,0.6]
Locale very rural 0.7 [0.6,0.8] n.s
Writing portfolio 2+ yr 0.3 [0.2,0.3] - -
Math portfolio 2+ yr - - 0.5 [0.4,0.6]

! FRLM indicates participation in free or reduced lunch.
% A 95% confidence interval that does not include 1 indicates the multivariate odds

ratio is significant, controlling for the other factors in the model.
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To summarize, results from the risk factor and-siegnalyses suggested retaining
socioeconomic status, plan 504, writing portfoiod mathematics portfolio.
Since locale was inconsistent in the precedingyaes] it did not continue to the next
stage of analysis.
Cohort Mobility

Two sets of student grade-year cohorts with achieve data were available to
construct and analyze, as Appendix B illustrates@napter 3 described. Two grade 4
to grade 8 cohorts over the five-year period wested. As Appendix R shows, the first
cohort began with 6,722 student tests in sprin@918nd 5,595 student tests in spring,
2003 remained. Overall, 83% of the student recoresyed at each of six times from
spring 1999 to spring 2003. Similarly, the secoadort began with 7,652 student tests
in spring, 2000, and 6,400 students tests in sty remained. This represented a
cohort completion rate of 84%. As shown in theogelcpart of Appendix R, four grade 8
to grade 10 cohorts were tested. Group sizes dainge about 5,200 to 6,700, and the
overall completion rate ranged from 81% for thetfaohort to 85% for the fourth cohort.

Several checks on student records that did nothmatticated test scores did not
differ substantially at the first test. Howeveramy of the students who did not continue
with the cohort were one grade behind. Checks dfilmand stable students with
sociodemographic and services classifications &idt little difference between mobile
and stable students due to gender, ethnicity,ar p04. There was a small difference

between groups for Title 1 services and Limited Bhgproficiency. The largest
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difference between groups was for participatiofrée and reduced lunch, with
participation in free and reduced lunch higherffmbile students.

For both sets of cohorts, academic achievement adegns between mobile and
stable students via repeated measures analysigiahee tests analyzed between-group,
within-student, and interaction effects. Betweeougs and within subjects tests were
statistically significant for both cohorts, withaste students scoring higher than mobile
students for English language arts and mathemattiah grade levels. The interaction
tests were not significant because the mean diféer®between stable and mobile
students were approximately parallel, for both cthagrade 4 to grade 8 and grade 8 to
grade 10.

However, the most profound finding from these asedy and in the entire study,
surfaced after converting group means to percerail&s. Figures 6 through 9 illustrate
the findings, comparisons, and conversions. F®iytunger cohorts the change in
percentile rank from grade 4 to grade 8 is slighttyre for mobile than for stable
students. As Figure 6 shows, for English languatge grade 4 to grade 8, for stable
students the change in percentile rank was 2 pantsfor mobile students the change
in percentile rank was 4 points. However, as Fgushows, for mathematics, the
change for stable students was 2 points, and tegehfor mobile students was 0 points.

For the older cohorts the trend worsened for matiileents. As shown in Figure
8, for English language arts, grade 8 to graddatGstable students the increase in

percentile rank was 5 points, from 73 to 78. Hosvetor stable students the change was
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-1 percentile points, from 72 to 71. Thus, staiglents scored only 1 percentile point
higher than mobile students in grade 8, but ststioldents improved 5 percentile points to
78 in grade 10, while mobile students decreasestdeptile point to 71 by grade 10.

Figure 9 shows a slightly different pattern for hehatics. The gap between
cohorts in grade 8 was 4 percentile points. Fromade 8 to grade 10 stable students
increased from 78 percentile points to 84 percempilints, for an increase of 6 percentile
points. However, the mobile students increasea ffd to 76 percentile points, for a net
increase of 2 percentile points.

Thus, conversion of mean Stanford 9 test scoreBrigtish language arts and
mathematics for both cohorts revealed a trendstmaild concern all educational leaders.
For the approximately 12,000 students tested ideggaand grade 8 cohorts, and for
approximately 25,000 students tested in gradesi@@anthe growth over time continued

for stable students and leveled off for mobile stud between grades 8 and 10.
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Cohort Performance Grades 4 and 8
NSRE English Language Arts Tests
Vermont Public Schools 1999-2004
Percentile 80
Rank
—B—Stable .//
students
04 - —— -
—&— Mobile
students /
60 "
Grade 4 Grade 8
Grade 4 Grade 8
95% 95%
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval
Mean
Stable SAT-9 663 [ 662.5, 664.1] 717 [ 716.3, 717.8]
students Percentile
Rank 73 75
Mean
Mobile SAT-9 652 [649.9, 654.2] 707 [704.9, 709.1]
students Percentile
Rank 64 68

Figure 6 Cohort performance, grades 4 to 8, on NSRE EnglisLanguage Arts tests,
Vermont public schools 1999-2004
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Cohort Performance Grades 4 and 8
NSRE Mathematics Tests
Vermont Public Schools 1999-2004

Percentile 90
Rank

—l—Stable
students

—&—Mobile
students 04 - - - __________

60 "
Grade 4 Grade 8
Grade 4 Grade 8
95% 95%
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval
Mean
Stable SAT-9 659 [ 658.0, 659.6] 717 [ 716.6, 718.3]
students Percentile
Rank 80 82
Mean
Mobile SAT-9 647 [644.7, 649.2] 703 [700.2, 704.8]
students Percentile
Rank 72 72

Figure 7 Cohort performance, grades 4 to 8, on NSRE Matheatics tests, Vermont
public schools 1999-2004
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Cohort Performance Grades 8 and 10
NSRE English Language Arts Tests
Vermont Public Schools 1999-2004
Percentile 80
Rank
—l—Stable
students & _
704 - - - ____ P VA
—&— Mobile
students
60 "
Grade 8 Grade 10
Grade 8 Grade 10
95% 95%
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval
Mean
Stable SAT-9 715 [ 714.1, 715.1] 735 [ 734.0, 735.2]
students Percentile
Rank 73 78
Mean
Mobile SAT-9 711 [708.9, 712.4] 727 [725.4, 729.3]
students Percentile
Rank 72 71

Figure 8 Cohort performance, grades 8 to 10, on NSRE Englishanguage Arts
tests, Vermont public schools 1999-2004
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Cohort Performance Grades 8 and 10
NSRE Mathematics Tests
Vermont Public Schools 1999-2004
Percentile 90
Rank
—l— Stable
students
—&— Mobile
students
60
Grade 8 Grade 10
Grade 8 Grade 10
95% 95%
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval
Mean
Stable SAT-9 712 [ 711.5, 712.6] 736 [ 734.9, 736.3]
students Percentile
Rank 78 84
Mean
Mobile SAT-9 706 [704.2, 708.3] 724 [722.1, 726.8]
students Percentile
Rank 74 76

Figure 9 Cohort performance, grades 8 to 10, on NSRE Matheatics tests,
Vermont public schools 1999-2004

Cohort Mobility: Appendices N Through S

Appendices N through S list cohort mobility andieational correlates for the
grade 4 to 8 cohorts and grade 8 to 10 cohortstables each. Even though the older

cohort includes four groups of students, since ankery small number of students
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changed schools two times or more, the measurehos changes is now two
categories, 0 versus 1 or more. The characteyisied in these tables are free and
reduced lunch participation and the Section 504sunea

Appendix R contains two tables summarizing conietates for the grade 4 to
8 and grade 8 to 10 cohorts. Completion indicdtesstudent records merged at each of
the time points listed. This indicates the studeainained in the same district or
elsewhere in Vermont. Overall, about 84% of thielehts were accounted for at the end
of the cohort time period for the grade 4 to 8 cghend about 17% remained at the end
of two years for the grade 8 to 10 cohort.

Appendix S summarizes non-promotional school ckarigr both cohort groups.
For the grade 4 to grade 8 cohorts, most studér#s) (noved between grades 5 and 6,
and the next time for more moves (4%) was betweades 6 and 7. For the grade 8 to
grade 10 cohorts, most students (5 %) moved betgyesates 8 and 9.

This concludes the descriptive summary of basiclence and impact rates for
two sets of study groups afforded by the five-y&g@an of data. The first set of rates
provided cross-sectional census-based incidencégvatt mobility rates for grades 1-
12, for an in-depth incidence assessment. BivaHdaalyses of mobility and educational
risk factors, as well as repeated measures analfyaisademic achievement for cohorts

provided useful information for developing multi#hanalyses of students and schools.
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Research Question 3: Multilevel Perspectives

The third research question asked, “What do muéilanalytical models reveal
about variation in performance and mobility, fromdent and school perspectives, that
may be useful for educational policy and practicéfe general analytical approach used
to answer this question was to employ multilevellgsis to examine variation at student
and school levels in a hierarchical analysis. Tewe! hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) analyzed the NSRE achievement test scoresumed on continuous scales.
Two-level hierarchical generalized linear model{ft§sLM) analyzed mobility as a
binary response measure (mabile versus stable).

The first set of analyses examined variation irfqpemance for the NSRE English
language arts and mathematics test scores fohthe grades tested in school year 2002-
2003, as well as the two sets of cohorts. The Hirbgram first conducts a one-way
random effects analysis of variance, often caledrtull or unconditional model, to
assess the extent of grouping structure in the’dafde one-way random effects
analysis variance computes two variance componehish are analogous to the
between-groups and within-groups effects in fixédats analysis of variance. The ratio
of the group level component to the sum of the tamponents estimates the intraclass
correlation coefficient or “grouping structure”time data. If the ratio is relatively large,
this indicates hierarchical structure with sigrafit variation attributable to the higher

(schoal) level. If the ratio is relatively smathis indicates more variation among the

2 This step partitions the sums of squares intowbeh groups” and “within groups” components. In
standard fixed-effects analysis of variance, tlie & between to within mean squares tests tipotnesis
of no difference in the group means, or that thr@aaze is zero.
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level-one component, i.e., the within-student congrd. According to Winokur (2004) a
rule of thumb is that intra-class correlation extieg 0.1 indicates HLM is appropriate to
estimate school effects. As shown in Table 8ftierNSRE test scores, all intraclass
correlation coefficients were less than 0.1. Thius,HLM analyses for this set of
measures proceeded no further.

The next set of analyses estimated variation ihilitypfor the five analysis
groups (grades 4, 8, 10, cohort 4 to 8, and cahtwt10) using HGLM. According to
Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) the intra-class coefiictan not be computed with binary
outcome measures. Thus, it was not possible &riasc the adequacy of these data for
two level analysis. The modeling strategy wasnigevariables in three blocks,
corresponding to the variance composition expldegh) student-level background
characteristics, (b) student composition, and¢hpsl-level resource and process
measures. The student-level background charatdteriscluded: (a) free and reduced
lunch participation (socioeconomic status proxy),glan 504, (3) math portfolio, (4)
writing portfolio, (5) total mathematics performan@and (6) total English language arts
performance.

The composition measures (student-level measgg®gated to the school
level) included: (a) proportion of students papating in free or reduced lunch program,
(b) proportion of students with a 504 plan, (c)godion of students who kept

mathematics portfolios two years or more, and (dpprtion of students who kept
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Table 9 Summary of Multilevel Analyses: Studenthfsvement

Achievement Model (HLM)
Student Group Variance Source ELA Math
Grade 4 School level 116.9 103.6
Student Level 1753.7 1432.1
Intra-class correlation 0.067 0.06
Grade 8 School level 79.9 101.4
Student Level 1380.3 1800.6
Intra-class correlation 0.025 0.051
Grade 10 School level 62.2 139.1
Student Level 1726.6 2284.7
Intra-class correlation 0.011 0.018
Cohorts School level 94.7 137.1
Grades 4-8 Student Level 1416.9 1912.5
Intra-class correlation 0.060 0.070
Cohorts School level 40.6 101.4
Grades 8-10 |Student Level 1676.9 1902.1
Intra-class correlation 0.024 0.053

1 Variance explained for MLM models is the ratio of the difference between the null
and current models to the null model.

2 A school composition measure is a student background characteristic aggregated
to the school level.

writing portfolios two or more years. The resounceasures included: (a) pupil-teacher
ratio, (b) proportion of instructional coordinat@sd supervisors, (c) poverty rate, (d)

school free/reduced lunch participation rate, &)d¢hool special education rate.
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Appendix T summarizes results from the hierarchaadlinear modeling analyses,
presenting the best model for each of the fiveyanabroups.

Table 10 summarizes the five sets of analysesrdicgpto source of variation
relative to the null model. The three sourcesasfation are student level, student
composition (student measure aggregated to theklgwel), and school
composition/resources. The variance explaineldasatio of the difference between the
null and current models to the null model. Fewsistent patterns are apparent across
grades. For grade 4, the best model explained @f9%&riation in student mobility, with
4.6% attributable to student composition and 3.8¥batable to school composition
measures. For grade 8, the student compositiorelmeas best; it explained 30.9% of
overall variance, with 11.1% attributable to studemaracteristics and 19.8% attributable
to the plan 504-composition measure. The patmrgrfade 10 was similar to that for
grade 8; however, the student composition moddbéngd only 6.9% of total variation
in student mobility. The student composition mddelthe grade 4 to 8 cohort explained
11.4% of the variation in student mobility, withl 26 attributable to the student level and
7.3% attributable to the free and reduced lunchpomition measure. In contrast, for the
grade 8 to 10 cohort the school composition/resssingodel was best; it explained
30.5% of student mobility variance with 2.5%, 1.58%¢ 26.8% attributable to student
level, student composition, and school compositeEstgurce measures, respectively. The
two school resource variables were pupil-teach@ eand proportion of instructional

coordinators and supervisors.
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Thus, hierarchical modeling of the data in thigigttevealed some surprising, as
well as confusing, information. According the HlMconditional model results and
intraclass correlation coefficient values, non¢hef NSRE achievement data indicated
enough grouping structure at the school level tinae with the HLM analyses. The
HGLM analyses of mobility variation explained beemeB% and 31% of the variation in
student mobility by the model measures analyzeaat. ttte five groups analyzed, most of
the model variation in student mobility was atttédale to school-level measures, with
student composition explaining more variation foadgs 4, 8, and 10, and the grade 4 to
8 cohort, and school composition/resources expigimore variation for the grade 8 to

10 cohort.
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Table 10 Summary of Student Mobility Multilevel Analyses: Nddity Models

Mobility Model (HGLM)

Student Level Source Variance Explained*

Grade 4 Null (unconditional)
Student Level 0.0
Student Composition2 4.6
School Composition / Resources 7.9

Grade 8 Null (unconditional)
Student Level 11.1
Student Composition® 30.9
School Composition / Resources 16.8

Grade 10 Null (unconditional)

Student Level 0.0
Student Composition® 6.9
School Composition / Resources 6.2

Cohort Null (unconditional)

Grades Student Level 4.1
4t0 8 Student Composition2 11.4
School Composition / Resources n.a’

Cohort Null (unconditional)

Grades Student Level 2.5
8t0o 10  |Student Composition® 3.7
School Composition / Resources 30.5

! variance explained is the ratio of the difference between the null and current

models, to the null model.
2 A student composition measure is a student background characteristic aggregated

to the school level.

s None of the school variables had significant t-to-enter, thus a school model
was not tested.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Study Summary

Educational Policy Context

This dissertation project researctstddent mobility -school changesot due to
customary promotion -- and its educational coreslator students and schools in
Vermont. Most research about student mobilityrisan-based, and student mobility
projects in other states have found that the ntgjofithese students are disadvantaged
youth from low-income families, lagging behind thpeers academically. Academic
consequences of student mobility affect not onlgents, but also their schools, as
NCLBA implementation sanctions influence schooladinments by increasing student
transfers. The need for information about ruratleht mobility during early NCLBA
implementation is significant in predominantly riuvéermont. The Vermont study of
student mobility was the first statewide study ofommes of mobility for students and
schools in a rural state.
Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework and analytical methodpfog this study not only
were complementary, but also linked to the theocaétind empirical literature. This
conceptual framework is rooted in the social ecplibgporetical perspective (Jamner &
Stokols, 2000). The analytical methodology is edoin statistical theory developed by
educational statisticians for educational orgaiorat The conceptual framework

recognizes student and school-level phenomenahefindividual student-level,
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performance is a function of the characteristia$ @xperiences of individual students in
their respective schools. At the school levek ttonceptual framework presents the
aggregated performance of the students in schalfasction of characteristics of the
school itself. Additionally, school processes aegburces affect student experiences and
outcomes. Both theoretical perspectives guidegares materials and research methods
selected to address the research questions

Research Questions, Materials, and Methods

Three basic research questions were: (a) Whae is¢idenceof mobility among
Vermont students and schools? (b) What isrtigactof mobility, i.e., how does the
incidence of mobility vary according to educationairelates for students and schools?
(c) What do multilevel analytical models reveal atbeariation in mobility from student
and school perspectives reveal about variationadhiliy that may be useful for
educational policy and practice?

To address the research questions, this studgéocon student outcomes and
educational correlates at the school level. Theeptual model and empirical research
literature guided student-level variable selecfrmm student census, performance
assessment, and opportunity to learn survey guesssimred at the Vermont Department
of Education. The annual October 1 student censdslamographic update records for
grades 1 through 12, school years 2000-2003, éstahl in-mobility from new entrants
to the system, as well as non-promotional trarstfetents. A subset of the records

linked to performance data for grades 4, 8, and999-2004. School data came from
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the Vermont School Report and the Census Bureauwensure comparability of
information across years, extensive data screamudgstatistical programming preceded
development of cross-sectional and longitudinadaesh files. Following data
preparation, analyses proceeded in three phasessponding to the three research
guestions to develop incidence, impact, and mutilenodels of student mobility from
the data available for the study.
Highlights of Results

School-level student mobility analyses revealedespread variation in student
patterns of entry and exit, as well as continuguslement, in schools throughout the
state, 2000-2003. Mobility, calculated from censeerds for grade 1-12 students in
306 schools statewide, indicates that in-migraigcabout 20% on average, however over
30% of the schools experienced much higher rdbesing school year 2002-2003, in-
migration was: (a) 25% or higher for 92 school$,3@% or higher for 26 schools and (c)
35% or higher for 10 schools.

An in-depth cross-sectional examination of mopiéihd achievement, for grades
4, 8, and 10 during school year 2002-2003, usieglbtober 2002 census and spring
2003 achievement tests, revealed significant padiorce disparities between mobile
children and their stable peers. Mobile childrenf@rmed 3-10 percentile ranks lower
than their stable counterparts did across grad#deand content areas. The performance
gap in mathematics increased dramatically from graitb grade 8, and it increased

slightly from Grade 8 to Grade 10. The performagap in English language arts
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widened moderately from grade 4 to grade 8, antedsed from grade 8 to grade 10,
leveling off at the original disparity by grade 10.

The in-depth study also examined mobility and dsaational correlates with a
risk factor screening approach using odd ratidse fesults suggested that mobile
students, relative to their stable peers, were:

= more likely to participate in free or reduced lupecbgrams at school,

= less likely to have a 504 plan in place,

= more likely to have kept a writing portfolio for Dyears (versus 2-5 years)

= more likely to have kept a math portfolio 0-1 yefusrsus 2-5 years), and

= more likely tonot meet the standard on mathematics performance tests

Academic test comparisons for student cohortggyet the most profound
results in the study. Conversion of Stanford-9essaores to percentile rank scores
revealed educationally important differences betwstable and mobile students that
should concern all educational leaders. For apprately 12,000 students tested in
grades 4 and 8, the increase in percentile rankswadl, but appreciable for both groups.
For English language arts, stable students incde2agercentile points, from 73 to 75,
and mobile students increased 4 percentile pdimts, 64 to 68. In mathematics, stable
students increased 2 percentile points, from &Pf{and 0 for mobile students, 72 for
both grades.

For approximately 25,000 students tested in gr8desd 10, the increase in

percentile rank continued for stable and levelddasfmobile students. For English
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language arts, stable students increased 5 pdecpaints, from 73 to 78, and mobile
students decreased 1 percentile point, from 72 to mathematics, stable students
increased 6 percentile points, from 78 to 84, andila students increased 2 percentile
points, from 74 to 76.

In addition to confirming the above relationshipsstudents, hierarchical
analyses that controlled for student backgroundadteristics identified school factors
associated with mobility. The analyses indicatet between 8% and 32% of the
variation in student mobility was attributable theol-level composition and resource
measures. Findings also suggested that schodishigiher rates of free or reduced lunch
program participation as well as schools with higiages of Section 504 plans in place
experienced lower mobility.

Additionally, analyses identified significant retmships at the high school level
between mobility and student-teacher ratio, as aglthe percentage of instructional
coordinators and supervisors. High schools wighér student-teacher ratios (causing
larger classes) experienced more student mobititywever, high schools with higher
percentages of instructional coordinators and siguns experienced higher student
mobility, too. The next section confirms and iprets this finding from another research
study.

Interpretations and Implications
Incidence and Impact Indicators

This research project produced mobility incideard impact information for
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potential use as indicators to track student ahdaavell being. The study of
movement indices included defining and analyzingpitity incidence over three school
years 2000-2003. After comparing statewide inaigeloy grade across three school
years to ascertain comparability across yearssttity of incidence expanded.
Expansion of incidence according to educationaletates for high, moderate, and low
incidence schools revealed significant, educatlgmalportant patterns and relationships.
Uncovering high mobility incidence similar to th@ported in urban-based research was
a key finding with implications for educational aidiistrators and policymakers, as well
as researchers.

The incidence and impact of mobility is strongeartipreviously suspected, and
this information would be useful as indicators tinatk school enroliment changes,
academic progress, and academic engagement. lingaztors should include
demographic characteristics, educational servared,school context. Development of
mobility indicators for in-mobility and stability ight adapt indicators developed by
Lashway (2001) and Missoula county Public Schadlisgoula County Public Schools,
2002a, 2002b).

Education Accountability

Project methodology and findings resulted in sigaifit information for

educational accountability use. The school-levebitity incidence rates for three

adjacent school years 2000-2003 established baselability rates prior to full

139



implementation of NCLBA school choice and otheryisimns that encourage school
changes.

One of the main analyses conducted by the stuadlpated the impact of mobility
on academic performance in longitudinal analysasofstudent cohorts tested while
they were in grades 4 and 8, and four student ¢stested while they were in grades 8
and 10. The analytical design used two achieveteshscores for English language
arts, and two for mathematics, and compared mabitestable students. Results
indicated a significant gap between mobile studentsade 4 that continued through
grade 8, and increased by grade 10.

The long-term trend indicates that the gap worséies students enter high
school, suggesting academic growth levels off fobile students, but continues to grow
for stable students. The analyses did not inchtdeents who tested in grade 8, but did
not test in grade 10 and became dropouts. Thasyses of mobile and stable students
across grade levels indicated that the distributfostudent achievement across schools is
not equitable, and likely underestimates the titferénces.

School Resources and Practice

The findings from HLM analyses modeling studenbitity with measures of
school resources while controlling for student lgrokind and compositional measures,
are somewhat consistent with findings from a studeobility study conducted in
California by a nationally recognized student mitpénd dropout researcher, Russ

Rumberger and his colleagues. The California sts#yl the same student-teacher ratio
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measure, however the log-odds sign was differbetQalifornia log-odds was 0.044 and
the Vermont log-odds was -0.253. Interpretatianttiss study is that the pupil-teacher
ratio is associated with a lower log-odds of transife., that increases in the student-
teacher ratio is associated with decreases inistiidmsfers. This result seems strange,
and several examinations of the data did not suggpkusible explanation for this
result. However, the reporting of class sizesstndent teacher ratios is likely
inconsistent across elementary and middle schanl$yecording may be different across
states as well.

Results for the second resource measure werestamisi The California study
used the percentage of teachers with advancedetegréeh log-odds 1.8, while the
Vermont study used as a proxy measure the peraepfagstructional coordinators and
supervisors, with log-odds 0.07. Interpretationhaf findings by Rumberger et al.
suggested that the positive association betweéruaisers with advanced degrees result
could be due to the teachers, or it could be dwther aspects of schools that employ
such teachers. He speculated that well-trainedhéza®r the schools that hire them
might be “more academically oriented and less &vieor hospitable toward students
who do not fit into that environment” (Rumbergeiaét 1999). A potential implication
of this finding is that school resources associatiia high mobility may indicate the

need for additional resources or impact aid to eskirs high mobility and related issues.

Strengths, Limitations, and Recommendations for Futher Study
Strengths
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Strengths of the Vermont Student Mobility Studyevprimarily methodological.
Careful planning helped locate and adapt an exteatlenceptual model from a seminal
student mobility study. As well, extensive statist screening and programming
produced good research files. In addition, the-frear data collection period yielded
good sample sizes, and a number of sophisticat¢idtstal analyses were possible.

While the five-year span of data afforded largmbars of potential records for
analysis, the multi-source data files generatedmggtional and quality issues.
Statistical screening indicated that many incoesigies evolved across years, and the net
result challenged whether comparable data woulaMadable for longitudinal analyses.
Extensive statistical programming resolved manynsistencies, ensuring that data
guality of variables retained for the researchsfilas quite good.

A second strength made possible by the five-yeae pperiod is that the
longitudinal design afforded two important typesaoflysis. The achievement tests for
students tested in two grades (4 and 8, or 8 ahdertnitted an analysis of repeated
measures design to test for between-group, withudent, and interaction effects. In
addition, the multi-year data increased the numbstudent-level records, which, in
turn, increased the number of schools availablenfoltilevel analysis.

Strengths resulted not only from an extended desidive years, but also from
the adaptation of a well-developed conceptual mfmtehe study. The model evolved
over the past 15 years with Rumberger and colleaigustudies of student transfer,

mobility, and dropouts from middle and high scholnl.fact, the conceptual model
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provided the theoretical framework for the Califerstudent mobility, which provided
strong guidance for the Vermont study. The congdphodel most recently appeared in
an article by Rumberger and Palardy opening thieg@005 Social and Institutional
Analysis section of the American Educational Regtedournal. The authors used the
model to guide a study about test scores, dro@dasyand transfer rates. The conceptual
model links with theoretical literature from thecied ecology perspective, which
acknowledges the multilevel nature of student nitglith the schools, and provides a
theoretical link to the multilevel analysis of stid and school data. The model not only
suggested analyses, it also guided variable sefe@nd the net result was a good study
with some findings consistent with the Californiady.

Well-screened and constructed research files &dive-year data collection
supported the feasibility of conducting severaktypf in-depth analyses, following
initial descriptive analyses of incidence data.mBming cohorts from the same grades
over time produced two groups, grades 4 to 8 aadey 8 to 10, for comparing mobile
and stable students. Considering findings seqalgnfor two age-grade cohorts is a
reasonable way to “simulate” or indicate probabdads over seven years that would
likely emerge with one cohort over the seven-yearqol, grade 4 through grade 10. In
this manner, Rumberger and colleagues used diffstedent groups and parent
interviews to develop a probable profile of studebility over the 12 years of public

schooling, grades 1 through 12.
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The large research files for grades 4, 8, andv&0 the five-year period provided
cross-sectional as well as longitudinal analysestudent mobility, academic
achievement, and educational correlates. The semlyising a quantitative triangulation
approach, revealed profound differences betweemthtgle and stable groups that are
educationally important.

Other strengths of this study are due to the ryrafiVermont. This study was
the first statewide study of student mobility istate that is rural primarily. The
replication effects of the Vermont study are twtdfat least, and extend primarily urban-
based knowledge to the rural context. High incigeof student mobility in over 30% of
schools indicates Vermont student mobility and eisded issues likely parallel incidence
and impact in urban areas. The second extensitepb€ation effects lies in the
consistency of findings regarding school resountélse secondary school setting which
the California study identified.

Finally, strengths of this study deriving to thethwelology include the usefulness
of the mobility incidence and impact variablesradidators. Tracking students on
several indicators would be useful for the schdalgducation accountability, and to
policymakers needing accurate mobility informatidfo balance study strengths that
recently seem to have surfaced, pointing out thédtions is necessary in suggesting
improvements for future work.

Limitations and Recommendations
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A limitation regarding timing of measurements neadsnowledgment. Transfers
who enter school in fall test in spring after aghéimonth adjustment period in the new
school setting. The time lag likely underestimatiéerences between mobile and stable
students, and does not include dropouts for ther@tidents. Thus, differences revealed
in the analyses of older students indicate a |dwend on the true academic
performance gap between these students. Thedtsrieslicate a recommendation that
the State of Vermont consider a ‘real-time’ tragkof students whereby the movement
of students from school to school or their withdahte recorded by date.

Generalizability of results to other states duthtosample selection remains a
limitation. However, this limitation does not leeshe usefulness of results for this state.
In fact, most studies reviewed for the current aede did not use random sampling.
Thus, another recommendation is replication of shusly in other states, particularly
rural states such as New Hampshire and Maine.

Identification of student subgroups limits intexfations of some analyses.
According to several research studies, studentslitary families generally do not
experience negative outcomes associated with mduwitige extent that other children
do. However, the military population in Vermonsiz small, that any results are not
likely to be confounded due to this factor.

Another subgroup limitation concerns students ifiedtby IDEA as eligible to
receive special education services. Informatiavuathese students is not included with

the student census files. Students eligible f&Alare not eligible for either Section 504
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or Act 230/157 services, either. Thus, clear preiations of some analyses involving
school-level measures of special education haveemh possible in this study. As a
result, a practical recommendation is that theestata systems currently housing the
main demographic and student performance datapocate special education data in the
central database. After this is accomplished,eapbn of the study’s analysis should
determine the relationship of special educatiotustto the factor of mobility with
respect to student performance.

Operationalization of one component in the conepnodel was not possible.
The data available did not include school procesasures. School measures lacking
included academic emphasis, parental involvemeathter certification, and teacher
experience. Data were lacking for several othetsp the conceptual model as well.
The structural component would improve with a bregeographic measure. Thus,
another recommendation is replication of the stwily the addition of measures of
school processes that are current in the literature

Lack of contextual information about mobility ploamenon in Vermont presents
another limitation to this study. Strictly quaative results limit interpretations that
gualitative interviews could begin to address. aéidress this limitation, a germane
recommendation is to study in detail, with quaiN@&imethodology, schools exhibiting
high incidence of mobility over time. After condung interviews with schools
experiencing high in-mobility, it will be importata raise public awareness of issues and

impacts on students, schools, and communitiesseBimation of an informational
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document with results from the key informant intews and educational risk factor
assessment should include policymakers, adminsg;atommunity organizations, and
state agencies, as well as school personnel.

Additionally, after completing the follow-up qualttve study spring 2005 in
some high-incidence high-poverty schools, the Hidgults together with the qualitative
study findings could support a growing need forogttbased interventions. Schools in
large urban-based mobility projects report improgata with mobility-related school
problems. A report from the California study sustgd positive indirect effects on
parents from information learned at school.

A statistical limitation is the small variation the grouping (school-level)
structure, indicated by intra-class correlationftoents less than 0.1 for all of the
unconditional (null) models set up to analyze agmeent as a function of mobility and
other educational correlates. Communicating qolestabout the low coefficients with
researchers who have studied student mobility mayige clarification about the low
variance component. A related recommendation fisrtber study the nature of these
results.

This concludes the discussion of strengths, linoites; and recommendations
from the Vermont student mobility study. Certajrtlyere is much room for
improvement and much ahead to learn about studebility, especially from interviews
in the schools. Overall, however, the recent tesilggest more strengths than

limitations in the current study.
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Conclusion

The Vermont Student Mobility Study, grounded irekg@nt and timely educational policy
context in this state, contributes good methodolagwell as useful information to the
Vermont education community. A well-developed eesh-based conceptual
framework, adapted from recent mobility and dropesearch, guided the planning and
execution of this study. The use of statewideestidensus and performance files, 1999-
2004, provided substantial analytical capabilitthe study found high mobility incidence
in 30% of the schools, and it identified an edwwaily significant achievement gap
between mobile and stable students of 3-10 peteguints on standardized tests across
grade levels and content areas. Analyses of studorts tested at grades 4 and 8, or
grades 8 and 10, indicated a significant gap betweebile students in grade 4 that
continued through grade 8, and increased by grade 1

Additionally, the study identified potential ris&dtors for students and schools
that merit policy and prevention efforts, in congtion with interviews in the schools, to
develop interventions and raise public awarenegssoés related to mobility that affect

students, schools, and communities.
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Vermont Student Mobility Study
Data Sources for System-wide Mobility Incidence Statistics
Vermont Department of Education

Student Census and Demographic Update

1999-2000* 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004**

1
1 2
1 2 3
1 2 3 4
~use 1 2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5 6
3 4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7 8
5 6 7 8 9
6 7 8 9 10
7 8 9 10 11
8 9 10 11 12
9 10 11 12
10 11 12
11 12
12
* First year of DOE Student Census. * Data system
Grade 1 not collected. changed due
Data codes preliminary. to NCLBA
regulations.

162



Appendix B Vermont Student Mobility Study: Data Sources for
Student Cohorts

163



Vermont Student Mobility Study
Data Sources for Student Cohorts
Two Grade 4-8 Cohorts and Four Grade 8-10 Cohorts

Data Source, Event, And School Years

Grade-Year Census* October 1 Count, 1999 -
Cohort Tests** April 1999 -
Name [ 1999 [ 1999-2000 | 2000-2001 | 2001-2002 | 2002-2003 | 2003-2004
G482 | 4 5 6 7 8
G481 | 4 5 6 7 8 |
G8104 | 8 9 10
G8103 | 8 9 10 |
G8102 | 8 9 10 |
G8101 | 8 9 10 |

* The census 2003-2004 data collection changed to accommodate NCLB field requirements.
To maintain code uniformity with earlier years, the 2003-2004 file includes student identification number,
school, grade, and town only. Other student demographic and educational services information

for this school year comes from the 2003-2004 file (if available).

**Student test data includes NSRE English/Language Arts and Mathematics scaled scores.

The annual Opportunity to Learn survey provided writing and mathematics portfolio usage data.

Data Points for two Grade 4 to 8 Cohorts (1999-2003 and 2000-2004)

Source: Test Census Census Census Census Test
G4 - G8 G4:spring G5:fall Gé6:fall G7:fall G8:fall G8:spring
G481 1999 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
G482 2000 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
School A Al A2 A3 A4 A5

Data Points for four Grade 8 to 10 Cohorts

Source: Test Census Census Census
G4 - G8 G8:spring GO:fall G10:fall G10:fall
G8101 1999 1999 2000 2001
G8102 2000 2000 2001 2002
G8103 2001 2001 2002 2003
G8104 2002 2002 2003 2004
School A Al A2 A3
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Appendix C Vermont Public Schools Individual Schol In-mobility
and Stability Counts 2001-2002
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Academy School (Brattleboro) 72 N<=10 238 312
Addison Central School 21 N<=10 85 113
Albany Community School 21 N<=10 76 102
Albert Bridge Sch (W Wind.) 12 0 56 68
Albert D. Lawton School 14 11 363 388
Alburg Community Ed Center 25 15 173 213
Arlington Memorial 12 18 220 250
Bakersfield School 24 N<=10 126 156
Barnard Central School 21 N<=10 46 69
Barnet Elementary School 19 15 131 165
Barre City Elem/Middle School 161 47 623 831
Barre Town Elementary School 134 41 707 882
Barstow Memorial School 37 13 203 253
Barton Graded School 38 11 145 194
Beeman Elementary School 24 N<=10 106 131
Bellows Falls Middle School 20 N<=10 283 311
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 42 25 432 499
Bellows Free Acad., Fairfax 73 34 758 865
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 43 109 925 1077
Belvidere Central School N<=10 N<=10 20 26
Bennington Elem. School 44 28 171 243
Benson Village School 14 N<=10 91 113
Berkshire Elementary School 29 N<=10 138 176
Berlin Elementary School 39 17 180 236
Bethel Elementary School 33 N<=10 93 132
Bingham Memorial School 19 N<=10 56 78
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School Count

Student Status

2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Black River USD #39 N<=10 N<=10 270 286
Blue Mountain USD #21 49 17 332 398
Bradford Elementary School 40 N<=10 145 194
Braintree School 19 11 72 102
Bratt. Area Middle Sch UHSD #6 32 12 262 306
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 67 26 1037 1130
Brewster Pierce School 25 N<=10 76 102
Bridgewater Village School 13 0 57 70
Bridport Central School 16 N<=10 85 104
Brighton Elementary School 17 N<=10 102 128
Bristol Elementary School 57 12 299 368
Brookfield School 25 N<=10 74 103
Brookline Elementary School N<=10 0 31 35
Brownington Central School 11 N<=10 69 87
Browns River Middle USD #17 N<=10 N<=10 492 503
Burke Town School 30 N<=10 117 150
Burlington Senior High Sch 98 33 919 1050
Burr & Burton Academy 50 24 436 510
C. P. Smith School 68 15 203 286
Cabot School 16 11 191 218
Calais Elementary School 14 N<=10 81 100
Cambridge Elementary School 45 N<=10 202 254
Camels Hump Middle USD #17 18 13 471 502
Canaan Schools 39 N<=10 211 253
Canal St/Oak Grove Schools 62 17 130 209
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 64 18 376 458
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Catamount Elementary School 50 18 226 294
Cavendish Town Elem. School 25 N<=10 68 99
Chamberlin School 60 26 173 259
Champlain School 77 11 160 248
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 56 30 1118 1204
Charleston Elem. School 14 N<=10 82 102
Charlotte Central School 65 N<=10 389 460
Chelsea Elem. High School 30 13 204 247
Cherry Hill Elem. School 27 N<=10 32 65
Chester-Andover USD #29 39 N<=10 207 251
Clarendon Elementary School 34 11 165 210
Colchester High School 38 22 652 712
Colchester Middle School 26 24 536 586
Concord School 28 13 174 215
Coventry Village School N<=10 N<=10 92 108
Craftsbury Schools 23 16 144 183
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 14 N<=10 327 348
Currier Memorial USD #23 13 N<=10 74 89
Danville School 44 16 357 417
Deerfield Valley Elem. Sch 17 N<=10 96 117
Derby Elementary School 62 16 283 361
Dorset School 34 12 135 181
Dothan Brook School 58 N<=10 208 272
Doty Memorial School 12 0 54 66
Dover Elementary School 16 N<=10 59 80
Dummerston Schools 26 N<=10 140 171
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
E. Taylor Hatton School N<=10 N<=10 41 50
East Haven School N<=10 N<=10 36 47
East Montpelier Elem. Sch 31 N<=10 169 210
Eden Central School 23 N<=10 84 114
Edmunds Elementary School 69 13 160 242
Edmunds Middle School 34 17 322 373
Elm Hill School 22 N<=10 78 105
Enosburg Falls Elem. School 37 N<=10 217 263
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High Sch 17 34 353 404
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 62 67 1405 1534
Essex Middle School 18 13 504 535
Fair Haven Grade School 58 20 280 358
Fair Haven UHSD #16 17 12 547 576
Fairfield Center School 36 N<=10 197 243
Fayston Elementary School 20 N<=10 61 83
Ferrisburgh Central School 35 N<=10 161 203
Fisher School 41 N<=10 135 181
Fletcher Elementary School 20 N<=10 84 106
Flood Brook USD #20 37 N<=10 214 254
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 24 N<=10 147 181
Founders Memorial School * * * 472
Franklin Central School 25 N<=10 89 117
Frederick H. Tuttle Middle Sch 40 27 591 658
Georgia Elem/Middle School 79 18 491 588
Glover Community 14 N<=10 69 90
Grafton Elementary School 18 N<=10 34 56
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Granby Central School N<=10 0 N<=10 N<=10
Grand Isle Elem. School 28 N<=10 155 187
Granville Village School N<=10 N<=10 19 22
Green Mountain UHSD #35 23 17 391 431
Green Street School 64 N<=10 156 229
Guildhall Elementary School N<=10 0 12 14
Guilford Central School 31 N<=10 170 206
Halifax School N<=10 N<=10 44 54
Hancock Village School N<=10 N<=10 15 22
Hardwick Elementary School 54 15 226 295
Hartford High School 50 14 724 788
Hartford Mem. Middle School 21 18 427 466
Hartland Elementary School 66 N<=10 291 366
Harwood UHSD #19 29 11 577 617
Harwood Union Mid UHSD #19 N<=10 N<=10 166 173
Hazen UHSD #26 28 20 399 447
Highgate Schools 63 20 263 346
Hinesburg Community School 86 17 432 535
Holland Elementary School 17 N<=10 48 71
Hyde Park Elementary School 26 N<=10 136 165
Irasburg Village School 28 N<=10 99 132
Isle La Motte Elem. School 10 N<=10 20 32
J. F. Kennedy Elem. School 85 17 234 336
J. J. Flynn School 63 22 236 321
Jamaica Village School 12 N<=10 64 78
Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary 12 N<=10 43 59
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Jericho Elementary School 68 N<=10 163 235
Johnson Elementary School 51 N<=10 146 206
Lake Region UHSD #24 18 23 354 395
Lakeview USD #43 13 N<=10 43 61
Lamoille UHSD #18 35 19 815 869
Lawrence Barnes School 31 16 113 160
Leicester Central School 13 N<=10 72 90
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 20 12 378 410
Lincoln Community School 20 N<=105 78 103
Lothrop School 34 12 174 220
Lowell Village School 12 N<=10 86 104
Ludlow Elementary School 25 N<=10 115 147
Lunenburg Schools 20 N<=10 135 159
Lyman C. Hunt Middle School 15 14 430 459
Lyndon Institute 42 20 580 642
Lyndon Town School 59 22 489 570
Main Street School 22 19 271 312
Malletts Bay School * * * 614
Manchester Elem/Mid School 96 N<=10 348 454
Marlboro Elementary School 15 N<=10 55 73
Mettawee Comm Sch USD #47 42 N<=10 110 154
Middlebury ID #4 School 74 20 351 445
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 40 15 671 726
Middlebury Union Middle Sch #3 19 N<=10 279 308
Middletown Springs Elem Sch N<=10 N<=10 41 48
Mill River USD #40 26 35 676 737
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Millers Run School USD #37 31 16 102 149
Milton Elementary School 146 26 675 847
Milton Jr High School N<=10 11 265 284
Milton Sr High School 17 12 481 510
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 76 45 920 1041
Molly Stark School 56 19 220 295
Monkton Central School 29 N<=10 111 147
Montgomery Center School 18 14 74 106
Montpelier High School 22 16 399 437
Monument School 33 N<=10 86 121
Moretown Elementary School 29 0 104 133
Morristown Elem. Schools * * * 350
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 35 22 834 891
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 57 10 1164 1231
Mt. Anthony Union Middle Sch 31 N<=10 596 631
Mt. Holly School 14 N<=10 60 78
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 33 16 943 992
Neshobe School 57 17 278 352
Newark School N<=10 N<=10 42 51
Newbury Elementary School 28 16 102 146
Newfane Elementary School 31 N<=10 63 98
Newport City Elem Schools 41 16 213 270
Newport Town School 20 N<=10 113 140
Newton Elementary School 15 N<=10 115 133
No. Bennington Graded School 20 N<=10 108 135
North Country Jr UHSD #22 17 12 291 320
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2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
North Country Sr UHSD #22 46 21 1015 1082
North Hero Elem. School 15 N<=10 45 62
Northfield Elementary School 67 N<=10 192 267
Northfield Middle/High School 31 N<=10 469 510
Norton Village School N<=10 0 N<=10 15
Ontop N<=10 13 19 36
Orange Center School 13 N<=10 74 95
Orchard School 74 13 207 294
Orleans Elementary School 23 N<=10 106 138
Orwell Village School 20 17 117 154
Ottauquechee School 54 N<=10 138 201
Otter Valley UHSD #8 27 25 689 741
Oxbow UHSD #30 33 12 479 524
Park Street School 63 19 149 231
Peacham Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 34 48
Peoples Academy 13 17 331 361
Peoples Academy Middle Sch 15 25 247 287
Plymouth Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 23 25
Pomfret School 18 2 69 89
Poultney Elementary School 45 14 174 233
Poultney High School 13 15 337 365
Pownal Elementary School 52 17 197 266
Proctor Elementary School 38 N<=10 117 161
Proctor Jr/Sr High School N<=10 N<=10 170 185
Putney Central School 47 N<=10 170 225
Randolph Elementary School 67 11 223 301
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Randolph UHSD #2 36 13 597 646
Reading Elementary School 11 N<=10 47 59
Readsboro Elementary School 21 0 51 72
Richford Elementary School 48 13 161 222
Richford Jr/Sr High School 16 23 226 265
Richmond Elementary School 60 N<=10 194 256
Ripton Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 34 45
Rivendell Academy 262 11 39 312
Riverside School 17 19 308 344
Robinson School 22 N<=10 159 184
Rochester Elem/High School 16 N<=10 223 249
Rockingham Central Elementary 33 N<=10 96 134
Roxbury Village School N<=10 N<=10 35 43
Rumney School (Middlesex) 30 N<=10 111 144
Rutland Intermediate School * * * 752
Rutland Middle School 25 14 349 388
Rutland Senior High School 51 31 984 1066
Rutland Town Elem School 47 16 340 403
Salisbury Community School 17 N<=10 58 78
Samuel Morey Elementary 36 N<=10 91 128
Saxtons River Elem. School 21 N<=10 65 87
Shaftsbury Elem. School 34 N<=10 163 203
Sharon Elementary School 12 N<=10 84 102
Shelburne Community School 128 18 657 803
Sheldon Elementary School 42 16 235 293
Sherburne Elementary School 13 N<=10 66 81
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Shoreham Elementary School 18 N<=10 81 105
Shrewsbury Mountain School 12 N<=10 59 72
Smilie Memorial School (Bolton 18 38 56
So. Burlington Central School 95 N<=10 231 334
So. Burlington High School 63 29 819 911
So. Royalton Elem/High School 59 24 377 460
Spaulding HSUD #41 65 33 902 1000
Springfield High School 24 12 590 626
St Albans City School 124 47 596 767
St. Albans Town Educ. Center 99 22 501 622
St. Johnsbury Academy 179 53 738 970
St. Johnsbury Schools 99 25 427 551
Stamford Elementary School 12 1 70 83
Stockbridge Central School 14 N<=10 36 56
Stowe Elementary School 65 N<=10 207 278
Stowe Middle/High School 27 15 338 380
Sudbury Country School N<=10 0 28 34
Sunderland Elem. School 13 N<=10 47 63
Sutton School 25 N<=10 75 103
Swanton Schools 102 35 456 593
Thatcher Brook Prim. USD #45 86 N<=10 245 336
Thetford Academy 28 11 316 355
Thetford Elementary School 47 N<=10 171 223
Thomas Fleming School * * * 214
Tinmouth Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 41 51
Townshend Village School 11 0 64 75
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Student Status

2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Troy School 25 126 157
Tunbridge Central School 28 99 131
Twinfield USD #33 30 22 404 456
U-32 High School (UHSD #32) 19 36 769 824
Underhill Central School 29 91 123
Underhill ID School 32 72 105
Union Elementary School 101 17 233 351
Union School 37 12 94 143
Vergennes UESD #44 56 11 230 297
Vergennes UHSD #5 20 18 598 636
Vernon Elementary School 39 6 138 183
Waits River Valley USD #36 39 12 214 265
Waitsfield Elem. School 23 1 99 123
Walden School 17 12 75 104
Wallingford Village School 21 4 105 130
Wardsboro Central School 11 44 55
Warren Elementary School 27 4 113 144
Washington Village School 10 6 60 76
Waterford Elementary School 25 4 115 144
Waterville Elementary School 13 1 50 64
Weathersfield Middle School * * * 176
Wells Village School 17 3 62 82
West Rutland School 45 17 305 367
Westford Elementary School 28 3 211 242
Westminster Schools 27 12 189 228
Westshire Elementary 15 5 54 74
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School Count Student Status
2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Weybridge Elementary School 19 2 47 68
Wheeler School 45 10 115 170
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High School 9 215 229
White River School 35 120 163
Whiting Village School 1 19 22
Whitingham School 25 12 176 213
Williamstown Elem. School 48 11 137 196
Williamstown Middle/High Sch 14 21 290 325
Williston Schools 177 32 835 1044
Wilmington Middle High School 20 30 197 247
Windham Elementary School 5 15 20
Windsor High School 40 4 457 501
Windsor State Street School 46 213 262
Winooski High School 30 85 320 435
Wolcott Elementary School 28 3 82 113
Woodbury Elementary School 12 2 32 46
Woodford Hollow School 5 3 17 25
Woodstock Elementary School 46 6 133 185
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 31 6 440 477
Woodstock Union Middle Sch 12 12 216 240
Statewide 11,336 3,613 75,449 90,398

* Missing due to computational error.
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Appendix D Vermont Public Schools Individual Schol In-mobility
and Stability Rates 2001-2002
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School Rates (Percent)

Student Status

2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer Same
School Name PS/PA inVT |School/ SU Total
Academy School (Brattleboro) 23.1 0.6 76.3 100.0
Addison Central School 18.6 6.2 75.2 100.0
Albany Community School 20.6 4.9 74.5 100.0
Albert Bridge School (W Wind.) 17.6 0 82.4 100.0
Albert D. Lawton School 3.6 2.8 93.6 100.0
Alburg Community Ed Center 11.7 7.0 81.2 100.0
Arlington Memorial 4.8 7.2 88.0 100.0
Bakersfield School 15.4 3.8 80.8 100.0
Barnard Central School 30.4 2.9 66.7 100.0
Barnet Elementary School 11.5 9.1 79.4 100.0
Barre City Elem/Middle School 19.4 5.7 75.0 100.0
Barre Town Elementary School 15.2 4.6 80.2 100.0
Barstow Memorial School 14.6 5.1 80.2 100.0
Barton Graded School 19.6 5.7 74.7 100.0
Beeman Elementary School 18.3 0.8 80.9 100.0
Bellows Falls Middle School 6.4 2.6 91.0 100.0
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 8.4 5.0 86.6 100.0
Bellows Free Acad., Fairfax 8.4 3.9 87.6 100.0
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 4.0 10.1 85.9 100.0
Belvidere Central School 19.2 3.8 76.9 100.0
Bennington Elem. School 18.1 11.5 70.4 100.0
Benson Village School 12.4 7.1 80.5 100.0
Berkshire Elementary School 16.5 51 78.4 100.0
Berlin Elementary School 16.5 7.2 76.3 100.0
Bethel Elementary School 25.0 4.5 70.5 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)

Student Status

2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer Same
School Name PS/PA inVT |School/ SU Total
Bingham Memorial School 24.4 3.8 71.8 100.0
Black River USD #39 2.1 3.5 94.4 100.0
Blue Mountain USD #21 12.3 4.3 834 100.0
Bradford Elementary School 20.6 4.6 74.7 100.0
Braintree School 18.6 10.8 70.6 100.0
Bratt. Area Middle Sch UHSD #6 10.5 3.9 85.6 100.0
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 5.9 2.3 91.8 100.0
Brewster Pierce School 24.5 1.0 74.5 100.0
Bridgewater Village School 18.6 0 81.4 100.0
Bridport Central School 15.4 2.9 81.7 100.0
Brighton Elementary School 13.3 7.0 79.7 100.0
Bristol Elementary School 155 3.3 81.3 100.0
Brookfield School 24.3 3.9 71.8 100.0
Brookline Elementary School 11.4 0 88.6 100.0
Brownington Central School 12.6 8.0 79.3 100.0
Browns River Middle USD #17 1.6 0.6 97.8 100.0
Burke Town School 20.0 2.0 78.0 100.0
Burlington Senior High Sch 9.3 3.1 87.5 100.0
Burr & Burton Academy 9.8 4.7 85.5 100.0
C. P. Smith School 23.8 5.2 71.0 100.0
Cabot School 7.3 5.0 87.6 100.0
Calais Elementary School 14.0 5.0 81.0 100.0
Cambridge Elementary School 17.7 2.8 79.5 100.0
Camels Hump Middle USD #17 3.6 2.6 93.8 100.0
Canaan Schools 15.4 1.2 834 100.0
Canal St/Oak Grove Schools 29.7 8.1 62.2 100.0
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Student Status

2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer Same
School Name PS/PA inVT |School/ SU Total
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 14.0 3.9 821 100.0
Catamount Elementary School 17.0 6.1 76.9 100.0
Cavendish Town Elem. School 25.3 6.1 68.7 100.0
Chamberlin School 23.2 10.0 66.8 100.0
Champlain School 31.0 4.4 64.5 100.0
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 4.7 2.5 92.9 100.0
Charleston Elem. School 13.7 5.9 80.4 100.0
Charlotte Central School 14.1 1.3 84.6 100.0
Chelsea Elem. High School 12.1 5.3 82.6 100.0
Cherry Hill Elem. School 41.5 9.2 49.2 100.0
Chester-Andover USD #29 155 2.0 825 100.0
Clarendon Elementary School 16.2 5.2 78.6 100.0
Colchester High School 5.3 3.1 91.6 100.0
Colchester Middle School 4.4 4.1 91.5 100.0
Concord School 13.0 6.0 80.9 100.0
Coventry Village School 9.3 5.6 85.2 100.0
Craftsbury Schools 12.6 8.7 78.7 100.0
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 4.0 2.0 94.0 100.0
Currier Memorial USD #23 14.6 2.2 83.1 100.0
Danville School 10.6 3.8 85.6 100.0
Deerfield Valley Elem. Sch 14.5 3.4 82.1 100.0
Derby Elementary School 17.2 4.4 78.4 100.0
Dorset School 18.8 6.6 74.6 100.0
Dothan Brook School 21.3 2.2 76.5 100.0
Doty Memorial School 18.2 0 81.8 100.0
Dover Elementary School 20.0 6.3 73.8 100.0
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Student Status

2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer Same
School Name PS/PA inVT |School/ SU Total
Dummerston Schools 15.2 2.9 81.9 100.0
E. Taylor Hatton School 14.0 4.0 82.0 100.0
East Haven School 10.6 12.8 76.6 100.0
East Montpelier Elem. Sch 14.8 4.8 80.5 100.0
Eden Central School 20.2 6.1 73.7 100.0
Edmunds Elementary School 28.5 5.4 66.1 100.0
Edmunds Middle School 9.1 4.6 86.3 100.0
Elm Hill School 21.0 4.8 74.3 100.0
Enosburg Falls Elem. School 14.1 3.4 82,5 100.0
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High Sch 4.2 8.4 87.4 100.0
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 4.0 4.4 91.6 100.0
Essex Middle School 3.4 24 94.2 100.0
Fair Haven Grade School 16.2 5.6 78.2 100.0
Fair Haven UHSD #16 3.0 21 95.0 100.0
Fairfield Center School 14.8 4.1 81.1 100.0
Fayston Elementary School 24.1 2.4 73.5 100.0
Ferrisburgh Central School 17.2 3.4 79.3 100.0
Fisher School 22.7 2.8 74.6 100.0
Fletcher Elementary School 18.9 1.9 79.2 100.0
Flood Brook USD #20 14.6 1.2 84.3 100.0
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 13.3 55 81.2 100.0
Founders Memorial School * * * 100.0
Franklin Central School 21.4 2.6 76.1 100.0
Frederick H. Tuttle Middle Sch 6.1 4.1 89.8 100.0
Georgia Elem/Middle School 13.4 3.1 835 100.0
Glover Community 15.6 7.8 76.7 100.0
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2001-2002 New to VT | Transfer Same
School Name PS/PA inVT |School/ SU Total
Grafton Elementary School 32.1 7.1 60.7 100.0
Granby Central School 16.7 0 83.3 100.0
Grand Isle Elem. School 15.0 2.1 82.9 100.0
Granville Village School 9.1 4.5 86.4 100.0
Green Mountain UHSD #35 5.3 3.9 90.7 100.0
Green Street School 27.9 3.9 68.1 100.0
Guildhall Elementary School 14.3 0 85.7 100.0
Guilford Central School 15.0 2.4 82.5 100.0
Halifax School 13.0 5.6 815 100.0
Hancock Village School 18.2 13.6 68.2 100.0
Hardwick Elementary School 18.3 51 76.6 100.0
Hartford High School 6.3 1.8 91.9 100.0
Hartford Mem. Middle School 4.5 3.9 91.6 100.0
Hartland Elementary School 18.0 2.5 79.5 100.0
Harwood UHSD #19 4.7 1.8 93.5 100.0
Harwood Union Mid UHSD #19 2.9 1.2 96.0 100.0
Hazen UHSD #26 6.3 4.5 89.3 100.0
Highgate Schools 18.2 5.8 76.0 100.0
Hinesburg Community School 16.1 3.2 80.7 100.0
Holland Elementary School 23.9 8.5 67.6 100.0
Hyde Park Elementary School 15.8 1.8 824 100.0
Irasburg Village School 21.2 3.8 75.0 100.0
Isle La Motte Elem. School 31.3 6.3 62.5 100.0
J. F. Kennedy Elem. School 25.3 5.1 69.6 100.0
J. J. Flynn School 19.6 6.9 73.5 100.0
Jamaica Village School 15.4 2.6 82.1 100.0
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Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary 20.3 6.8 72.9 100.0
Jericho Elementary School 28.9 1.7 69.4 100.0
Johnson Elementary School 24.8 4.4 70.9 100.0
Lake Region UHSD #24 4.6 5.8 89.6 100.0
Lakeview USD #43 21.3 8.2 70.5 100.0
Lamoille UHSD #18 4.0 2.2 93.8 100.0
Lawrence Barnes School 19.4 10.0 70.6 100.0
Leicester Central School 14.4 5.6 80.0 100.0
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 4.9 2.9 92.2 100.0
Lincoln Community School 19.4 4.9 75.7 100.0
Lothrop School 155 55 79.1 100.0
Lowell Village School 11.5 5.8 82.7 100.0
Ludlow Elementary School 17.0 4.8 78.2 100.0
Lunenburg Schools 12.6 2.5 84.9 100.0
Lyman C. Hunt Middle School 3.3 3.1 93.7 100.0
Lyndon Institute 6.5 3.1 90.3 100.0
Lyndon Town School 10.4 3.9 85.8 100.0
Main Street School 7.1 6.1 86.9 100.0
Malletts Bay School * * * 100.0
Manchester Elem/Mid School 21.1 2.2 76.7 100.0
Marlboro Elementary School 20.5 4.1 75.3 100.0
Mettawee Comm Sch USD #47 27.3 1.3 71.4 100.0
Middlebury ID #4 School 16.6 4.5 78.9 100.0
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 5.5 2.1 92.4 100.0
Middlebury Union Middle Sch #3 6.2 3.2 90.6 100.0
Middletown Springs Elem Sch 125 2.1 85.4 100.0

184



School Rates (Percent)

Student Status
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Mill River USD #40 3.5 4.7 91.7 100.0
Millers Run School USD #37 20.8 10.7 68.5 100.0
Milton Elementary School 17.2 3.1 79.7 100.0
Milton Jr High School 2.8 3.9 93.3 100.0
Milton Sr High School 3.3 2.4 94.3 100.0
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 7.3 4.3 88.4 100.0
Molly Stark School 19.0 6.4 74.6 100.0
Monkton Central School 19.7 4.8 75.5 100.0
Montgomery Center School 17.0 13.2 69.8 100.0
Montpelier High School 5.0 3.7 91.3 100.0
Monument School 27.3 1.7 71.1 100.0
Moretown Elementary School 21.8 0 78.2 100.0
Morristown Elem. Schools * * * 100.0
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 3.9 2.5 93.6 100.0
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 4.6 0.8 94.6 100.0
Mt. Anthony Union Middle Sch 4.9 0.6 94.5 100.0
Mt. Holly School 17.9 5.1 76.9 100.0
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 3.3 1.6 95.1 100.0
Neshobe School 16.2 4.8 79.0 100.0
Newark School 13.7 3.9 824 100.0
Newbury Elementary School 19.2 11.0 69.9 100.0
Newfane Elementary School 31.6 4.1 64.3 100.0
Newport City Elem Schools 15.2 5.9 78.9 100.0
Newport Town School 14.3 5.0 80.7 100.0
Newton Elementary School 11.3 2.3 86.5 100.0
No. Bennington Graded School 14.8 5.2 80.0 100.0
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North Country Jr UHSD #22 5.3 3.8 90.9 100.0
North Country Sr UHSD #22 4.3 1.9 93.8 100.0
North Hero Elem. School 24.2 3.2 72.6 100.0
Northfield Elementary School 25.1 3.0 71.9 100.0
Northfield Middle/High School 6.1 2.0 92.0 100.0
Norton Village School 33.3 0 66.7 100.0
Ontop 11.1 36.1 52.8 100.0
Orange Center School 13.7 8.4 77.9 100.0
Orchard School 25.2 4.4 70.4 100.0
Orleans Elementary School 16.7 6.5 76.8 100.0
Orwell Village School 13.0 11.0 76.0 100.0
Ottauquechee School 26.9 4.5 68.7 100.0
Otter Valley UHSD #8 3.6 3.4 93.0 100.0
Oxbow UHSD #30 6.3 2.3 91.4 100.0
Park Street School 27.3 8.2 64.5 100.0
Peacham Elementary School 20.8 8.3 70.8 100.0
Peoples Academy 3.6 4.7 91.7 100.0
Peoples Academy Middle Sch 5.2 8.7 86.1 100.0
Plymouth Elementary School 4.0 4.0 92.0 100.0
Pomfret School 20.2 2.2 77.5 100.0
Poultney Elementary School 19.3 6.0 74.7 100.0
Poultney High School 3.6 4.1 92.3 100.0
Pownal Elementary School 19.5 6.4 74.1 100.0
Proctor Elementary School 23.6 3.7 72.7 100.0
Proctor Jr/Sr High School 3.2 4.9 91.9 100.0
Putney Central School 20.9 3.6 75.6 100.0
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Randolph Elementary School 22.3 3.7 74.1 100.0
Randolph UHSD #2 5.6 2.0 92.4 100.0
Reading Elementary School 18.6 1.7 79.7 100.0
Readsboro Elementary School 29.2 0 70.8 100.0
Richford Elementary School 21.6 5.9 72.5 100.0
Richford Jr/Sr High School 6.0 8.7 85.3 100.0
Richmond Elementary School 23.4 0.8 75.8 100.0
Ripton Elementary School 17.8 6.7 75.6 100.0
Rivendell Academy 84.0 3.5 12.5 100.0
Riverside School 4.9 55 89.5 100.0
Robinson School 12.0 1.6 86.4 100.0
Rochester Elem/High School 6.4 4.0 89.6 100.0
Rockingham Central Elementary 24.6 3.7 71.6 100.0
Roxbury Village School 11.6 7.0 81.4 100.0
Rumney School (Middlesex) 20.8 2.1 77.1 100.0
Rutland Intermediate School * * * 100.0
Rutland Middle School 6.4 3.6 89.9 100.0
Rutland Senior High School 4.8 2.9 92.3 100.0
Rutland Town Elem School 11.7 4.0 84.4 100.0
Salisbury Community School 21.8 3.8 74.4 100.0
Samuel Morey Elementary 28.1 0.8 71.1 100.0
Saxtons River Elem. School 24.1 1.1 74.7 100.0
Shaftsbury Elem. School 16.7 3.0 80.3 100.0
Sharon Elementary School 11.8 5.9 82.4 100.0
Shelburne Community School 15.9 2.2 81.8 100.0
Sheldon Elementary School 14.3 55 80.2 100.0
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Sherburne Elementary School 16.0 2.5 81.5 100.0
Shoreham Elementary School 17.1 5.7 77.1 100.0
Shrewsbury Mountain School 16.7 14 81.9 100.0
Smilie Memorial School (Bolton 32.1 0 67.9 100.0
So. Burlington Central School 28.4 2.4 69.2 100.0
So. Burlington High School 6.9 3.2 89.9 100.0
So. Royalton Elem/High School 12.8 5.2 82.0 100.0
Spaulding HSUD #41 6.5 3.3 90.2 100.0
Springfield High School 3.8 1.9 94.2 100.0
St Albans City School 16.2 6.1 7.7 100.0
St. Albans Town Educ. Center 15.9 3.5 80.5 100.0
St. Johnsbury Academy 18.5 55 76.1 100.0
St. Johnsbury Schools 18.0 4.5 77.5 100.0
Stamford Elementary School 14.5 1.2 84.3 100.0
Stockbridge Central School 25.0 10.7 64.3 100.0
Stowe Elementary School 23.4 2.2 74.5 100.0
Stowe Middle/High School 7.1 3.9 88.9 100.0
Sudbury Country School 17.6 0 82.4 100.0
Sunderland Elem. School 20.6 4.8 74.6 100.0
Sutton School 24.3 2.9 72.8 100.0
Swanton Schools 17.2 5.9 76.9 100.0
Thatcher Brook Prim. USD #45 25.6 1.5 72.9 100.0
Thetford Academy 7.9 3.1 89.0 100.0
Thetford Elementary School 21.1 2.2 76.7 100.0
Thomas Fleming School * * * 100.0
Tinmouth Elementary School 9.8 9.8 80.4 100.0
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Townshend Village School 14.7 0 85.3 100.0
Troy School 15.9 3.8 80.3 100.0
Tunbridge Central School 21.4 3.1 75.6 100.0
Twinfield USD #33 6.6 4.8 88.6 100.0
U-32 High School (UHSD #32) 2.3 4.4 93.3 100.0
Underhill Central School 23.6 2.4 74.0 100.0
Underhill ID School 30.5 1.0 68.6 100.0
Union Elementary School 28.8 4.8 66.4 100.0
Union School 25.9 8.4 65.7 100.0
Vergennes UESD #44 18.9 3.7 77.4 100.0
Vergennes UHSD #5 3.1 2.8 94.0 100.0
Vernon Elementary School 21.3 3.3 75.4 100.0
Waits River Valley USD #36 14.7 4.5 80.8 100.0
Waitsfield Elem. School 18.7 0.8 80.5 100.0
Walden School 16.3 11.5 72.1 100.0
Wallingford Village School 16.2 3.1 80.8 100.0
Wardsboro Central School 20.0 0 80.0 100.0
Warren Elementary School 18.8 2.8 78.5 100.0
Washington Village School 13.2 7.9 78.9 100.0
Waterford Elementary School 17.4 2.8 79.9 100.0
Waterville Elementary School 20.3 1.6 78.1 100.0
Weathersfield Middle School * * * 100.0
Wells Village School 20.7 3.7 75.6 100.0
West Rutland School 12.3 4.6 83.1 100.0
Westford Elementary School 11.6 1.2 87.2 100.0
Westminster Schools 11.8 5.3 82.9 100.0
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Westshire Elementary 20.3 6.8 73.0 100.0
Weybridge Elementary School 27.9 2.9 69.1 100.0
Wheeler School 26.5 5.9 67.6 100.0
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High School 3.9 2.2 93.9 100.0
White River School 21.5 4.9 73.6 100.0
Whiting Village School 4.5 9.1 86.4 100.0
Whitingham School 11.7 5.6 82.6 100.0
Williamstown Elem. School 24.5 5.6 69.9 100.0
Williamstown Middle/High Sch 4.3 6.5 89.2 100.0
Williston Schools 17.0 3.1 80.0 100.0
Wilmington Middle High School 8.1 12.1 79.8 100.0
Windham Elementary School 25.0 75.0 100.0
Windsor High School 8.0 0.8 91.2 100.0
Windsor State Street School 17.6 1.1 81.3 100.0
Winooski High School 6.9 19.5 73.6 100.0
Wolcott Elementary School 24.8 2.7 72.6 100.0
Woodbury Elementary School 26.1 4.3 69.6 100.0
Woodford Hollow School 20.0 12.0 68.0 100.0
Woodstock Elementary School 24.9 3.2 71.9 100.0
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 6.5 1.3 92.2 100.0
Woodstock Union Middle Sch 5.0 5.0 90.0 100.0
Statewide 12.5 4.0 83.5 100.0

* Missing due to computational error.
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Academy School (Brattleboro) 61 33 225 319
Addison Central School 31 N<=10 86 118
Albany Community School 17 N<=10 78 104
Albert Bridge School (W Wind.) 17 N<=10 48 66
Albert D. Lawton School 15 21 325 361
Alburg Community Ed Center 26 12 169 207
Arlington Memorial 15 16 216 247
Bakersfield School 20 14 138 172
Barnard Central School N<=10 N<=10 45 53
Barnet Elementary School 17 N<=10 134 154
Barre City Elem/Middle School 118 41 615 774
Barre Town Elementary School 118 36 713 867
Barstow Memorial School 39 10 202 251
Barton Graded School 24 16 151 191
Beeman Elementary School 31 N<=10 104 141
Bellows Falls Middle School 19 N<=10 259 286
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 49 15 423 487
Bellows Free Acad., Fairfax 87 32 750 869
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 30 136 934 1100
Belvidere Central School N<=10 N<=10 21 29
Bennington Elem. School 36 13 181 230
Benson Village School 22 N<=10 96 124
Berkshire Elementary School 24 15 129 168
Berlin Elementary School 36 N<=10 182 223
Bethel Elementary School 23 N<=10 91 123
Bingham Memorial School 19 N<=10 57 84
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School Count

Student Status

2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Black River USD #39 18 N<=10 244 271
Blue Mountain USD #21 50 23 322 395
Bradford Elementary School 49 N<=10 143 202
Braintree School 17 N<=10 72 97
Bratt. Area Middle Sch UHSD #6 22 14 281 317
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 79 16 987 1082
Brewster Pierce School 26 N<=10 72 100
Bridgewater Village School 11 N<=10 51 65
Bridport Central School 21 N<=10 79 104
Brighton Elementary School 19 N<=10 98 122
Bristol Elementary School 41 16 276 333
Brookfield School 21 N<=10 83 108
Brookline Elementary School N<=10 0 26 36
Brownington Central School 11 N<=10 60 73
Browns River Middle USD #17 12 N<=10 448 467
Burke Town School 29 15 117 161
Burlington Senior High Sch 104 41 960 1105
Burr & Burton Academy 57 44 430 531
C. P. Smith School 46 11 199 256
Cabot School 19 11 175 205
Calais Elementary School 19 N<=10 79 103
Cambridge Elementary School 48 17 194 259
Camels Hump Middle USD #17 N<=10 18 434 456
Canaan Schools 37 N<=10 202 243
Canal St/Oak Grove Schools 17 1 103 121
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 59 16 363 438
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Catamount Elementary School 40 10 210 260
Cavendish Town Elem. School 23 N<=10 68 94
Chamberlin School 61 15 172 248
Champlain School 49 18 174 241
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 58 21 1169 1248
Charleston Elem. School 15 N<=10 84 109
Charlotte Central School 70 N<=10 394 470
Chelsea Elem. High School 27 12 186 225
Cherry Hill Elem. School 21 N<=10 52 77
Chester-Andover USD #29 51 N<=10 200 257
Clarendon Elementary School 35 N<=10 152 193
Colchester High School 35 29 679 743
Colchester Middle School 19 29 551 599
Concord School 24 19 157 200
Coventry Village School 18 N<=10 83 108
Craftsbury Schools 18 11 145 174
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 16 11 333 360
Currier Memorial USD #23 25 N<=10 63 90
Danville School 34 25 343 402
Deerfield Valley Elem. Sch 27 N<=10 83 115
Derby Elementary School 63 13 267 343
Dorset School 20 N<=10 135 161
Dothan Brook School 51 N<=10 198 256
Doty Memorial School 16 N<=10 51 68
Dover Elementary School 20 N<=10 52 74
Dummerston Schools 23 N<=10 138 163
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
E. Taylor Hatton School N<=10 N<=10 33 41
East Haven School N<=10 N<=10 36 49
East Montpelier Elem. Sch 29 11 156 196
Eden Central School 17 N<=10 80 101
Edmunds Elementary School 66 11 171 248
Edmunds Middle School 26 29 321 376
Elm Hill School 21 N<=10 83 106
Enosburg Falls Elem. School 42 31 190 263
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High Sch 14 45 326 385
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 59 58 1451 1568
Essex Middle School 20 21 502 543
Fair Haven Grade School 53 13 286 352
Fair Haven UHSD #16 28 17 534 579
Fairfield Center School 31 13 187 231
Fayston Elementary School 17 N<=10 64 82
Ferrisburgh Central School 31 N<=10 157 193
Fisher School 29 N<=10 134 166
Fletcher Elementary School 17 N<=10 79 97
Flood Brook USD #20 50 N<=10 211 264
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 24 N<=10 152 182
Founders Memorial School 23 19 432 474
Franklin Central School 23 13 91 127
Frederick H. Tuttle Middle Sch 41 27 585 653
Georgia Elem/Middle School 75 19 473 567
Glover Community N<=10 N<=10 75 90
Grafton Elementary School 12 N<=10 38 51

195



School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Granby Central School N<=10 N<=10 N<=10 7
Grand Isle Elem. School 23 N<=10 151 180
Granville Village School N<=10 N<=10 N<=100 14
Green Mountain UHSD #35 23 22 389 434
Green Street School 38 18 156 212
Guildhall Elementary School N<=10 0 13 17
Guilford Central School 29 N<=10 164 196
Halifax School 11 N<=10 40 54
Hancock Village School N<=10 N<=10 14 21
Hardwick Elementary School 38 11 222 271
Hartford High School 41 11 743 795
Hartford Mem. Middle School 14 11 384 409
Hartland Elementary School 52 N<=10 295 351
Harwood UHSD #19 36 16 565 617
Harwood Union Mid UHSD #19 N<=10 N<=10 163 176
Hazen UHSD #26 11 13 395 419
Highgate Schools 72 15 251 338
Hinesburg Community School 54 14 421 489
Holland Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 55 61
Hyde Park Elementary School 50 19 127 196
Irasburg Village School 21 14 111 146
Isle La Motte Elem. School N<=10 N<=10 22 28
J. F. Kennedy Elem. School 83 34 211 328
J. J. Flynn School 58 17 203 278
Jamaica Village School 18 0 58 76
Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary N<=10 N<=10 41 51
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School Count

Student Status

2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Jericho Elementary School 61 N<=10 167 234
Johnson Elementary School 36 N<=10 155 201
Lake Region UHSD #24 16 26 354 396
Lakeview USD #43 13 N<=10 47 62
Lamoille UHSD #18 47 39 813 899
Lawrence Barnes School 28 18 83 129
Leicester Central School 12 N<=10 64 79
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 14 18 398 430
Lincoln Community School 19 N<=10 72 93
Lothrop School 39 N<=10 158 204
Lowell Village School 11 N<=10 71 86
Ludlow Elementary School 29 N<=10 112 144
Lunenburg Schools 13 N<=10 116 137
Lyman C. Hunt Middle School 18 21 431 470
Lyndon Institute 30 24 573 627
Lyndon Town School 81 24 442 547
Main Street School 20 20 261 301
Malletts Bay School 20 30 541 591
Manchester Elem/Mid School 55 27 361 443
Marlboro Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 61 72
Mettawee Comm Sch USD #47 29 N<=10 115 145
Middlebury ID #4 School 56 N<=10 321 387
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 25 22 688 735
Middlebury Union Middle Sch #3 21 14 301 336
Middletown Springs Elem Sch N<=10 N<=10 36 48
Mill River USD #40 37 24 667 728
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Millers Run School USD #37 N<=10 12 110 132
Milton Elementary School 171 28 653 852
Milton Jr High School N<=10 N<=10 277 289
Milton Sr High School 25 N<=10 478 513
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 34 45 974 1053
Molly Stark School 70 N<=10 211 290
Monkton Central School 28 11 119 158
Montgomery Center School 21 N<=10 81 107
Montpelier High School 21 21 369 411
Monument School 18 N<=10 90 110
Moretown Elementary School 21 N<=10 98 120
Morristown Elem. Schools 54 20 248 322
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 25 18 864 907
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 74 10 1148 1232
Mt. Anthony Union Middle Sch 36 N<=10 565 604
Mt. Holly School N<=10 N<=10 59 70
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 27 16 991 1034
Neshobe School 58 13 260 331
Newark School N<=10 N<=10 32 42
Newbury Elementary School 19 N<=10 104 129
Newfane Elementary School 27 N<=10 73 101
Newport City Elem Schools 53 34 207 294
Newport Town School 23 N<=10 100 124
Newton Elementary School 17 N<=10 107 125
No. Bennington Graded School 24 11 99 134
North Country Jr UHSD #22 20 13 299 332
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
North Country Sr UHSD #22 65 18 980 1063
North Hero Elem. School 11 N<=10 44 59
Northfield Elementary School 64 17 184 265
Northfield Middle/High School 20 N<=10 457 486
Norton Village School N<=10 N<=10 12 16
Ontop N<=10 13 N<=10 24
Orange Center School N<=10 13 73 94
Orchard School 74 N<=10 202 280
Orleans Elementary School 15 N<=10 99 121
Orwell Village School 18 N<=10 132 153
Ottauquechee School 49 N<=10 152 206
Otter Valley UHSD #8 32 12 705 749
Oxbow UHSD #30 29 19 444 492
Park Street School 85 12 152 249
Peacham Elementary School N<=10 0 36 41
Peoples Academy 21 19 347 387
Peoples Academy Middle Sch 14 11 262 287
Plymouth Elementary School N<=10 0 16 20
Pomfret School 12 0 70 82
Poultney Elementary School 29 N<=10 179 214
Poultney High School 17 18 306 341
Pownal Elementary School 56 11 187 254
Proctor Elementary School 26 N<=10 126 155
Proctor Jr/Sr High School N<=10 11 173 189
Putney Central School 34 14 175 223
Randolph Elementary School 69 14 212 295
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Randolph UHSD #2 17 20 561 598
Reading Elementary School 16 N<=10 39 59
Readsboro Elementary School N<=10 0 55 61
Richford Elementary School 47 21 165 233
Richford Jr/Sr High School N<=10 15 244 264
Richmond Elementary School 53 N<=10 183 244
Ripton Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 34 44
Rivendell Academy 20 N<=10 296 324
Riverside School 19 N<=10 302 331
Robinson School 25 12 136 173
Rochester Elem/High School 21 N<=10 217 247
Rockingham Central Elementary 61 N<=10 83 150
Roxbury Village School N<=10 N<=10 32 42
Rumney School (Middlesex) 24 N<=10 111 138
Rutland Intermediate School 49 34 665 748
Rutland Middle School 20 23 367 410
Rutland Senior High School 80 56 980 1116
Rutland Town Elem School 50 N<=10 303 361
Salisbury Community School 14 N<=10 59 79
Samuel Morey Elementary 29 N<=10 91 126
Saxtons River Elem. School 17 N<=10 60 81
Shaftsbury Elem. School 46 N<=10 147 200
Sharon Elementary School 23 N<=10 81 109
Shelburne Community School 116 18 655 789
Sheldon Elementary School 29 23 218 270
Sherburne Elementary School 12 N<=10 60 74
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Shoreham Elementary School 19 N<=10 79 104
Shrewsbury Mountain School 14 N<=10 54 71
Smilie Memorial School (Bolton 19 N<=10 44 67
So. Burlington Central School 85 17 249 351
So. Burlington High School 53 24 856 933
So. Royalton Elem/High School 49 17 397 463
Spaulding HSUD #41 46 26 920 992
Springfield High School 23 N<=10 533 566
St Albans City School 114 30 573 717
St. Albans Town Educ. Center 91 43 508 642
St. Johnsbury Academy 174 34 764 972
St. Johnsbury Schools 107 28 409 544
Stamford Elementary School 12 N<=10 60 74
Stockbridge Central School N<=10 N<=10 46 59
Stowe Elementary School 72 N<=10 198 276
Stowe Middle/High School 31 24 348 403
Sudbury Country School N<=10 N<=10 27 32
Sunderland Elem. School 12 N<=10 48 64
Sutton School 21 N<=10 86 115
Swanton Schools 94 24 447 565
Thatcher Brook Prim. USD #45 78 12 230 320
Thetford Academy 37 18 324 379
Thetford Elementary School 49 N<=10 172 227
Thomas Fleming School N<=10 N<=10 232 247
Tinmouth Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 37 48
Townshend Village School 24 N<=10 55 83
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Troy School 19 14 115 148
Tunbridge Central School 14 N<=10 102 122
Twinfield USD #33 40 27 380 447
U-32 High School (UHSD #32) 42 33 749 824
Underhill Central School 33 N<=10 85 123
Underhill ID School 32 N<=10 72 106
Union Elementary School 87 13 252 352
Union School 29 13 102 144
Vergennes UESD #44 65 N<=10 218 292
Vergennes UHSD #5 35 N<=10 595 639
Vernon Elementary School 42 N<=10 150 199
Waits River Valley USD #36 20 0 206 226
Waitsfield Elem. School 31 N<=10 94 128
Walden School 17 N<=10 80 102
Wallingford Village School 36 N<=10 96 140
Wardsboro Central School 16 N<=10 43 60
Warren Elementary School 29 N<=10 102 141
Washington Village School 11 N<=10 50 65
Waterford Elementary School 18 N<=10 107 134
Waterville Elementary School 11 N<=10 52 67
Weathersfield Middle School N<=10 N<=10 157 167
Wells Village School 16 N<=10 60 78
West Rutland School 34 14 309 357
Westford Elementary School 39 N<=10 201 245
Westminster Schools 39 11 160 210
Westshire Elementary 26 N<=10 52 79
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School Count Student Status
2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Weybridge Elementary School 21 N<=10 51 76
Wheeler School 41 22 102 165
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High School N<=10 10 198 215
White River School 31 N<=10 107 145
Whiting Village School N<=10] N<=10 17 21
Whitingham School 20| N<=10 189 218
Williamstown Elem. School 41 N<=10 135 185
Williamstown Middle/High Sch N<=10 20 287 313
Williston Schools 152 46 861 1059
Wilmington Middle High School 18 N<=10 210 238
Windham Elementary School N<=10 0 18 24
Windsor High School 42 11 437 490
Windsor State Street School 52 N<=10 199 256
Winooski High School 32 92 309 433
Wolcott Elementary School 25 N<=10 83 116
Woodbury Elementary School N<=10 0 34 40
Woodford Hollow School N<=10 0 17 19
Woodstock Elementary School 39 N<=10 123 169
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 23 12 440 475
Woodstock Union Middle Sch 13 N<=10 201 223
Statewide 10,594 3,755 74,620 88,969
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School Rates (Percent)

Student Status

2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Academy School (Brattleboro) 19.1 10.3 70.5 100.0
Addison Central School 26.3 0.8 72.9 100.0
Albany Community School 16.3 8.7 75.0 100.0
Albert Bridge School (W Wind.) 25.8 1.5 72.7 100.0
Albert D. Lawton School 4.2 5.8 90.0 100.0
Alburg Community Ed Center 12.6 5.8 81.6 100.0
Arlington Memorial 6.1 6.5 87.4 100.0
Bakersfield School 11.6 8.1 80.2 100.0
Barnard Central School 13.2 1.9 84.9 100.0
Barnet Elementary School 11.0 1.9 87.0 100.0
Barre City Elem/Middle School 15.2 5.3 79.5 100.0
Barre Town Elementary School 13.6 4.2 82.2 100.0
Barstow Memorial School 155 4.0 80.5 100.0
Barton Graded School 12.6 8.4 79.1 100.0
Beeman Elementary School 22.0 4.3 73.8 100.0
Bellows Falls Middle School 6.6 2.8 90.6 100.0
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 10.1 3.1 86.9 100.0
Bellows Free Acad., Fairfax 10.0 3.7 86.3 100.0
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 2.7 12.4 84.9 100.0
Belvidere Central School 20.7 6.9 72.4 100.0
Bennington Elem. School 15.7 5.7 78.7 100.0
Benson Village School 17.7 4.8 77.4 100.0
Berkshire Elementary School 14.3 8.9 76.8 100.0
Berlin Elementary School 16.1 2.2 81.6 100.0
Bethel Elementary School 18.7 7.3 74.0 100.0
Bingham Memorial School 22.6 9.5 67.9 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Black River USD #39 6.6 3.3 90.0 100.0
Blue Mountain USD #21 12.7 5.8 81.5 100.0
Bradford Elementary School 24.3 5.0 70.8 100.0
Braintree School 17.5 8.2 74.2 100.0
Bratt. Area Middle Sch UHSD #6 6.9 4.4 88.6 100.0
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 7.3 1.5 91.2 100.0
Brewster Pierce School 26.0 2.0 72.0 100.0
Bridgewater Village School 16.9 4.6 78.5 100.0
Bridport Central School 20.2 3.8 76.0 100.0
Brighton Elementary School 15.6 4.1 80.3 100.0
Bristol Elementary School 12.3 4.8 82.9 100.0
Brookfield School 19.4 3.7 76.9 100.0
Brookline Elementary School 27.8 0 72.2 100.0
Brownington Central School 15.1 2.7 82.2 100.0
Browns River Middle USD #17 2.6 1.5 95.9 100.0
Burke Town School 18.0 9.3 72.7 100.0
Burlington Senior High Sch 9.4 3.7 86.9 100.0
Burr & Burton Academy 10.7 8.3 81.0 100.0
C. P. Smith School 18.0 4.3 77.7 100.0
Cabot School 9.3 54 854 100.0
Calais Elementary School 18.4 4.9 76.7 100.0
Cambridge Elementary School 18.5 6.6 74.9 100.0
Camels Hump Middle USD #17 0.9 3.9 95.2 100.0
Canaan Schools 15.2 1.6 83.1 100.0
Canal St/Oak Grove Schools 14.0 0.8 85.1 100.0
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 135 3.7 82.9 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Catamount Elementary School 15.4 3.8 80.8 100.0
Cavendish Town Elem. School 24.5 3.2 72.3 100.0
Chamberlin School 24.6 6.0 69.4 100.0
Champlain School 20.3 7.5 72.2 100.0
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 4.6 1.7 93.7 100.0
Charleston Elem. School 13.8 9.2 77.1 100.0
Charlotte Central School 14.9 1.3 83.8 100.0
Chelsea Elem. High School 12.0 5.3 82.7 100.0
Cherry Hill Elem. School 27.3 5.2 67.5 100.0
Chester-Andover USD #29 19.8 2.3 77.8 100.0
Clarendon Elementary School 18.1 3.1 78.8 100.0
Colchester High School 4.7 3.9 91.4 100.0
Colchester Middle School 3.2 4.8 92.0 100.0
Concord School 12.0 9.5 78.5 100.0
Coventry Village School 16.7 6.5 76.9 100.0
Craftsbury Schools 10.3 6.3 83.3 100.0
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 4.4 3.1 92.5 100.0
Currier Memorial USD #23 27.8 2.2 70.0 100.0
Danville School 8.5 6.2 85.3 100.0
Deerfield Valley Elem. Sch 23.5 4.3 72.2 100.0
Derby Elementary School 18.4 3.8 77.8 100.0
Dorset School 12.4 3.7 83.9 100.0
Dothan Brook School 19.9 2.7 77.3 100.0
Doty Memorial School 23.5 1.5 75.0 100.0
Dover Elementary School 27.0 2.7 70.3 100.0
Dummerston Schools 14.1 1.2 84.7 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
E. Taylor Hatton School 17.1 2.4 80.5 100.0
East Haven School 12.2 14.3 73.5 100.0
East Montpelier Elem. Sch 14.8 5.6 79.6 100.0
Eden Central School 16.8 4.0 79.2 100.0
Edmunds Elementary School 26.6 4.4 69.0 100.0
Edmunds Middle School 6.9 7.7 854 100.0
Elm Hill School 19.8 1.9 78.3 100.0
Enosburg Falls Elem. School 16.0 11.8 72.2 100.0
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High Sch 3.6 11.7 84.7 100.0
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 3.8 3.7 92.5 100.0
Essex Middle School 3.7 3.9 924 100.0
Fair Haven Grade School 15.1 3.7 81.3 100.0
Fair Haven UHSD #16 4.8 2.9 92.2 100.0
Fairfield Center School 13.4 5.6 81.0 100.0
Fayston Elementary School 20.7 1.2 78.0 100.0
Ferrisburgh Central School 16.1 2.6 81.3 100.0
Fisher School 17.5 1.8 80.7 100.0
Fletcher Elementary School 17.5 1.0 81.4 100.0
Flood Brook USD #20 18.9 1.1 79.9 100.0
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 13.2 3.3 83.5 100.0
Founders Memorial School 4.9 4.0 91.1 100.0
Franklin Central School 18.1 10.2 71.7 100.0
Frederick H. Tuttle Middle Sch 6.3 4.1 89.6 100.0
Georgia Elem/Middle School 13.2 3.4 83.4 100.0
Glover Community 6.7 10.0 83.3 100.0
Grafton Elementary School 23.5 2.0 74.5 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Granby Central School 14.3 14.3 71.4 100.0
Grand Isle Elem. School 12.8 3.3 83.9 100.0
Granville Village School 14.3 14.3 71.4 100.0
Green Mountain UHSD #35 5.3 5.1 89.6 100.0
Green Street School 17.9 8.5 73.6 100.0
Guildhall Elementary School 23.5 0 76.5 100.0
Guilford Central School 14.8 1.5 83.7 100.0
Halifax School 20.4 5.6 74.1 100.0
Hancock Village School 19.0 14.3 66.7 100.0
Hardwick Elementary School 14.0 4.1 81.9 100.0
Hartford High School 5.2 14 93.5 100.0
Hartford Mem. Middle School 3.4 2.7 93.9 100.0
Hartland Elementary School 14.8 1.1 84.0 100.0
Harwood UHSD #19 5.8 2.6 91.6 100.0
Harwood Union Mid UHSD #19 2.3 51 92.6 100.0
Hazen UHSD #26 2.6 3.1 94.3 100.0
Highgate Schools 21.3 4.4 74.3 100.0
Hinesburg Community School 11.0 2.9 86.1 100.0
Holland Elementary School 6.6 3.3 90.2 100.0
Hyde Park Elementary School 25.5 9.7 64.8 100.0
Irasburg Village School 14.4 9.6 76.0 100.0
Isle La Motte Elem. School 7.1 14.3 78.6 100.0
J. F. Kennedy Elem. School 25.3 10.4 64.3 100.0
J. J. Flynn School 20.9 6.1 73.0 100.0
Jamaica Village School 23.7 0 76.3 100.0
Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary 15.7 3.9 80.4 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Jericho Elementary School 26.1 2.6 71.4 100.0
Johnson Elementary School 17.9 5.0 77.1 100.0
Lake Region UHSD #24 4.0 6.6 89.4 100.0
Lakeview USD #43 21.0 3.2 75.8 100.0
Lamoille UHSD #18 5.2 4.3 90.4 100.0
Lawrence Barnes School 21.7 14.0 64.3 100.0
Leicester Central School 15.2 3.8 81.0 100.0
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 3.3 4.2 92.6 100.0
Lincoln Community School 20.4 2.2 77.4 100.0
Lothrop School 19.1 3.4 77.5 100.0
Lowell Village School 12.8 4.7 82.6 100.0
Ludlow Elementary School 20.1 2.1 77.8 100.0
Lunenburg Schools 9.5 5.8 84.7 100.0
Lyman C. Hunt Middle School 3.8 4.5 91.7 100.0
Lyndon Institute 4.8 3.8 91.4 100.0
Lyndon Town School 14.8 4.4 80.8 100.0
Main Street School 6.6 6.6 86.7 100.0
Malletts Bay School 3.4 51 91.5 100.0
Manchester Elem/Mid School 12.4 6.1 81.5 100.0
Marlboro Elementary School 11.1 4.2 84.7 100.0
Mettawee Comm Sch USD #47 20.0 0.7 79.3 100.0
Middlebury ID #4 School 14.5 2.6 82.9 100.0
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 3.4 3.0 93.6 100.0
Middlebury Union Middle Sch #3 6.3 4.2 89.6 100.0
Middletown Springs Elem Sch 20.8 4.2 75.0 100.0
Mill River USD #40 5.1 3.3 91.6 100.0

210



School Rates (Percent)

Student Status

2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Millers Run School USD #37 7.6 9.1 83.3 100.0
Milton Elementary School 20.1 3.3 76.6 100.0
Milton Jr High School 3.1 1.0 95.8 100.0
Milton Sr High School 4.9 1.9 93.2 100.0
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 3.2 4.3 92.5 100.0
Molly Stark School 24.1 3.1 72.8 100.0
Monkton Central School 17.7 7.0 75.3 100.0
Montgomery Center School 19.6 4.7 75.7 100.0
Montpelier High School 51 51 89.8 100.0
Monument School 16.4 1.8 81.8 100.0
Moretown Elementary School 17.5 0.8 81.7 100.0
Morristown Elem. Schools 16.8 6.2 77.0 100.0
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 2.8 2.0 95.3 100.0
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 6.0 0.8 93.2 100.0
Mt. Anthony Union Middle Sch 6.0 0.5 93.5 100.0
Mt. Holly School 12.9 2.9 84.3 100.0
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 2.6 1.5 95.8 100.0
Neshobe School 17.5 3.9 78.5 100.0
Newark School 21.4 24 76.2 100.0
Newbury Elementary School 14.7 4.7 80.6 100.0
Newfane Elementary School 26.7 1.0 72.3 100.0
Newport City Elem Schools 18.0 11.6 70.4 100.0
Newport Town School 18.5 0.8 80.6 100.0
Newton Elementary School 13.6 0.8 85.6 100.0
No. Bennington Graded School 17.9 8.2 73.9 100.0
North Country Jr UHSD #22 6.0 3.9 90.1 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
North Country Sr UHSD #22 6.1 1.7 92.2 100.0
North Hero Elem. School 18.6 6.8 74.6 100.0
Northfield Elementary School 24.2 6.4 69.4 100.0
Northfield Middle/High School 4.1 1.9 94.0 100.0
Norton Village School 25.0 0 75.0 100.0
Ontop 8.3 54.2 37.5 100.0
Orange Center School 8.5 13.8 77.7 100.0
Orchard School 26.4 14 72.1 100.0
Orleans Elementary School 12.4 5.8 81.8 100.0
Orwell Village School 11.8 2.0 86.3 100.0
Ottauquechee School 23.8 2.4 73.8 100.0
Otter Valley UHSD #8 4.3 1.6 94.1 100.0
Oxbow UHSD #30 5.9 3.9 90.2 100.0
Park Street School 34.1 4.8 61.0 100.0
Peacham Elementary School 12.2 0 87.8 100.0
Peoples Academy 5.4 4.9 89.7 100.0
Peoples Academy Middle Sch 4.9 3.8 91.3 100.0
Plymouth Elementary School 20.0 0 80.0 100.0
Pomfret School 14.6 0 854 100.0
Poultney Elementary School 13.6 2.8 83.6 100.0
Poultney High School 5.0 5.3 89.7 100.0
Pownal Elementary School 22.0 4.3 73.6 100.0
Proctor Elementary School 16.8 1.9 81.3 100.0
Proctor Jr/Sr High School 2.6 5.8 91.5 100.0
Putney Central School 15.2 6.3 78.5 100.0
Randolph Elementary School 23.4 4.7 71.9 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)

Student Status

2002-2003 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Randolph UHSD #2 2.8 3.3 93.8 100.0
Reading Elementary School 27.1 6.8 66.1 100.0
Readsboro Elementary School 9.8 0 90.2 100.0
Richford Elementary School 20.2 9.0 70.8 100.0
Richford Jr/Sr High School 1.9 5.7 92.4 100.0
Richmond Elementary School 21.7 3.3 75.0 100.0
Ripton Elementary School 20.5 2.3 77.3 100.0
Rivendell Academy 6.2 2.5 91.4 100.0
Riverside School 5.7 3.0 91.2 100.0
Robinson School 14.5 6.9 78.6 100.0
Rochester Elem/High School 8.5 3.6 87.9 100.0
Rockingham Central Elementary 40.7 4.0 55.3 100.0
Roxbury Village School 21.4 2.4 76.2 100.0
Rumney School (Middlesex) 17.4 2.2 80.4 100.0
Rutland Intermediate School 6.6 4.5 88.9 100.0
Rutland Middle School 4.9 5.6 89.5 100.0
Rutland Senior High School 7.2 5.0 87.8 100.0
Rutland Town Elem School 13.9 2.2 83.9 100.0
Salisbury Community School 17.7 7.6 74.7 100.0
Samuel Morey Elementary 23.0 4.8 72.2 100.0
Saxtons River Elem. School 21.0 4.9 74.1 100.0
Shaftsbury Elem. School 23.0 3.5 73.5 100.0
Sharon Elementary School 21.1 4.6 74.3 100.0
Shelburne Community School 14.7 2.3 83.0 100.0
Sheldon Elementary School 10.7 8.5 80.7 100.0
Sherburne Elementary School 16.2 2.7 81.1 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Shoreham Elementary School 18.3 5.8 76.0 100.0
Shrewsbury Mountain School 19.7 4.2 76.1 100.0
Smilie Memorial School (Bolton 28.4 6.0 65.7 100.0
So. Burlington Central School 24.2 4.8 70.9 100.0
So. Burlington High School 5.7 2.6 91.7 100.0
So. Royalton Elem/High School 10.6 3.7 85.7 100.0
Spaulding HSUD #41 4.6 2.6 92.7 100.0
Springfield High School 4.1 1.8 94.2 100.0
St Albans City School 15.9 4.2 79.9 100.0
St. Albans Town Educ. Center 14.2 6.7 79.1 100.0
St. Johnsbury Academy 17.9 3.5 78.6 100.0
St. Johnsbury Schools 19.7 51 75.2 100.0
Stamford Elementary School 16.2 2.7 81.1 100.0
Stockbridge Central School 16.9 51 78.0 100.0
Stowe Elementary School 26.1 2.2 71.7 100.0
Stowe Middle/High School 7.7 6.0 86.4 100.0
Sudbury Country School 12.5 3.1 84.4 100.0
Sunderland Elem. School 18.8 6.3 75.0 100.0
Sutton School 18.3 7.0 74.8 100.0
Swanton Schools 16.6 4.2 79.1 100.0
Thatcher Brook Prim. USD #45 24.4 3.8 71.9 100.0
Thetford Academy 9.8 4.7 85.5 100.0
Thetford Elementary School 21.6 2.6 75.8 100.0
Thomas Fleming School 4.0 2.0 93.9 100.0
Tinmouth Elementary School 20.8 2.1 77.1 100.0
Townshend Village School 28.9 4.8 66.3 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Troy School 12.8 9.5 77.7 100.0
Tunbridge Central School 11.5 4.9 83.6 100.0
Twinfield USD #33 8.9 6.0 85.0 100.0
U-32 High School (UHSD #32) 5.1 4.0 90.9 100.0
Underhill Central School 26.8 4.1 69.1 100.0
Underhill ID School 30.2 1.9 67.9 100.0
Union Elementary School 24.7 3.7 71.6 100.0
Union School 20.1 9.0 70.8 100.0
Vergennes UESD #44 22.3 3.1 74.7 100.0
Vergennes UHSD #5 55 14 93.1 100.0
Vernon Elementary School 21.1 3.5 75.4 100.0
Waits River Valley USD #36 8.8 0 91.2 100.0
Waitsfield Elem. School 24.2 2.3 73.4 100.0
Walden School 16.7 4.9 78.4 100.0
Wallingford Village School 25.7 5.7 68.6 100.0
Wardsboro Central School 26.7 1.7 71.7 100.0
Warren Elementary School 20.6 7.1 72.3 100.0
Washington Village School 16.9 6.2 76.9 100.0
Waterford Elementary School 13.4 6.7 79.9 100.0
Waterville Elementary School 16.4 6.0 77.6 100.0
Weathersfield Middle School 3.0 3.0 94.0 100.0
Wells Village School 20.5 2.6 76.9 100.0
West Rutland School 9.5 3.9 86.6 100.0
Westford Elementary School 15.9 2.0 82.0 100.0
Westminster Schools 18.6 5.2 76.2 100.0
Westshire Elementary 32.9 1.3 65.8 100.0
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School Rates (Percent)
2002-2003

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Weybridge Elementary School 27.6 5.3 67.1 100.0
Wheeler School 24.8 13.3 61.8 100.0
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High School 3.3 4.7 92.1 100.0
White River School 21.4 4.8 73.8 100.0
Whiting Village School 9.5 9.5 81.0 100.0
Whitingham School 9.2 4.1 86.7 100.0
Williamstown Elem. School 22.2 4.9 73.0 100.0
Williamstown Middle/High Sch 1.9 6.4 91.7 100.0
Williston Schools 14.4 4.3 81.3 100.0
Wilmington Middle High School 7.6 4.2 88.2 100.0
Windham Elementary School 25.0 0 75.0 100.0
Windsor High School 8.6 2.2 89.2 100.0
Windsor State Street School 20.3 2.0 77.7 100.0
Winooski High School 7.4 21.2 71.4 100.0
Wolcott Elementary School 21.6 6.9 71.6 100.0
Woodbury Elementary School 15.0 0 85.0 100.0
Woodford Hollow School 10.5 0 89.5 100.0
Woodstock Elementary School 23.1 4.1 72.8 100.0
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 4.8 2.5 92.6 100.0
Woodstock Union Middle Sch 5.8 4.0 90.1 100.0
Statewide 11.9 4.2 83.9 100.0
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Academy School (Brattleboro) 71 N<=10 233 314
Addison Central School 22 N<=10 88 113
Albany Community School 19 N<=10 88 111
Albert Bridge School (W Wind.) N<=10 N<=10 51 63
Albert D. Lawton School 14 16 326 356
Alburg Community Ed Center 39 12 159 210
Arlington Memorial N<=10 N<=10 219 238
Bakersfield School 22 N<=10 135 164
Barnard Central School 7 N<=10 38 47
Barnet Elementary School 24 11 112 147
Barre City Elem/Middle School 140 48 586 774
Barre Town Elementary School 126 35 695 856
Barstow Memorial School 53 14 191 258
Barton Graded School 19 13 135 167
Beeman Elementary School 18 0 107 125
Bellows Falls Middle School 19 N<=10 274 299
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 21 N<=10 397 422
Bellows Free Acad., Fairfax 86 41 736 863
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 49 129 990 1168
Belvidere Central School N<=10 0 16 20
Bennington Elem. School 49 N<=10 169 219
Benson Village School 20 N<=10 94 120
Berkshire Elementary School 28 N<=10 141 179
Berlin Elementary School 34 12 147 193
Bethel Elementary School 31 N<=10 88 125
Bingham Memorial School 15 N<=10 63 79
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Black River USD #39 12 14 234 260
Blue Mountain USD #21 60 20 303 383
Bradford Elementary School 56 N<=10 147 211
Braintree School 14 N<=10 72 91
Bratt. Area Middle Sch UHSD #6 34 14 279 327
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 62 14 917 993
Brewster Pierce School 29 N<=10 72 105
Bridgewater Village School N<=10 0 44 50
Bridport Central School 23 N<=10 80 104
Brighton Elementary School 16 N<=10 98 119
Bristol Elementary School 46 17 244 307
Brookfield School 21 N<=10 74 100
Brookline Elementary School 11 N<=10 30 42
Brownington Central School 14 N<=10 51 71
Browns River Middle USD #17 14 16 442 472
Burke Town School 26 N<=10 124 159
Burlington Senior High Sch 77 33 1000 1110
Burr & Burton Academy 60 41 481 582
C. P. Smith School 56 N<=10 192 254
Cabot School 26 18 169 213
Calais Elementary School 14 N<=10 76 96
Cambridge Elementary School 52 N<=10 191 253
Camels Hump Middle USD #17 10 N<=10 423 441
Canaan Schools 51 0 213 264
Canal St/Oak Grove Schools 28 N<=10 88 121
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 59 19 343 421
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Catamount Elementary School 61 21 172 254
Cavendish Town Elem. School 13 N<=10 72 88
Chamberlin School 50 21 169 240
Champlain School 56 16 159 231
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 64 17 1215 1296
Charleston Elem. School 15 N<=10 79 98
Charlotte Central School 77 N<=10 381 466
Chelsea Elem. High School 25 N<=100 185 220
Cherry Hill Elem. School 13 N<=10 48 66
Chester-Andover USD #29 47 N<=10 193 248
Clarendon Elementary School 43 N<=10 144 194
Colchester High School 35 18 699 752
Colchester Middle School 16 13 569 598
Concord School 38 15 155 208
Coventry Village School 24 N<=10 85 116
Craftsbury Schools 20 22 149 191
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 N<=10 N<=10 333 347
Currier Memorial USD #23 20 N<=10 65 89
Danville School 35 28 333 396
Deerfield Valley Elem. Sch 26 N<=10 80 110
Derby Elementary School 81 15 244 340
Dorset School 33 N<=10 133 171
Dothan Brook School 51 N<=10 190 251
Doty Memorial School 13 N<=10 52 67
Dover Elementary School 18 N<=10 58 78
Dummerston Schools 42 N<=10 130 176
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
E. Taylor Hatton School N<=10 N<=10 32 40
East Haven School N<=10 N<=10 37 40
East Montpelier Elem. Sch 35 N<=10 132 176
Eden Central School 17 N<=10 75 97
Edmunds Elementary School 66 N<=10 172 246
Edmunds Middle School 28 14 326 368
Elm Hill School 26 N<=10 63 95
Enosburg Falls Elem. School 41 15 189 245
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High Sch 22 34 359 415
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 64 66 1464 1594
Essex Middle School 30 15 498 543
Fair Haven Grade School 49 19 255 323
Fair Haven UHSD #16 32 15 530 577
Fairfield Center School 35 17 189 241
Fayston Elementary School 21 N<=10 59 82
Ferrisburgh Central School 32 N<=10 149 187
Fisher School 26 N<=10 117 145
Fletcher Elementary School 23 N<=10 77 103
Flood Brook USD #20 40 N<=10 216 264
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 24 N<=10 147 178
Founders Memorial School * * * 436
Franklin Central School 24 N<=10 95 124
Frederick H. Tuttle Middle Sch 49 29 555 633
Georgia Elem/Middle School 69 36 474 579
Glover Community 10 N<=10 71 87
Grafton Elementary School 17 N<=10 39 62
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Granby Central School N<=10 0 N<=10 8
Grand Isle Elem. School 28 N<=10 143 177
Granville Village School N<=10 0 N<=10 10
Green Mountain UHSD #35 23 13 388 424
Green Street School 59 11 150 220
Guildhall Elementary School 12 0 12 24
Guilford Central School 30 N<=10 160 196
Halifax School 12 0 38 50
Hancock Village School N<=10 N<=10 16 20
Hardwick Elementary School 44 12 208 264
Hartford High School 40 12 752 804
Hartford Mem. Middle School 18 12 357 387
Hartland Elementary School 51 16 287 354
Harwood UHSD #19 13 N<=10 630 649
Harwood Union Mid UHSD #19 N<=10 N<=10 174 190
Hazen UHSD #26 18 17 375 410
Highgate Schools 52 18 254 324
Hinesburg Community School 67 14 392 473
Holland Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 46 60
Hyde Park Elementary School 31 N<=10 140 178
Irasburg Village School 19 N<=10 123 149
Isle La Motte Elem. School N<=10 N<=10 21 31
J. F. Kennedy Elem. School 75 12 212 299
J. J. Flynn School 79 13 185 277
Jamaica Village School 23 N<=10 65 89
Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary 12 N<=10 35 48
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Jericho Elementary School 60 N<=10 162 223
Johnson Elementary School 48 12 146 206
Lake Region UHSD #24 18 18 340 376
Lakeview USD #43 14 N<=10 51 69
Lamoille UHSD #18 38 30 840 908
Lawrence Barnes School 35 16 84 135
Leicester Central School N<=10 N<=10 51 63
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 30 N<=10 397 430
Lincoln Community School 20 N<=10 71 95
Lothrop School 24 N<=10 152 183
Lowell Village School 12 N<=10 54 76
Ludlow Elementary School 27 N<=10 115 148
Lunenburg Schools 25 0 89 114
Lyman C. Hunt Middle School 20 19 425 464
Lyndon Institute 31 N<=10 575 615
Lyndon Town School 83 24 415 522
Main Street School 20 N<=10 247 273
Malletts Bay School * * * 548
Manchester Elem/Mid School 79 17 325 421
Marlboro Elementary School 14 N<=10 53 69
Mettawee Comm Sch USD #47 40 N<=10 111 157
Middlebury ID #4 School 69 23 272 364
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 33 22 700 755
Middlebury Union Middle Sch #3 22 N<=10 314 346
Middletown Springs Elem Sch 11 N<=10 38 50
Mill River USD #40 26 33 665 724
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Millers Run School USD #37 20 12 95 127
Milton Elementary School 163 28 665 856
Milton Jr High School N<=10 N<=10 277 290
Milton Sr High School 20 18 494 532
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 39 45 980 1064
Molly Stark School 78 11 212 301
Monkton Central School 29 N<=10 122 155
Montgomery Center School 23 N<=10 86 117
Montpelier High School 21 22 367 410
Monument School 34 N<=10 82 117
Moretown Elementary School 15 N<=10 86 103
Morristown Elem. Schools * * * 318
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 33 21 905 959
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 96 N<=10 1132 1238
Mt. Anthony Union Middle Sch 41 12 525 578
Mt. Holly School 13 N<=10 53 70
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 34 18 1017 1069
Neshobe School 41 18 244 303
Newark School N<=10 N<=10 32 41
Newbury Elementary School 31 N<=10 105 140
Newfane Elementary School 23 N<=10 80 108
Newport City Elem Schools 70 15 196 281
Newport Town School 28 13 98 139
Newton Elementary School 19 0 95 114
No. Bennington Graded School 38 N<=10 93 132
North Country Jr UHSD #22 15 19 300 334
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
North Country Sr UHSD #22 39 23 975 1037
North Hero Elem. School N<=10 N<=10 42 55
Northfield Elementary School 51 14 179 244
Northfield Middle/High School 21 15 461 497
Norton Village School 0 0 N<=10 6
Ontop N<=10 11 N<=10 22
Orange Center School 20 N<=10 68 96
Orchard School 80 11 209 300
Orleans Elementary School 19 N<=10 104 124
Orwell Village School 19 N<=10 133 154
Ottauquechee School 49 N<=10 154 213
Otter Valley UHSD #8 28 24 682 734
Oxbow UHSD #30 35 21 435 491
Park Street School 57 N<=10 170 234
Peacham Elementary School 12 N<=10 31 44
Peoples Academy 15 15 346 376
Peoples Academy Middle Sch 14 16 242 272
Plymouth Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 N<=10 16
Pomfret School 11 N<=10 62 79
Poultney Elementary School 37 N<=10 144 186
Poultney High School 11 11 281 303
Pownal Elementary School 46 12 191 249
Proctor Elementary School 27 N<=10 122 158
Proctor Jr/Sr High School N<=10 16 168 187
Putney Central School 25 N<=10 163 196
Randolph Elementary School 63 N<=10 221 294
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Randolph UHSD #2 37 16 534 587
Reading Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 41 54
Readsboro Elementary School 14 N<=10 48 65
Richford Elementary School 34 N<=10 178 220
Richford Jr/Sr High School N<=10 22 232 263
Richmond Elementary School 55 N<=10 162 220
Ripton Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 31 43
Rivendell Academy N<=10 12 287 309
Riverside School 22 14 275 311
Robinson School 21 N<=10 129 157
Rochester Elem/High School 23 11 207 241
Rockingham Central Elementary 37 11 98 146
Roxbury Village School N<=10 N<=10 27 42
Rumney School (Middlesex) 21 N<=10 101 124
Rutland Intermediate School * * * 743
Rutland Middle School 25 16 369 410
Rutland Senior High School 73 67 1015 1155
Rutland Town Elem School 39 N<=10 272 318
Salisbury Community School 19 N<=10 67 96
Samuel Morey Elementary 30 0 94 124
Saxtons River Elem. School 22 N<=10 49 75
Shaftsbury Elem. School 44 N<=10 155 204
Sharon Elementary School 20 N<=10 84 108
Shelburne Community School 134 12 634 780
Sheldon Elementary School 38 24 210 272
Sherburne Elementary School 13 0 60 73
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Shoreham Elementary School 26 N<=10 70 102
Shrewsbury Mountain School 11 N<=10 46 58
Smilie Memorial School (Bolton 14 0 41 55
So. Burlington Central School 79 19 255 353
So. Burlington High School 38 30 905 973
So. Royalton Elem/High School 34 14 399 447
Spaulding HSUD #41 61 28 879 968
Springfield High School 26 30 539 595
St Albans City School 109 26 554 689
St. Albans Town Educ. Center 94 33 489 616
St. Johnsbury Academy 181 58 809 1048
St. Johnsbury Schools 95 41 419 555
Stamford Elementary School N<=10 N<=10 53 64
Stockbridge Central School 16 N<=10 40 57
Stowe Elementary School 66 N<=10 207 276
Stowe Middle/High School 28 12 364 404
Sudbury Country School N<=10 N<=10 24 29
Sunderland Elem. School 10 N<=10 47 61
Sutton School 18 N<=10 89 113
Swanton Schools 105 35 428 568
Thatcher Brook Prim. USD #45 63 11 222 296
Thetford Academy 32 21 339 392
Thetford Elementary School 42 N<=10 159 207
Thomas Fleming School * * * 219
Tinmouth Elementary School N<=10 0 32 38
Townshend Village School 17 N<=10 56 75
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Troy School 27 18 115 160
Tunbridge Central School 29 N<=10 89 120
Twinfield USD #33 48 18 393 459
U-32 High School (UHSD #32) 25 41 798 864
Underhill Central School 32 N<=10 85 119
Underhill ID School 34 N<=10 71 111
Union Elementary School 79 13 251 343
Union School 29 N<=10 93 131
Vergennes UESD #44 50 18 219 287
Vergennes UHSD #5 19 22 603 644
Vernon Elementary School 45 N<=10 158 209
Waits River Valley USD #36 63 14 174 251
Waitsfield Elem. School 21 N<=10 105 128
Walden School 12 15 78 105
Wallingford Village School 34 N<=10 110 150
Wardsboro Central School N<=10 0 38 47
Warren Elementary School 20 N<=10 111 132
Washington Village School 14 N<=10 48 66
Waterford Elementary School 25 N<=10 110 138
Waterville Elementary School N<=10 0 48 56
Weathersfield Middle School * * * 176
Wells Village School N<=10 N<=10 53 65
West Rutland School 46 23 303 372
Westford Elementary School 29 N<=10 203 233
Westminster Schools 34 N<=10 160 199
Westshire Elementary 27 N<=10 59 89
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School Count Student Status
2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Weybridge Elementary School 12 N<=10 60 74
Wheeler School 36 20 106 162
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High School N<=10 N<=10 161 179
White River School 23 N<=10 90 118
Whiting Village School N<=10 N<=10 12 18
Whitingham School 28 N<=10 174 208
Williamstown Elem. School 52 19 134 205
Williamstown Middle/High Sch 17 20 281 318
Williston Schools 164 31 869 1064
Wilmington Middle High School 24 17 203 244
Windham Elementary School N<=10 0 21 27
Windsor High School 32 N<=10 419 455
Windsor State Street School 57 12 172 241
Winooski High School 25 13 193 231
Winooski Middle School 11 128 49 188
Wolcott Elementary School 19 15 82 116
Woodbury Elementary School 13 N<=10 33 49
Woodford Hollow School N<=10 N<=10 16 21
Woodstock Elementary School 38 N<=10 125 169
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 16 N<=10 414 436
Woodstock Union Middle Sch N<=10 12 184 206
Statewide 10,761 3,677 73,605 88,043

* Missing due to computational error.
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Appendix H Vermont Public Schools Individual Schaol In-mobility
and Stability Rates 2003-2004
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School Rates (percent)

Student Status

2003-2004 New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Academy School (Brattleboro) 22.6 3.2 74.2 100.0
Addison Central School 19.5 2.7 77.9 100.0
Albany Community School 17.1 3.6 79.3 100.0
Albert Bridge School (W Wind.) 12.7 6.3 81.0 100.0
Albert D. Lawton School 3.9 4.5 91.6 100.0
Alburg Community Ed Center 18.6 5.7 75.7 100.0
Arlington Memorial 4.2 3.8 92.0 100.0
Bakersfield School 13.4 4.3 82.3 100.0
Barnard Central School 14.9 4.3 80.9 100.0
Barnet Elementary School 16.3 7.5 76.2 100.0
Barre City Elem/Middle School 18.1 6.2 75.7 100.0
Barre Town Elementary School 14.7 4.1 81.2 100.0
Barstow Memorial School 20.5 5.4 74.0 100.0
Barton Graded School 11.4 7.8 80.8 100.0
Beeman Elementary School 14.4 0.0 85.6 100.0
Bellows Falls Middle School 6.4 2.0 91.6 100.0
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 5.0 0.9 94.1 100.0
Bellows Free Acad., Fairfax 10.0 4.8 85.3 100.0
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 4.2 11.0 84.8 100.0
Belvidere Central School 20.0 0.0 80.0 100.0
Bennington Elem. School 22.4 0.5 77.2 100.0
Benson Village School 16.7 5.0 78.3 100.0
Berkshire Elementary School 15.6 5.6 78.8 100.0
Berlin Elementary School 17.6 6.2 76.2 100.0
Bethel Elementary School 24.8 4.8 70.4 100.0
Bingham Memorial School 19.0 1.3 79.7 100.0
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School Rates (percent)
2003-2004

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Black River USD #39 4.6 5.4 90.0 100.0
Blue Mountain USD #21 15.7 5.2 79.1 100.0
Bradford Elementary School 26.5 3.8 69.7 100.0
Braintree School 15.4 5.5 79.1 100.0
Bratt. Area Middle Sch UHSD #6 10.4 4.3 85.3 100.0
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 6.2 14 92.3 100.0
Brewster Pierce School 27.6 3.8 68.6 100.0
Bridgewater Village School 12.0 0.0 88.0 100.0
Bridport Central School 22.1 1.0 76.9 100.0
Brighton Elementary School 13.4 4.2 82.4 100.0
Bristol Elementary School 15.0 55 79.5 100.0
Brookfield School 21.0 5.0 74.0 100.0
Brookline Elementary School 26.2 2.4 71.4 100.0
Brownington Central School 19.7 8.5 71.8 100.0
Browns River Middle USD #17 3.0 3.4 93.6 100.0
Burke Town School 16.4 5.7 78.0 100.0
Burlington Senior High Sch 6.9 3.0 90.1 100.0
Burr & Burton Academy 10.3 7.0 82.6 100.0
C. P. Smith School 22.0 24 75.6 100.0
Cabot School 12.2 8.5 79.3 100.0
Calais Elementary School 14.6 6.3 79.2 100.0
Cambridge Elementary School 20.6 4.0 75.5 100.0
Camels Hump Middle USD #17 2.3 1.8 95.9 100.0
Canaan Schools 19.3 0.0 80.7 100.0
Canal St/Oak Grove Schools 23.1 4.1 72.7 100.0
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 14.0 4.5 81.5 100.0
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School Rates (percent)
2003-2004

Student Status

New to VT | Transfer in Same
School Name PS/PA VT School/ SU Total
Catamount Elementary School 24.0 8.3 67.7 100.0
Cavendish Town Elem. School 14.8 3.4 81.8 100.0
Chamberlin School 20.8 8.8 70.4 100.0
Champlain School 24.2 6.9 68.8 100.0
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 4.9 1.3 93.8 100.0
Charleston Elem. School 15.3 4.1 80.6 100.0
Charlotte Central School 16.5 1.7 81.8 100.0
Chelsea Elem. High School 11.4 4.5 84.1 100.0
Cherry Hill Elem. School 19.7 7.6 72.7 100.0
Chester-Andover USD #29 19.0 3.2 77.8 100.0
Clarendon Elementary School 22.2 3.6 74.2 100.0
Colchester High School 4.7 2.4 93.0 100.0
Colchester Middle School 2.7 2.2 95.2 100.0
Concord School 18.3 7.2 74.5 100.0
Coventry Village School 20.7 6.0 73.3 100.0
Craftsbury Schools 10.5 11.5 78.0 100.0
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 1.7 2.3 96.0 100.0
Currier Memorial USD #23 22.5 4.5 73.0 100.0
Danville School 8.8 7.1 84.1 100.0
Deerfield Valley Elem. Sch 23.6 3.6 72.7 100.0
Derby Elementary School 23.8 4.4 71.8 100.0
Dorset School 19.3 2.9 77.8 100.0
Dothan Brook School 20.3 4.0 75.7 100.0
Doty Memorial School 19.4 3.0 77.6 100.0
Dover Elementary School 23.1 2.6 74.4 100.0
Dummerston Schools 23.9 2.3 73.9 100.0

233



School Rates (percent)
2003-2004
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E. Taylor Hatton School 17.5 2.5 80.0 100.0
East Haven School 5.0 2.5 92.5 100.0
East Montpelier Elem. Sch 19.9 51 75.0 100.0
Eden Central School 17.5 5.2 77.3 100.0
Edmunds Elementary School 26.8 3.3 69.9 100.0
Edmunds Middle School 7.6 3.8 88.6 100.0
Elm Hill School 27.4 6.3 66.3 100.0
Enosburg Falls Elem. School 16.7 6.1 77.1 100.0
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High Sch 5.3 8.2 86.5 100.0
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 4.0 4.1 91.8 100.0
Essex Middle School 55 2.8 91.7 100.0
Fair Haven Grade School 15.2 5.9 78.9 100.0
Fair Haven UHSD #16 55 2.6 91.9 100.0
Fairfield Center School 14.5 7.1 78.4 100.0
Fayston Elementary School 25.6 2.4 72.0 100.0
Ferrisburgh Central School 17.1 3.2 79.7 100.0
Fisher School 17.9 14 80.7 100.0
Fletcher Elementary School 22.3 2.9 74.8 100.0
Flood Brook USD #20 15.2 3.0 81.8 100.0
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 13.5 3.9 82.6 100.0
Founders Memorial School * * * 100.0
Franklin Central School 19.4 4.0 76.6 100.0
Frederick H. Tuttle Middle Sch 7.7 4.6 87.7 100.0
Georgia Elem/Middle School 11.9 6.2 81.9 100.0
Glover Community 11.5 6.9 81.6 100.0
Grafton Elementary School 27.4 9.7 62.9 100.0
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Granby Central School 25.0 0.0 75.0 100.0
Grand Isle Elem. School 15.8 3.4 80.8 100.0
Granville Village School 40.0 0.0 60.0 100.0
Green Mountain UHSD #35 5.4 3.1 91.5 100.0
Green Street School 26.8 5.0 68.2 100.0
Guildhall Elementary School 50.0 0.0 50.0 100.0
Guilford Central School 15.3 3.1 81.6 100.0
Halifax School 24.0 0.0 76.0 100.0
Hancock Village School 15.0 5.0 80.0 100.0
Hardwick Elementary School 16.7 4.5 78.8 100.0
Hartford High School 5.0 1.5 93.5 100.0
Hartford Mem. Middle School 4.7 3.1 92.2 100.0
Hartland Elementary School 14.4 4.5 81.1 100.0
Harwood UHSD #19 2.0 0.9 97.1 100.0
Harwood Union Mid UHSD #19 4.7 3.7 91.6 100.0
Hazen UHSD #26 4.4 4.1 91.5 100.0
Highgate Schools 16.0 5.6 78.4 100.0
Hinesburg Community School 14.2 3.0 82.9 100.0
Holland Elementary School 16.7 6.7 76.7 100.0
Hyde Park Elementary School 17.4 3.9 78.7 100.0
Irasburg Village School 12.8 4.7 82.6 100.0
Isle La Motte Elem. School 22.6 9.7 67.7 100.0
J. F. Kennedy Elem. School 25.1 4.0 70.9 100.0
J. J. Flynn School 28.5 4.7 66.8 100.0
Jamaica Village School 25.8 1.1 73.0 100.0
Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary 25.0 2.1 72.9 100.0
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Jericho Elementary School 26.9 0.4 72.6 100.0
Johnson Elementary School 23.3 5.8 70.9 100.0
Lake Region UHSD #24 4.8 4.8 90.4 100.0
Lakeview USD #43 20.3 5.8 73.9 100.0
Lamoille UHSD #18 4.2 3.3 92.5 100.0
Lawrence Barnes School 25.9 11.9 62.2 100.0
Leicester Central School 12.7 6.3 81.0 100.0
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 7.0 0.7 92.3 100.0
Lincoln Community School 21.1 4.2 74.7 100.0
Lothrop School 13.1 3.8 83.1 100.0
Lowell Village School 15.8 13.2 71.1 100.0
Ludlow Elementary School 18.2 4.1 77.7 100.0
Lunenburg Schools 21.9 0.0 78.1 100.0
Lyman C. Hunt Middle School 4.3 4.1 91.6 100.0
Lyndon Institute 5.0 1.5 93.5 100.0
Lyndon Town School 15.9 4.6 79.5 100.0
Main Street School 7.3 2.2 90.5 100.0
Malletts Bay School * * * 100.0
Manchester Elem/Mid School 18.8 4.0 77.2 100.0
Marlboro Elementary School 20.3 2.9 76.8 100.0
Mettawee Comm Sch USD #47 25.5 3.8 70.7 100.0
Middlebury ID #4 School 19.0 6.3 74.7 100.0
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 4.4 2.9 92.7 100.0
Middlebury Union Middle Sch #3 6.4 2.9 90.8 100.0
Middletown Springs Elem Sch 22.0 2.0 76.0 100.0
Mill River USD #40 3.6 4.6 91.9 100.0
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Millers Run School USD #37 15.7 9.4 74.8 100.0
Milton Elementary School 19.0 3.3 77.7 100.0
Milton Jr High School 14 3.1 95.5 100.0
Milton Sr High School 3.8 3.4 92.9 100.0
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 3.7 4.2 92.1 100.0
Molly Stark School 25.9 3.7 70.4 100.0
Monkton Central School 18.7 2.6 78.7 100.0
Montgomery Center School 19.7 6.8 73.5 100.0
Montpelier High School 51 5.4 89.5 100.0
Monument School 29.1 0.9 70.1 100.0
Moretown Elementary School 14.6 1.9 83.5 100.0
Morristown Elem. Schools * * * 100.0
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 3.4 2.2 94.4 100.0
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 7.8 0.8 91.4 100.0
Mt. Anthony Union Middle Sch 7.1 2.1 90.8 100.0
Mt. Holly School 18.6 5.7 75.7 100.0
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 3.2 1.7 95.1 100.0
Neshobe School 135 5.9 80.5 100.0
Newark School 19.5 24 78.0 100.0
Newbury Elementary School 22.1 2.9 75.0 100.0
Newfane Elementary School 21.3 4.6 74.1 100.0
Newport City Elem Schools 24.9 5.3 69.8 100.0
Newport Town School 20.1 9.4 70.5 100.0
Newton Elementary School 16.7 0.0 83.3 100.0
No. Bennington Graded School 28.8 0.8 70.5 100.0
North Country Jr UHSD #22 4.5 5.7 89.8 100.0
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North Country Sr UHSD #22 3.8 2.2 94.0 100.0
North Hero Elem. School 14.5 9.1 76.4 100.0
Northfield Elementary School 20.9 5.7 73.4 100.0
Northfield Middle/High School 4.2 3.0 92.8 100.0
Norton Village School 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Ontop 9.1 50.0 40.9 100.0
Orange Center School 20.8 8.3 70.8 100.0
Orchard School 26.7 3.7 69.7 100.0
Orleans Elementary School 15.3 0.8 83.9 100.0
Orwell Village School 12.3 1.3 86.4 100.0
Ottauquechee School 23.0 4.7 72.3 100.0
Otter Valley UHSD #8 3.8 3.3 92.9 100.0
Oxbow UHSD #30 7.1 4.3 88.6 100.0
Park Street School 24.4 3.0 72.6 100.0
Peacham Elementary School 27.3 2.3 70.5 100.0
Peoples Academy 4.0 4.0 92.0 100.0
Peoples Academy Middle Sch 51 5.9 89.0 100.0
Plymouth Elementary School 37.5 6.3 56.3 100.0
Pomfret School 13.9 7.6 78.5 100.0
Poultney Elementary School 19.9 2.7 77.4 100.0
Poultney High School 3.6 3.6 92.7 100.0
Pownal Elementary School 18.5 4.8 76.7 100.0
Proctor Elementary School 17.1 5.7 77.2 100.0
Proctor Jr/Sr High School 1.6 8.6 89.8 100.0
Putney Central School 12.8 4.1 83.2 100.0
Randolph Elementary School 21.4 3.4 75.2 100.0
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Randolph UHSD #2 6.3 2.7 91.0 100.0
Reading Elementary School 18.5 5.6 75.9 100.0
Readsboro Elementary School 21.5 4.6 73.8 100.0
Richford Elementary School 15.5 3.6 80.9 100.0
Richford Jr/Sr High School 3.4 8.4 88.2 100.0
Richmond Elementary School 25.0 14 73.6 100.0
Ripton Elementary School 23.3 4.7 72.1 100.0
Rivendell Academy 3.2 3.9 92.9 100.0
Riverside School 7.1 4.5 88.4 100.0
Robinson School 13.4 4.5 82.2 100.0
Rochester Elem/High School 9.5 4.6 85.9 100.0
Rockingham Central Elementary 25.3 7.5 67.1 100.0
Roxbury Village School 21.4 14.3 64.3 100.0
Rumney School (Middlesex) 16.9 1.6 81.5 100.0
Rutland Intermediate School * * * 100.0
Rutland Middle School 6.1 3.9 90.0 100.0
Rutland Senior High School 6.3 5.8 87.9 100.0
Rutland Town Elem School 12.3 2.2 85.5 100.0
Salisbury Community School 19.8 10.4 69.8 100.0
Samuel Morey Elementary 24.2 75.8 100.0
Saxtons River Elem. School 29.3 5.3 65.3 100.0
Shaftsbury Elem. School 21.6 2.5 76.0 100.0
Sharon Elementary School 18.5 3.7 77.8 100.0
Shelburne Community School 17.2 1.5 81.3 100.0
Sheldon Elementary School 14.0 8.8 77.2 100.0
Sherburne Elementary School 17.8 0.0 82.2 100.0
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Shoreham Elementary School 25.5 5.9 68.6 100.0
Shrewsbury Mountain School 19.0 1.7 79.3 100.0
Smilie Memorial School (Bolton 25.5 0.0. 74.5 100.0
So. Burlington Central School 22.4 5.4 72.2 100.0
So. Burlington High School 3.9 3.1 93.0 100.0
So. Royalton Elem/High School 7.6 3.1 89.3 100.0
Spaulding HSUD #41 6.3 2.9 90.8 100.0
Springfield High School 4.4 5.0 90.6 100.0
St Albans City School 15.8 3.8 80.4 100.0
St. Albans Town Educ. Center 15.3 5.4 79.4 100.0
St. Johnsbury Academy 17.3 55 77.2 100.0
St. Johnsbury Schools 17.1 7.4 75.5 100.0
Stamford Elementary School 14.1 3.1 82.8 100.0
Stockbridge Central School 28.1 1.8 70.2 100.0
Stowe Elementary School 23.9 1.1 75.0 100.0
Stowe Middle/High School 6.9 3.0 90.1 100.0
Sudbury Country School 13.8 3.4 82.8 100.0
Sunderland Elem. School 16.4 6.6 77.0 100.0
Sutton School 15.9 5.3 78.8 100.0
Swanton Schools 18.5 6.2 75.4 100.0
Thatcher Brook Prim. USD #45 21.3 3.7 75.0 100.0
Thetford Academy 8.2 5.4 86.5 100.0
Thetford Elementary School 20.3 2.9 76.8 100.0
Thomas Fleming School * * * 100.0
Tinmouth Elementary School 15.8 0.0. 84.2 100.0
Townshend Village School 22.7 2.7 74.7 100.0
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Troy School 16.9 11.3 71.9 100.0
Tunbridge Central School 24.2 1.7 74.2 100.0
Twinfield USD #33 10.5 3.9 85.6 100.0
U-32 High School (UHSD #32) 2.9 4.7 92.4 100.0
Underhill Central School 26.9 1.7 71.4 100.0
Underhill ID School 30.6 54 64.0 100.0
Union Elementary School 23.0 3.8 73.2 100.0
Union School 22.1 6.9 71.0 100.0
Vergennes UESD #44 17.4 6.3 76.3 100.0
Vergennes UHSD #5 3.0 3.4 93.6 100.0
Vernon Elementary School 21.5 2.9 75.6 100.0
Waits River Valley USD #36 25.1 5.6 69.3 100.0
Waitsfield Elem. School 16.4 1.6 82.0 100.0
Walden School 11.4 14.3 74.3 100.0
Wallingford Village School 22.7 4.0 73.3 100.0
Wardsboro Central School 19.1 80.9 100.0
Warren Elementary School 15.2 0.8 84.1 100.0
Washington Village School 21.2 6.1 72.7 100.0
Waterford Elementary School 18.1 2.2 79.7 100.0
Waterville Elementary School 14.3 0.0 85.7 100.0
Weathersfield Middle School * * * 100.0
Wells Village School 15.4 3.1 81.5 100.0
West Rutland School 12.4 6.2 81.5 100.0
Westford Elementary School 12.4 0.4 87.1 100.0
Westminster Schools 17.1 2.5 80.4 100.0
Westshire Elementary 30.3 3.4 66.3 100.0
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Weybridge Elementary School 16.2 2.7 81.1 100.0
Wheeler School 22.2 12.3 65.4 100.0
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High School 5.6 4.5 89.9 100.0
White River School 19.5 4.2 76.3 100.0
Whiting Village School 11.1 22.2 66.7 100.0
Whitingham School 135 2.9 83.7 100.0
Williamstown Elem. School 25.4 9.3 65.4 100.0
Williamstown Middle/High Sch 5.3 6.3 88.4 100.0
Williston Schools 15.4 2.9 81.7 100.0
Wilmington Middle High School 9.8 7.0 83.2 100.0
Windham Elementary School 22.2 0.0 77.8 100.0
Windsor High School 7.0 0.9 92.1 100.0
Windsor State Street School 23.7 5.0 71.4 100.0
Winooski High School 10.8 5.6 83.5 100.0
Winooski Middle School 5.9 68.1 26.1 100.0
Wolcott Elementary School 16.4 12.9 70.7 100.0
Woodbury Elementary School 26.5 6.1 67.3 100.0
Woodford Hollow School 19.0 4.8 76.2 100.0
Woodstock Elementary School 22.5 3.6 74.0 100.0
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 3.7 14 95.0 100.0
Woodstock Union Middle Sch 4.9 5.8 89.3 100.0
Statewide 12.2 4.2 83.6 100.0

* Missing due to computational error.
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School Rates Mobile Gender Ethnicity FRLM
2002-2003

Fe- Non-
School Name | All No Yes male Male | white | White No Yes Unk.
Academy
(Brattlebo.) 100.0f 70.5| 29.5| 50.8| 49.2 6.3| 93.7| 58.0| 42.0 0.0
Addison
Central 100.0| 72.9| 27.1| 44.9| 55.1 0.0| 100.0| 77.1| 22.9 0.0
Albany
Community 100.0| 75.0| 25.0| 47.1| 52.9 29| 97.1| 43.3| 56.7 0.0
Albert Bridge
(W Wind.) 100.0| 72.7| 27.3| 50.0| 50.0 1.5 98.5( 97.0 3.0 0.0
Albert D.
Lawton 100.0f 90.0| 10.0| 46.5| 53.5 6.9| 93.1| 86.1| 13.9 0.0
Alburg Comm
Ed Center 100.0| 81.6| 18.4| 43.5| 56.5 24| 97.6 0.0| 100.0 0.0
Arlington
Memorial 100.0( 87.4| 12.6| 49.0| 51.0 2.8| 97.2| 83.4| 16.6 0.0
Bakersfield 100.0| 80.2| 19.8| 54.1| 45.9 1.7| 98.3| 62.8| 37.2 0.0
Barnard
Central 100.0( 84.9| 15.1| 49.1| 50.9 0.0| 100.0 3.8 19| 94.3
Barnet
Elementary 100.0f 87.0| 13.0| 50.0| 50.0 6.5| 93.5| 63.0| 37.0 0.0
Barre City
Elem/Middle 100.0| 79.5| 20.5| 49.6| 50.4 8.8| 91.2| 44.3| 55.0 0.6
Barre Town
Elementary 100.0| 82.2| 17.8| 51.4| 48.6 1.8 98.2( 84.9| 15.1 0.0
Barstow
Memorial 100.0f 80.5| 19.5| 51.4| 48.6 0.8| 99.2| 88.0| 12.0 0.0
Barton Graded | 100.0| 79.1| 20.9| 46.1| 53.9 26| 97.4| 47.1| 52.9 0.0
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Fe- Non-
School Name | All No Yes | male | Male | white | White | No Yes | Unk.
Beeman
Elementary 100.0( 73.8| 26.2| 51.1| 48.9 0.7 99.3| 75.9| 24.1 0.0
Bellows Falls
Middle 100.0( 90.6 9.4| 50.7| 49.3 3.8| 96.2| 56.6| 43.4 0.0
Bellows Falls
UHSD #27 100.0( 86.9| 13.1| 50.1| 49.9 41| 95.9| 74.3| 25.7 0.0
Bellows Free
Acad., Fairfax 100.0( 86.3| 13.7| 49.7| 50.3 39| 96.1| 82.7| 17.3 0.0
BFA St Albans | 100.0| 84.9| 15.1| 46.5| 535 46| 954| 83.1| 16.9 0.0
Belvidere
Central 100.0( 72.4| 27.6| 48.3| 51.7 0.0| 100.0| 58.6| 41.4 0.0
Bennington
Elem 100.0( 78.7| 21.3| 50.4| 49.6 3.0/ 97.0| 50.9| 49.1 0.0
Benson Village | 100.0| 77.4| 22.6| 39.5| 60.5 0.8| 99.2| 69.4| 30.6 0.0
Berkshire
Elementary 100.0f 76.8| 23.2| 50.0| 50.0 3.0/ 97.0| 61.3| 38.7 0.0
Berlin
Elementary 100.0( 81.6| 18.4| 47.5| 52.5 2.2| 97.8| 69.5| 30.5 0.0
Bethel
Elementary 100.0f 74.0| 26.0| 49.6| 50.4 3.3| 96.7| 59.3| 40.7 0.0
Bingham
Memorial 100.0f 67.9| 32.1| 38.1| 61.9 1.2| 98.8| 85.7| 14.3 0.0
Black River
USD #39 100.0( 90.0| 10.0| 46.9| 53.1 15| 985| 71.6| 28.4 0.0
Blue Mountain
USD #21 100.0( 81.5| 18.5| 49.4| 50.6 2.0| 98.0| 55.4| 44.6 0.0
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Fe- Non-
School Name | All No Yes | male | Male | white | White | No Yes | Unk.
Bradford
Elementary 100.0f 70.8| 29.2| 48.5| 51.5 25| 97.5| 61.4| 38.6 0.0
Braintree 100.0| 74.2| 25.8| 48.5| 51.5 0.0| 100.0| 52.6| 47.4 0.0
Bratt. Area
Mid UHSD #6 100.0| 88.6| 11.4| 53.6| 46.4 7.3| 92.7| 65.6| 34.4 0.0
Brattleboro Sr.
UHSD #6 100.0f 91.2 8.8| 45.7| 54.3 45| 955| 87.3| 12.7 0.0
Brewster Pierce | 100.0| 72.0| 28.0| 54.0| 46.0 0.0| 100.0| 84.0| 16.0 0.0
Bridgewater
Village 100.0f 78.5| 21.5| 40.0| 60.0 3.1| 96.9| 64.6| 35.4 0.0
Bridport
Central 100.0| 76.0| 24.0| 42.3| 57.7 0.0| 100.0| 54.8| 45.2 0.0
Brighton Elem | 100.0| 80.3| 19.7| 51.6| 48.4 3.3| 96.7| 27.0| 73.0 0.0
Bristol
Elementary 100.0| 82.9| 17.1| 48.0| 52.0 27| 97.3| 58.9| 411 0.0
Brookfield 100.0| 76.9| 23.1| 45.4| 54.6 3.7| 96.3| 75.0| 25.0 0.0
Brookline
Elementary 100.0| 72.2| 27.8| 38.9| 61.1 2.8| 97.2| 86.1| 13.9 0.0
Brownington
Central 100.0( 82.2| 17.8| 45.2| 54.8 8.2 91.8| 17.8| 82.2 0.0
Browns River
Mid USD #17 100.0] 95.9 41| 48.8| 51.2 24| 97.6| 94.4 5.6 0.0
Burke Town 100.0| 72.7| 27.3| 48.4| 51.6 6.2| 93.8| 52.8| 47.2 0.0
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Fe- Non-
School Name | All No Yes | male | Male | white | White | No Yes | Unk.
Burlington
Senior High 100.0( 86.9| 13.1| 47.0| 53.0| 15.5| 84.5| 60.2| 39.8 0.0
Burr & Burton
Academy 100.0( 81.0| 19.0| 51.2| 48.8 23| 97.7| 96.4 3.6 0.0
C. P. Smith 100.0| 77.7| 22.3| 52.7| 47.3 7.0| 93.0| 76.2| 23.8 0.0
Cabot 100.0| 85.4| 14.6| 46.8| 53.2 2.0| 98.0] 58.5| 415 0.0
Calais Elem 100.0| 76.7| 23.3| 55.3| 44.7 29| 97.1| 74.8| 25.2 0.0
Cambridge
Elem 100.0( 74.9| 25.1| 47.1| 52.9 2.7\ 97.3| 78.0] 22.0 0.0
Camels Hump
Mid USD #17 100.0] 95.2 48| 50.7| 49.3 15| 985| 84.6| 154 0.0
Canaan Schools| 100.0( 83.1| 16.9| 46.5| 53.5 1.2| 98.8( 81.1| 18.9 0.0
Canal St/Oak
Grove Schools | 100.0( 85.1| 14.9| 54.5| 455| 14.9| 85.1| 34.7| 65.3 0.0
Castleton-
Hubbardton
USD#4- 100.0( 82.9| 17.1| 47.3| 52.7 1.4 98.6( 73.1| 26.9 0.0
Catamount
Elem 100.0( 80.8| 19.2| 54.2| 45.8 1.2 98.8 41.9| 58.1 0.0
Cavendish
Town Elem. 100.0| 72.3| 27.7| 53.2| 46.8 3.2| 96.8| 68.1| 31.9 0.0
Chamberlin 100.0( 69.4| 30.6| 46.0| 54.0| 14.1| 85.9| 81.0| 19.0 0.0
Champlain 100.0( 72.2| 27.8| 44.0| 56.0| 11.6| 88.4| 58.1| 41.9 0.0
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Champlain Val
UHSD #15 100.0( 93.7 6.3| 48.6| 51.4 3.4| 96.6| 96.9 3.1 0.0
Charleston
Elem. School 100.0| 77.1| 22.9| 48.6| 51.4 0.9| 99.1| 41.3| 58.7 0.0
Charlotte
Central 100.0| 83.8| 16.2| 48.5| 51.5 45| 955( 949 5.1 0.0
Chelsea Elem.
High 100.0| 82.7| 17.3| 48.4| 51.6 1.3| 98.7| 66.7| 33.3 0.0
Cherry Hill
Elem. School 100.0| 67.5| 32.5| 46.8| 53.2| 13.0| 87.0| 45.5| 545 0.0
Chester-Andover
USD #29 100.0| 77.8| 22.2| 51.4| 48.6 23| 97.7| 71.6| 28.4 0.0
Clarendon
Elem 100.0| 78.8| 21.2| 47.7| 52.3 47| 95.3| 72.0| 28.0 0.0
Colchester
High 100.0|] 91.4 8.6 50.5| 49.5 1.7| 98.3| 92.6 7.4 0.0
Colchester Mid | 100.0( 92.0 8.0 50.9| 49.1 3.8 96.2| 87.5| 125 0.0
Concord | 100.0| 78.5| 21.5| 58.0| 42.0 1.0| 99.0| 45.5| 545 0.0
Coventry
Village 100.0| 76.9| 23.1| 49.1| 50.9 2.8| 97.2| 43.5| 56.5 0.0
Craftsbury
Schools 100.0| 83.3| 16.7| 53.4| 46.6 1.7| 98.3| 62.1| 37.9 0.0
Crossett Brook
Mid USD #45 100.0] 925 75| 43.3| 56.7 1.4| 98.6| 80.0| 20.0 0.0
Currier.
;';"Z‘Zmo“a'USD 100.0| 70.0| 30.0| 63.3| 36.7| 0.0]|1000| 589| 411| 0.0
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Danville 100.0( 85.3| 14.7| 49.0| 51.0 1.0| 99.0| 70.1| 29.9 0.0
Deerfield
Valley Elem. 100.0( 72.2| 27.8| 53.0| 47.0 8.7| 91.3| 72.2| 27.8 0.0
Derby Elem 100.0( 77.8| 22.2| 44.3| 55.7 1.5| 98.5| 57.4| 42.6 0.0
Dorset 100.0( 83.9| 16.1| 47.2| 52.8 3.7| 96.3| 95.7 4.3 0.0
Dothan Brook 100.0( 77.3| 22.7| 51.6| 48.4 7.0l 93.0| 87.1| 12.9 0.0
Doty Memorial | 100.0| 75.0| 25.0| 44.1| 55.9 0.0| 100.0| 63.2| 36.8 0.0
Dover Elem 100.0( 70.3| 29.7| 40.5| 59.5 0.0| 100.0| 71.6| 28.4 0.0
Dummerston
Schools 100.0( 84.7| 15.3| 45.4| 54.6 0.6 99.4| 85.9| 14.1 0.0
E. Taylor
Hatton 100.0f 80.5| 19.5| 51.2| 48.8 0.0| 100.0| 48.8| 51.2 0.0
East Haven 100.0f 73.5| 26.5| 57.1| 42.9 0.0| 100.0| 26.5| 73.5 0.0
East Mont-
pelier Elem. 100.0f 79.6| 20.4| 46.9| 53.1 3.1| 96.9| 81.6| 18.4 0.0
Eden Central 100.0f 79.2| 20.8| 40.6| 59.4 2.0 98.0| 52.5| 47.5 0.0
Edmunds Elem | 100.0| 69.0| 31.0( 51.6| 48.4| 20.2| 79.8| 66.9| 33.1 0.0
Edmunds Mid 100.0( 85.4| 14.6| 47.9| 52.1| 17.0| 83.0| 43.6| 56.4 0.0
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Elm Hill 100.0| 78.3| 21.7| 47.2| 52.8 1.9| 98.1| 59.4| 40.6 0.0
Enosburg Falls
Elem. 100.0( 72.2| 27.8| 50.6| 49.4 3.4| 96.6| 44.9| 55.1 0.0
Enosburg Falls
Jr/Sr High 100.0| 84.7| 15.3| 50.1| 49.9 29| 97.1| 69.6| 30.4 0.0
Essex Comm. Ed.
Ctr. UHSD #46 100.0] 925 75| 47.6| 52.4 5.2| 94.8| 92.5 7.5 0.0
Essex Middle 100.0|] 924 76| 46.8| 53.2 59| 94.1| 89.3| 10.7 0.0
Fair Haven
Grade 100.0( 81.3| 18.8| 48.9| 51.1 3.4| 96.6| 56.8| 43.2 0.0
Fair Haven
UHSD #16 100.0] 92.2 7.8 48.2| 51.8 1.7| 98.3| 79.6| 20.4 0.0
Fairfield
Center 100.0( 81.0| 19.0| 51.9| 48.1 22| 97.8| 67.5| 325 0.0
Fayston Elem 100.0| 78.0| 22.0| 51.2| 48.8 8.5| 91.5| 87.8| 12.2 0.0
Ferrisburgh
Central 100.0( 81.3| 18.7| 52.3| 47.7 26| 97.4 0.0 0.0| 100.0
Fisher 100.0| 80.7| 19.3| 44.6| 554 1.2| 98.8| 77.1| 22.9 0.0
Fletcher Elem 100.0| 81.4| 18.6| 51.5| 48.5 21| 97.9| 825| 175 0.0
Flood Brook
USD #20 100.0f 79.9| 20.1| 48.9| 51.1 0.8| 99.2| 83.3| 16.7 0.0
Folsom Ed. &
Community Ctr | 100.0| 83.5| 16.5( 50.5| 49.5 0.0| 100.0| 86.3| 13.7 0.0
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Founders
Memorial 100.0] 91.1 8.9| 46.8| 53.2 74| 92.6| 87.6| 124 0.0
Franklin
Central 100.0( 71.7| 28.3| 47.2| 52.8 7.1 92.9| 67.7| 32.3 0.0
Frederick H.
Tuttle Middle 100.0( 89.6| 10.4| 49.3| 50.7 9.3| 90.7| 85.5| 14.4 0.2
Georgia
Elem/Middle S | 100.0| 83.4| 16.6| 44.8| 55.2 0.5| 99.5| 85.4| 14.6 0.0
Glover Comm 100.0( 83.3| 16.7| 43.3| 56.7 3.3| 96.7| 47.8| 52.2 0.0
Grafton Elem 100.0f 74.5| 25.5| 51.0| 49.0 59| 94.1 0.0| 31.4| 68.6
Granby Central | 100.0| 71.4| 28.6| 71.4| 28.6 0.0| 100.0 0.0 0.0| 100.0
Grand Isle
Elem. 100.0( 83.9| 16.1| 42.2| 57.8 2.2| 97.8| 73.9| 26.1 0.0
Granville
Village 100.0( 71.4| 28.6| 50.0| 50.0 7.1| 92.9| 64.3| 35.7 0.0
Green
Mountain 100.0| 89.6| 10.4| 46.5| 53.5 21| 97.9| 67.1| 32.9 0.0
LiLicnN H#H2E
Green Street 100.0( 73.6| 26.4| 44.3| 55.7 47| 95.3| 60.8| 39.2 0.0
Guildhall Elem | 100.0( 76.5| 23.5( 47.1| 52.9 59| 94.1| 64.7| 35.3 0.0
Guilford
Central 100.0( 83.7| 16.3| 49.5| 50.5 41| 95.9| 81.1| 18.9 0.0
Halifax School | 100.0| 74.1| 25.9| 40.7| 59.3 0.0| 100.0| 66.7| 33.3 0.0
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Hancock
Village 100.0( 66.7| 33.3| 47.6| 52.4 0.0| 100.0| 61.9| 38.1 0.0
Hardwick Elem | 100.0| 81.9| 18.1| 48.3| 51.7 1.8| 98.2| 54.6| 45.4 0.0
Hartford High 100.0] 935 6.5| 49.8| 50.2 21| 97.9| 93.7 6.3 0.0
Hartford Mem.
Middle 100.0( 93.9 6.1| 45.5| 54.5 24| 97.6| 829 17.1 0.0
Hartland Elem | 100.0| 84.0| 16.0| 40.5| 59.5 1.7| 98.3| 78.9| 211 0.0
Harwood
UHSD #19 100.0f 91.6 8.4| 45.7| 54.3 2.3| 97.7| 88.7| 11.3 0.0
Harwood Union
Mid UHSD #19 | 100.0| 92.6 74| 46.0| 54.0 1.1| 98.9| 84.1| 15.9 0.0
Hazen UHSD
#26 100.0( 94.3 5.7 50.1| 49.9 29| 97.1| 64.2| 35.8 0.0
Highgate
Schools 100.0( 74.3| 25.7| 49.7| 50.3| 14.2| 85.8| 58.9| 41.1 0.0
Hinesburg
Community 100.0( 86.1| 13.9| 45.4| 54.6 2.0 98.0| 86.9| 13.1 0.0
Holland Elem 100.0] 90.2 9.8| 459| 54.1 49| 95.1| 246| 754 0.0
Hyde Park
Elem 100.0( 64.8| 35.2| 48.0| 52.0 3.1| 96.9| 55.1| 44.9 0.0
Irasburg
Village 100.0f 76.0| 24.0| 49.3| 50.7 21| 97.9| 45.2| 54.8 0.0
Isle La Motte
Elem. 100.0( 78.6| 21.4| 57.1| 42.9 0.0| 100.0| 71.4| 28.6 0.0
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JF Kennedy
Elm 100.0( 64.3| 35.7| 47.6| 52.4| 149| 85.1| 40.2| 59.8 0.0
J. J. Flynn 100.0( 73.0( 27.0| 54.0| 46.0| 13.7| 86.3| 56.8| 43.2 0.0
Jamaica Village | 100.0( 76.3| 23.7| 39.5| 60.5 0.0| 100.0| 64.5| 35.5 0.0
Jay/Westfield
Joint Elem 100.0| 80.4| 19.6| 37.3| 62.7 0.0| 100.0| 45.1| 54.9 0.0
Jericho Elem 100.0| 71.4| 28.6| 44.0| 56.0 3.0/ 97.0 90.2 9.8 0.0
Johnson Elem | 100.0( 77.1| 22.9| 46.3| 53.7 1.0| 99.0| 56.7| 43.3 0.0
Lake Region
UHSD #24 100.0| 89.4| 10.6| 47.0| 53.0 1.3| 98.7| 61.6| 38.4 0.0
Lakeview USD
#43 100.0( 75.8| 24.2| 46.8| 53.2 3.2| 96.8| 41.9| 58.1 0.0
Lamoille UHSD
#18 100.0|] 90.4 9.6| 49.5| 50.5 1.8| 98.2| 73.7| 26.3 0.0
Lawrence
Barnes 100.0( 64.3| 35.7| 49.6| 50.4| 31.0| 69.0 2.3 97.7 0.0
Leicester
Central 100.0f 81.0| 19.0| 40.5| 59.5 0.0| 100.0| 68.4| 31.6 0.0
Leland & Gray
UHSD #34 100.0] 92.6 74| 47.2| 52.8 2.8| 97.2| 99.8 0.2 0.0
Lincoln
Community 100.0| 77.4| 22.6| 50.5| 49.5 1.1| 98.9| 77.4| 22.6 0.0
Lothrop 100.0| 77.5| 22.5| 47.5| 52.5 0.5| 99.5| 75.5| 245 0.0
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Lowell Village 100.0( 82.6| 17.4| 48.8| 51.2 1.2 98.8( 41.9| 58.1 0.0
Ludlow Elem 100.0( 77.8| 22.2| 49.3| 50.7 14| 98.6( 59.7| 40.3 0.0
Lunenburg
Schools 100.0( 84.7| 15.3| 54.7| 45.3 0.7 99.3| 56.9| 43.1 0.0
Lyman C. Hunt
Middle 100.0( 91.7 8.3| 46.6| 53.4| 12.1| 87.9| 60.4| 39.6 0.0
Lyndon
Institute 100.0( 91.4 8.6| 49.4| 50.6 24| 97.6| 60.1| 39.9 0.0
Lyndon Town 100.0( 80.8| 19.2| 44.8| 55.2 29| 97.1| 51.4| 486 0.0
Main Street 100.0( 86.7| 13.3| 49.5| 50.5 3.7| 96.3| 81.4| 18.6 0.0
Malletts Bay 100.0f 915 85| 47.9| 52.1 59| 94.1| 80.9| 19.1 0.0
Manchester
Elem/Mid 100.0( 81.5| 18.5| 53.3| 46.7 27| 97.3| 80.1| 19.9 0.0
Marlboro Elem | 100.0| 84.7| 15.3| 44.4| 55.6 42| 95.8| 97.2 2.8 0.0
Mettawee
Sf_mm usDh 100.0| 79.3| 20.7| 43.4| 56.6| 0.0|100.0| 72.4| 27.6| 0.0
Middlebury 1D
#4 100.0( 82.9| 17.1| 48.8| 51.2 3.1| 96.9| 73.4| 26.6 0.0
Middlebury Sr.
UHSD #3 100.0f 93.6 6.4| 47.8| 52.2 24| 97.6| 86.8| 13.2 0.0
Middlebury
Union Mid#3 100.0( 89.6| 10.4| 50.9| 49.1 3.0 97.0| 81.0| 19.0 0.0
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Middletown
Springs Elem 100.0| 75.0| 25.0| 43.8| 56.3 2.1| 97.9| 60.4| 39.6 0.0
Mill River USD
#40 100.0| 91.6 8.4 50.0| 50.0 23| 97.7| 82.7| 17.3 0.0
Millers Run
USD #37 100.0| 83.3| 16.7| 59.1| 40.9 53| 94.7| 42.4| 57.6 0.0
Milton Elem 100.0| 76.6| 23.4| 47.8| 52.2 2.1| 97.9| 77.5| 225 0.0
Milton Jr High 100.0| 95.8 42| 47.4| 52.6 2.1| 97.9( 81.0| 19.0 0.0
Milton Sr High 100.0| 93.2 6.8 48.9| 51.1 1.6 98.4| 90.3 9.7 0.0
Missisquoi
Xj‘"ey UHSD | 100.0| 925/ 7.5| 47.4| 52.6| 19.3| 80.7| 77.1| 22.9| 0.
Molly Stark 100.0| 72.8| 27.2| 50.7| 49.3 3.1| 96.9( 44.1| 55.9 0.0
Monkton
Central 100.0| 75.3| 24.7| 49.4| 50.6 0.6| 99.4| 80.4| 19.6 0.0
Montgomery
Center 100.0| 75.7| 24.3| 49.5| 50.5 19| 98.1| 67.3| 32.7 0.0
Montpelier
High 100.0| 89.8| 10.2| 53.3| 46.7 41| 95.9| 85.9| 14.1 0.0
Monument 100.0| 81.8| 18.2| 45.5| 54.5 45| 955| 80.0| 20.0 0.0
Moretown
Elem 100.0| 81.7| 18.3| 45.8| 54.2 5.0 95.0( 75.8| 24.2 0.0
Morristown
Elem. Schools | 100.0( 77.0| 23.0| 44.4| 55.6 2.8| 97.2| 62.1| 37.9 0.0
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Mount Abraham
UHSD #28 100.0( 95.3| 4.7 51.5| 485 1.1 98.9| 83.9| 16.1| 0.0
Mt. Anthony Sr.
UHSD #14 100.0( 93.2| 6.8 49.0| 51.0 22| 97.8| 84.8| 15.2( 0.0
Mt. Anthony
Union Middle 100.0f 93.5| 6.5 48.2| 51.8 23| 97.7| 69.4| 30.6( 0.0
Mt. Holly 100.0| 84.3| 15.7( 47.1| 52.9| 0.0|100.0f 65.7| 34.3] 0.0
Mt. Mansfield
USD #17 100.0( 95.8| 4.2| 45.2| 54.8 23| 97.7| 93.6| 64 0.0
Neshobe 100.0| 78.5| 21.5( 49.5| 50.5| 0.0|100.0( 57.4| 42.6| 0.0
Newark 100.0| 76.2| 23.8( 50.0| 50.0| 0.0|100.0f 57.1| 42.9| 0.0
Newbury Elem | 100.0| 80.6| 19.4| 52.7| 47.3| 0.0|100.0| 59.7| 40.3| 0.0
Newfane Elem | 100.0| 72.3| 27.7| 57.4| 42.6 3.0| 97.0| 95.0f{ 5.0 0.0
Newport City
Elem Schools | 100.0| 70.4| 29.6| 57.5| 425 5.8| 94.2| 36.7| 63.3 0.0
Newport Town | 100.0| 80.6| 19.4| 49.2| 50.8| 0.8 99.2| 41.9| 58.1| 0.0
Newton Elem 100.0( 85.6| 14.4| 52.8| 47.2 3.2| 96.8| 75.2| 248 0.0
No. Bennington
Graded 100.0( 73.9| 26.1| 45.5| 545 22| 97.8| 73.9| 26.1( 0.0
North Country
Jr UHSD #22 100.0( 90.1| 9.9 47.3| 52.7 5.1| 94.9| 45.5| 545 0.0
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North Country
Sr UHSD #22 100.0] 92.2 7.8 45.9| 54.1 3.5 96.5| 68.0| 32.0 0.0
North Hero
Elem. 100.0| 74.6| 25.4| 49.2| 50.8 0.0| 100.0| 72.9| 27.1 0.0
Northfield
Elem 100.0| 69.4| 30.6| 46.8| 53.2 3.8 96.2| 69.8| 30.2 0.0
Northfield
Middle/High 100.0] 94.0 6.0| 45.5| 54.5 29| 97.1| 79.4| 20.6 0.0
Norton Village | 100.0| 75.0f 25.0| 62.5| 37.5| 12.5| 87.5| 62.5| 375 0.0
Ontop 100.0| 37.5| 62.5| 29.2| 70.8 0.0| 100.0| 12.5| 87.5 0.0
Orange Center | 100.0| 77.7| 22.3| 44.7| 55.3 3.2| 96.8| 72.3| 27.7 0.0
Orchard 100.0| 72.1| 27.9| 49.3| 50.7 8.2| 91.8| 90.7 9.3 0.0
Orleans Elem 100.0| 81.8| 18.2| 48.8| 51.2 6.6 93.4| 49.6| 50.4 0.0
Orwell Village 100.0| 86.3| 13.7| 47.7| 52.3 0.0| 100.0| 71.2| 28.8 0.0
Ottauquechee | 100.0( 73.8| 26.2| 55.3| 44.7 3.4| 96.6| 85.4| 14.6 0.0
Otter Valley
UHSD #8 100.0] 94.1 59| 50.9| 49.1 1.2| 98.8| 81.2| 18.8 0.0
Oxbow UHSD
#30 100.0] 90.2 9.8 46.5| 53.5 0.8 99.2| 79.7| 20.3 0.0
Park Street 100.0| 61.0| 39.0| 54.6| 45.4 5.6 94.4| 53.0| 47.0 0.0
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Peacham Elem | 100.0| 87.8| 12.2| 39.0| 61.0| 4.9| 95.1| 80.5| 19.5| 0.0
Peoples
Academy 100.0| 89.7| 10.3| 45.2| 54.8| 26| 97.4| 63.6| 36.4| 0.0
Peoples Acad-
emy Middle 100.0| 91.3| 8.7| 47.7| 52.3| 35| 96.5| 74.2| 25.8| 0.0
Plymouth Elem | 100.0| 80.0| 20.0| 45.0f 55.0| 0.0|100.0f 90.0f 10.0| 0.0
Pomfret 100.0( 85.4| 14.6| 56.1| 439 49| 951| 0.0 12| 98.8
Poultney Elem | 100.0| 83.6| 16.4| 49.1| 50.9| 23| 97.7| 65.0( 35.0| 0.0
Poultney High | 100.0| 89.7| 10.3| 48.7| 51.3 1.8| 98.2| 63.0/ 37.0( 0.0
Pownal Elem 100.0| 73.6| 26.4| 453| 54.7| 24| 97.6| 59.4| 40.6| 0.0
Proctor Elem 100.0|/ 81.3| 18.7| 46.5| 53.5| 39| 96.1| 67.1| 329| 0.0
Proctor Jr/Sr
High 100.0/ 91.5| 85| 49.2| 50.8| 3.7| 96.3| 68.8| 31.2| 0.0
Putney Central | 100.0| 78.5| 21.5| 56.5| 43.5| 22| 97.8| 61.4| 38.6| 0.0
Randolph Elem | 100.0| 71.9| 28.1| 51.2| 48.8 17| 98.3| 68.1| 319 0.0
Randolph
UHSD #2 100.0/ 93.8| 6.2 50.0| 50.0| 2.2| 97.8| 77.1| 229| 0.0
Reading Elem | 100.0| 66.1| 33.9| 52.5| 47.5| 0.0|100.0| 64.4| 35.6| 0.0
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Readsboro
Elem 100.0] 90.2 9.8| 42.6| 57.4 49| 95.1| 52.5| 475 0.0
Richford Elem | 100.0| 70.8| 29.2| 50.6| 49.4 1.3| 98.7| 41.2| 58.8 0.0
Richford Jr/Sr
High 100.0( 92.4 76| 47.7| 52.3 0.8| 99.2| 58.3| 41.7 0.0
Richmond
Elem 100.0( 75.0| 25.0| 44.3| 55.7 2.0l 98.0| 86.1| 13.9 0.0
Ripton Elem 100.0| 77.3| 22.7| 45.5| 545 2.3| 97.7| 68.2| 31.8 0.0
Rivendell
Academy 100.0( 91.4 8.6| 53.1| 46.9 25| 97.5| 67.6| 324 0.0
Riverside 100.0] 91.2 8.8| 51.4| 48.6 3.6| 96.4| 56.5| 43.5 0.0
Robinson 100.0| 78.6| 21.4| 49.7| 50.3 0.6| 99.4| 59.5| 40.5 0.0
Rochester
Elem/High 100.0| 87.9| 12.1| 50.6| 49.4 2.0 98.0| 64.0| 36.0 0.0
Rockingham
Central Elem 100.0( 55.3| 44.7| 49.3| 50.7 3.3| 96.7| 58.0| 42.0 0.0
Roxbury
Village 100.0( 76.2| 23.8| 40.5| 59.5 0.0| 100.0| 66.7| 33.3 0.0
Rumney
(Middlesex) 100.0( 80.4| 19.6| 61.6| 38.4 0.7 99.3| 81.2| 18.8 0.0
Rutland
Intermediate 100.0| 88.9| 11.1| 52.3| 47.7 29| 97.1| 51.9| 48.1 0.0
Rutland Middle | 100.0| 89.5| 10.5| 49.8| 50.2 44| 95.6| 55.4| 44.6 0.0
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Rutland Senior
High 100.0| 87.8| 12.2| 50.2| 49.8 3.9| 96.1| 82.0| 18.0 0.0
Rutland Town
Elem 100.0( 83.9| 16.1| 49.0| 51.0 0.6| 99.4| 85.0| 15.0 0.0
Salisbury
Community 100.0| 74.7| 25.3| 53.2| 46.8 25| 97.5| 924 7.6 0.0
Samuel Morey
Elem 100.0( 72.2| 27.8| 49.2| 50.8 0.8| 99.2| 78.6| 214 0.0
Saxtons River
Elem. 100.0| 74.1| 25.9| 44.4| 55.6 3.7| 96.3| 59.3| 40.7 0.0
Shaftsbury
Elem. 100.0f 73.5| 26.5| 45.5| 54.5 25| 97.5| 77.0| 23.0 0.0
Sharon Elem 100.0| 74.3| 25.7| 51.4| 48.6 9.2| 90.8| 71.6| 28.4 0.0
Shelburne
Community 100.0| 83.0| 17.0| 51.3| 48.7 3.4| 96.6| 94.3 5.7 0.0
Sheldon Elem 100.0| 80.7| 19.3| 47.4| 52.6 5.2 94.8| 58.9| 41.1 0.0
Sherburne
Elem 100.0( 81.1| 18.9| 55.4| 44.6 27| 97.3| 81.1| 18.9 0.0
Shoreham Elem| 100.0( 76.0| 24.0( 50.0( 50.0 1.0| 99.0 0.0| 11.5| 88.5
Shrewsbury
Mountain 100.0( 76.1| 23.9| 38.0| 62.0 1.4| 98.6| 81.7| 18.3 0.0
Smilie Mem-
orial (Bolton) 100.0| 65.7| 34.3| 40.3| 59.7 3.0/ 97.0| 73.1| 26.9 0.0
So. Burlington
Central 100.0( 70.9| 29.1| 52.7| 47.3| 11.4| 88.6| 88.3| 11.7 0.0
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So. Burlington
High 100.0( 91.7| 8.3| 48.9| 511 7.3| 92.7| 91.2| 838 0.0
So. Royalton
Elem/High 100.0( 85.7| 14.3| 49.5| 50.5| 4.5| 95.5| 65.7| 34.3| 0.0
Spaulding
HSUD #41 100.0( 92.7| 7.3| 50.2| 49.8 3.8| 96.2| 82.3| 17.7| 0.0
Springfield
High 100.0( 94.2| 5.8 47.7| 52.3| 3.4| 96.6( 70.0| 30.0| 0.0
St Albans City | 100.0( 79.9| 20.1| 45.0| 55.0| 7.0| 93.0| 61.6| 38.4| 0.0
St. Albans
IOWP Educ. 100.0| 79.1| 20.9| 50.8| 49.2| 26| 97.4| 723| 27.7| 0.0
St. Johnsbury
Academy 100.0( 78.6| 21.4| 48.0| 52.0( 14.2| 85.8| 86.1| 13.9| 0.0
St. Johnsbury
Schools 100.0( 75.2| 24.8| 50.9| 49.1| 59| 94.1| 45.6| 54.4| 0.0
Stamford Elem | 100.0( 81.1| 18.9| 43.2| 56.8| 2.7| 97.3| 87.8| 12.2| 0.0
Stockbridge
Central 100.0( 78.0| 22.0 49.2| 50.8| 0.0|100.0( 54.2| 45.8| 0.0
Stowe Elem 100.0( 71.7| 28.3| 51.1| 48.9 18| 98.2( 87.7| 12.3| 0.0
Stowe
Middle/High 100.0( 86.4| 13.6| 44.9| 55.1 17| 98.3| 923 7.7 0.0
Sudbury
Country 100.0( 84.4| 15.6| 50.0| 50.0( 0.0|100.0( 78.1| 21.9| 0.0
Sunderland
Elem. 100.0( 75.0| 25.0| 48.4| 51.6 16| 984 65.6| 34.4| 0.0
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Fe- Non-
School Name | All No Yes | male | Male | white | White | No Yes | Unk.
Sutton 100.0( 74.8| 25.2| 48.7| 51.3 0.0| 100.0| 32.2| 67.8 0.0
Swanton
Schools 100.0( 79.1| 20.9| 50.4| 49.6| 18.2| 81.8| 61.4| 38.6 0.0
Thatcher Brook
Prim. USD #45 | 100.0| 71.9| 28.1| 44.4| 55.6 2.2| 97.8| 82.2| 17.8 0.0
Thetford
Academy 100.0( 85.5| 14.5| 47.0| 53.0 1.8| 98.2| 934 6.6 0.0
Thetford Elem | 100.0( 75.8| 24.2| 52.4| 47.6 3.1| 96.9| 86.8| 13.2 0.0
Thomas
Fleming 100.0( 94.0 6.0| 47.4| 52.6 5.7| 94.3| 82.6| 17.4 0.0
Tinmouth Elem | 100.0( 77.1| 22.9| 33.3| 66.7 0.0| 100.0| 79.2| 20.8 0.0
Townshend
Village 100.0f 66.3| 33.7| 50.6| 49.4 1.2| 98.8| 67.5| 325 0.0
Troy 100.0( 77.7| 22.3| 53.4| 46.6 27| 97.3| 36.5| 63.5 0.0
Tunbridge
Central 100.0( 83.6| 16.4| 45.9| 54.1 0.0| 100.0| 63.9| 36.1 0.0
Twinfield USD
#33 100.0( 85.0| 15.0| 50.8| 49.2 6.0 94.0| 74.9| 25.1 0.0
U-32 High
(UHSD #32) 100.0( 90.9 9.1| 53.6| 46.4 24| 97.6| 84.6| 154 0.0
Underhill
Center 100.0f 69.1| 30.9| 49.6| 50.4 1.6| 98.4| 94.3 5.7 0.0
Underhill ID 100.0f 67.9| 32.1| 50.9| 49.1 1.9| 98.1| 98.1 1.9 0.0
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Union
Elementary 100.0| 71.6| 28.4| 51.7| 48.3 8.2| 91.8| 77.3| 22.7 0.0
Union School 100.0f 70.8| 29.2| 56.3| 43.8 1.4| 98.6| 44.4| 55.6 0.0
Vergennes
UESD #44 100.0| 74.7| 25.3| 46.6| 53.4 21| 97.9| 62.7| 37.3 0.0
Vergennes
UHSD #5 100.0] 93.1 6.9| 50.7| 49.3 3.1| 96.9| 73.9| 21.0 5.2
Vernon
Elementary 100.0| 75.4| 24.6| 48.2| 51.8 0.5| 99.5| 83.9| 16.1 0.0
Waits River
Valley USD #36| 100.0| 91.2 8.8 53.1| 46.9 0.0| 100.0| 53.1| 46.9 0.0
Waitsfield
Elem. 100.0| 73.4| 26.6| 57.8| 42.2 16| 98.4| 77.3| 227 0.0
Walden 100.0| 78.4| 21.6| 50.0| 50.0 2.0| 98.0| 62.7| 37.3 0.0
Wallingford
Village 100.0| 68.6| 31.4| 48.6| 51.4 1.4| 98.6( 70.0| 30.0 0.0
Wardsboro
Central 100.0| 71.7| 28.3| 51.7| 48.3 0.0| 100.0 0.0| 21.7| 78.3
Warren Elem 100.0| 72.3| 27.7| 56.0| 44.0 2.8| 97.2| 70.9| 29.1 0.0
Washington
Village 100.0f 76.9| 23.1| 40.0| 60.0 0.0| 100.0| 73.8| 26.2 0.0
Waterford
Elem 100.0f 79.9| 20.1| 41.8| 58.2 15| 985 82.1| 179 0.0
Waterville
Elem 100.0| 77.6| 22.4| 38.8| 61.2 3.0 97.0] 70.1| 29.9 0.0
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Weathersfield
Middle 100.0( 94.0 6.0| 449| 55.1 1.2| 98.8| 725| 275 0.0
Wells Village 100.0( 76.9| 23.1| 51.3| 48.7 26| 97.4| 76.9| 23.1 0.0
West Rutland 100.0( 86.6| 13.4| 47.3| 52.7 48| 95.2| 69.2| 30.8 0.0
Westford Elem | 100.0| 82.0| 18.0| 50.6| 49.4 3.3| 96.7| 89.4| 10.6 0.0
Westminster
Schools 100.0( 76.2| 23.8| 48.6| 51.4 3.3| 96.7| 64.3| 35.7 0.0
Westshire Elem | 100.0| 65.8| 34.2| 45.6| 54.4 1.3| 98.7| 64.6| 354 0.0
Weybridge
Elem 100.0( 67.1| 32.9| 52.6| 47.4 0.0| 100.0| 86.8| 13.2 0.0
Wheeler 100.0( 61.8| 38.2| 45.5| 545| 26.1| 73.9 0.0| 100.0 0.0
Whitcomb
Jr/Sr High 100.0] 92.1 79| 48.8| 51.2 3.7 96.3| 79.1| 20.9 0.0
White River 100.0( 73.8| 26.2| 52.4| 47.6 0.7 99.3| 59.3| 40.7 0.0
Whiting Village | 100.0|{ 81.0| 19.0| 66.7| 33.3 9.5 90.5 48| 28.6| 66.7
Whitingham 100.0( 86.7| 13.3| 55.0| 45.0 0.0| 100.0| 63.3| 36.7 0.0
Williamstown
Elem. 100.0( 73.0| 27.0| 45.4| 54.6 0.5| 99.5| 67.0| 33.0 0.0
Williamstown
Middle/High 100.0( 91.7 8.3| 42.8| 57.2 0.0| 100.0| 77.0| 23.0 0.0
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Williston
Schools 100.0( 81.3| 18.7| 48.6| 51.4 41| 95.9| 89.7| 10.3 0.0
Wilmington
Middle High 100.0( 88.2| 11.8| 51.3| 48.7 1.7| 98.3| 74.8| 25.2 0.0
Windham
Elementary 100.0f 75.0| 25.0| 50.0| 50.0 8.3| 91.7 0.0| 25.0( 75.0
Windsor High 100.0( 89.2| 10.8| 47.6| 52.4 3.5 96.5| 79.0| 21.0 0.0
Windsor State
Street 100.0( 77.7| 22.3| 51.6| 48.4 3.9| 96.1| 63.3| 36.7 0.0
Winooski High | 100.0| 71.4| 28.6| 46.9| 53.1| 11.8| 88.2| 51.7| 48.3 0.0
Wolcott Elem 100.0( 71.6| 28.4| 44.8| 55.2 0.0| 100.0| 64.7| 35.3 0.0
Woodbury
Elem 100.0f 85.0| 15.0| 37.5| 62.5 75| 925| 77.5| 225 0.0
Woodford
Hollow 100.0f 89.5| 10.5| 52.6| 47.4 0.0| 100.0| 36.8| 63.2 0.0
Woodstock
Elem 100.0( 72.8| 27.2| 49.7| 50.3 47| 95.3| 81.7| 18.3 0.0
Woodstock Sr.
UHSD #4 100.0] 92.6 7.4 49.1| 50.9 2.3| 97.7| 93.9 6.1 0.0
Woodstock
Union Middle 100.0] 90.1 9.9| 43.9| 56.1 2.2| 97.8| 91.0 9.0 0.0
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School Rates Title 1 Limited
(percent) 504 Plan in | Read/Math/ English
2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Academy

(Brattlebo.) 100.0 70.5| 29.5/ 98.1 1.9 0.0 100.0 931 6.9
Addison Central 1000 72.9] 27.1 449 551 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Albany Community 100.0 75.00 25.0f 99.0 1.0 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Albert Bridge Sch

(W Wind.) 100.0 72.7/ 27.3] 80.3] 19.7| 100.0 0.0, 100.0 0.0
Albert D. Lawton 100.0 90.0f 10.0f 81.2] 18.8 96.4 3.6/ 994 0.6
Alburg Community

Ed Center 100.0 81.6/ 18.4 995 0.5/ 67.1 32.9 100.0 0.0
Arlington Memorial 100. 87.4, 12.6f 89.1 10.9] 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Bakersfield 100.0 80.2| 19.8) 89.5| 105 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Barnard Central 100/0 84.9f 15.1] 98.1 1.9] 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Barnet Elementary 100.0 87.0f 13.00 83.1 16.9 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Barre City

Elem/Middle 100.0 79.5| 20.5| 66.9] 33.1 0.0 100.00 92.0 8.0
Barre Town

Elementary 100.0 82.2] 17.8) 92.6 7.4/ 99.9 0.1] 98.6 1.4
Barstow Memorial 100.0 80.5] 19.5 66.5| 33.5 100.0 0.0 99.6 0.4
Barton Graded 1000 79.1 20.9 92.7 7.3 0.0| 100.0 100.0 0.0
Beeman Elementary 100.00 73.8) 26.2] 93.6 6.4/ 81.6/ 18.4 100.0 0.0
Bellows Falls Middle 100.00 90.6 9.4| 857 143 82.20 17.8) 98.6 1.4
Bellows Falls UHSD

#27 100.0 86.9] 13.1 89.7 10.3 83.21 16.8 99.8 0.2
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Bellows Free Acad.,

Fairfax 100.0 86.3] 13.7 94.2 5.8/ 87.6/ 12.4/ 100.0 0.0
Bellows Free Acad.,

St. Albans 100.0 84.9] 15.1 95.6 4.4| 100.0 0.0 99.9 0.1
Belvidere Central 100,0 72.4] 27.6 93.1 6.9 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Bennington Elem. 1000 78.7) 21.3 93.9 6.1 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Benson Village 100.0 77.4, 226/ 91.9 8.1 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Berkshire Elementary 100.00 76.8 23.2] 91.7 8.3 0.0/ 100.0 97.6 2.4
Berlin Elementary 1000 81.6] 18.4f 94.2 5.8/ 88.3] 11.7| 100.0 0.0
Bethel Elementary 1000 74.00 26.00 82.9] 17.1 69.9 30.1 984 1.6
Bingham Memorial 100.0 67.9] 32.1 845 15.5 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Black River USD

#39 100.0 90.0, 10.0, 92.3 7.7 95.6 4.4 99.6 0.4
Blue Mountain USD

#21 100.0 815 18.5 87.3 12.7 77.7) 223 99.7 0.3
Bradford Elementary 100.00 70.8) 29.2] 723 27.7] 92.6 7.4 99.0 1.0
Braintree 100.0 74.2) 25.8/ 67.00 33.00 72.2| 27.8 100.0 0.0
Bratt. Area Middle

Sch UHSD #6 100.0 88.6/ 11.4f 95.3 4.7 0.0, 100.0 97.8 2.2
Brattleboro Sr.

UHSD #6 100.0 91.2 8.8) 94.0 6.0 95.7 43 98.1 1.9
Brewster Pierce 1000 72.00 28.0, 82.0f 18.0f 96.0 4.0, 100.0 0.0
Bridgewater Village | 100.00 78.5| 21.5 60.0f 40.0f 92.3 7.7 100.0 0.0
Bridport Central 100.0 76.0] 24.00 90.4 9.6 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Brighton Elementary 100.00 80.3] 19.7] 91.8 8.2 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Bristol Elementary 1000 82.9 17.1 73.6] 26.4 748 252 994 0.6
Brookfield 100.0 76.9] 23.1 67.6f 32.4 73.1 26.9 100.0 0.0
Brookline

Elementary 100.0 72.2| 27.8 97.2 2.8/ 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Brownington Centra| 100.00 82.2 17.8 95.9 4.1 0.0 100.0 98.6 1.4
Browns River Middle

USD #17 100.0 95.9 41 854 14.6 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Burke Town 100.0 72.7] 27.3] 79.5 20.5/ 89.4| 10.6/ 100.0 0.0
Burlington Senior

High Sch 100.0 86.9] 13.1 954 46| 934 6.6/ 93.8 6.2
Burr & Burton

Academy 100.0 81.0, 19.0, 89.6/ 10.4 100.0 0.0 99.8 0.2
C. P. Smith 100.0 77.7) 22.3 96.9 3.1 100.0 0.0 96.1 3.9
Cabot 100.0 85.4/ 14.6/ 859 14.1 96.6 3.4/ 100.0 0.0
Calais Elementary 1000 76.7] 23.3] 95.1 49| 76.7] 23.3 100.0 0.0
Cambridge

Elementary 100.0 74.9) 25.1 73.00 27.0, 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Camels Hump

Middle USD #17 100.0 95.2 4.8 934 6.6/ 88.4/ 11.6/ 100.0 0.0
Canaan s 100/0 83.1] 16.9) 90.1 9.9] 55.1 449 99.6 0.4
Canal St/Oak Grove| 100.0 85.1 14.9 94.2 5.8 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Castleton-

Hubbardton USD#42 100.00 82.9| 17.1) 88.4] 11.6 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Catamount

Elementary 100.0 80.8) 19.2 97.3 2.7 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Cavendish Town

Elem. 100.0 72.3] 27.7/ 851 14.9 89.4 10.6/ 100.0 0.0
Chamberlin 100.0 69.4| 30.6/ 78.6] 21.4 76.6] 23.4 89.9 10.1
Champlain 100.0 72.2| 27.8 99.2 0.8/ 84.2] 158 913 8.7
Champlain Valley

UHSD #15 100.0 93.7 6.3 90.8 9.2| 100.0 0.0 99.9 0.1
Charleston Elem. 1000 77.1] 229 69.7 30.3] 40.4| 59.6/ 100.0 0.0
Charlotte Central 100j0 83.8) 16.2| 92.6 7.4 93.6 6.4| 99.8 0.2
Chelsea Elem. High| 100.0 82.7| 17.3] 74.7) 25.3 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Cherry Hill Elem. 100.0 67.5 32.5 92.2 7.8 0.0/ 100.0 94.8 5.2
Chester-Andover

USD #29 100.0 77.8) 22.2| 83.7] 16.3] 728 27.2] 98.4 1.6
Clarendon

Elementary 100.0 78.8) 21.2 75.1 249 819 18.1 100.0 0.0
Colchester High 100,0 91.4 8.6| 84.7/ 15.3 100.0 0.0 98.7 1.3
Colchester Middle 1000 92.0 8.0 97.7 2.3 99.8 0.2| 99.2 0.8
Concord 100.0 78.5 215 96.5 3.5 94.5 55 95.5 4.5
Coventry Village 100.0 77.6| 22.4] 97.2 2.8 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Craftsbury 100.0 83.3] 16.7] 83.3] 16.7 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Crossett Brook

Middle USD #45 100.0 925 7.5 914 8.6/ 81.9 18.1 100.0 0.0
Currier Memorial

USD #23 100.0 70.0f 30.00 97.8 2.2 0.0/ 100.0 96.7 3.3
Danville 100.0 85.3] 14.7) 78.9] 21.1 0.0/ 100.0 99.0 1.0
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Deerfield Valley

Elem. Sch 100.0 72.2| 27.8 957 43| 79.1 20.9 100.0 0.0
Derby Elementary 100{0 77.8) 22.2| 97.1 29 921 7.9 99.4 0.6
Dorset 100.0 83.9 16.1 91.9 8.1 100.0 0.0 994 0.6
Dothan Brook 100.0 77.3] 22.7] 922 7.8/ 87.9 12.1 98.8 1.2
Doty Memorial 100.0 75.00 25.0 94.1 5.9/ 69.1 30.9 100.0 0.0
Dover Elementary 100j0 70.3) 29.7] 87.8] 122 70.3] 29.7 98.6 1.4
Dummerston 1000 84.7| 15.3 74.2] 25.8 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
E. Taylor Hatton 1000 80.5| 19.5 75.6] 24.4/ 70.7/ 29.3 100.0 0.0
East Haven 100/0 73.5| 26.5 93.9 6.1 98.0 2.0/ 100.0 0.0
East Montpelier

Elem. Sch 100.0 79.6 20.4 985 1.5/ 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Eden Central 1000 79.2| 20.8 88.1] 11.9 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Edmunds Elementary 100.00 69.0f 31.00 91.1 8.9] 855 145 915 8.5
Edmunds Middle 1000 85.4/ 14.6/ 96.0 4.0/ 89.9 10.1 912 8.8
Elm Hill 100.0 78.3] 21.7/ 75.5 245 89.6f 10.4/ 100.0 0.0
Enosburg Falls Elem. 100.00 72.2 27.8 87.5 125 0.0/ 100.0 99.2 0.8
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr

High Sch 100.0 84.7| 15.3] 84.7) 15.3 100.0 0.0 99.2 0.8
Essex Comm. Ed.

Ctr. UHSD #46 100.0 925 75/ 87.9 121 99.9 0.1 98.2 1.8
Essex Middle 100.0 92.4 7.6/ 87.1 12.9 100.0 0.0 98.9 1.1
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Fair Haven Grade 100.0 81.3| 18.8) 76.4 23.6 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Fair Haven UHSD

#16 100.0 92.2 7.8/ 829 17.1 99.8 0.2| 100.0 0.0
Fairfield Center 100.0 81.00 19.00 93.5 6.5 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Fayston Elementary| 100.00 78.0f 22.00 84.1 15.9 100.0 0.0, 98.8 1.2
Ferrisburgh Central 100.0 81.3] 18.7| 92.2 7.8/ 933 6.7| 100.0 0.0
Fisher 100.0 80.7| 19.3 96.4 3.6 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Fletcher Elementary] 100.00 81.4| 18.6f 89.7, 10.3 78.4 21.6/ 100.0 0.0
Flood Brook USD

#20 100.0 79.9] 20.1 97.0 3.0, 100.0 0.0, 100.0 0.0
Folsom Ed. &

Community Ctr 100.0 83.5] 16.5 929 7.1 81.3 18.7] 100.0 0.0
Founders Memorial 1000 91.1 8.9| 84.8 15.2 100.0 0.0 98.3 1.7
Franklin Central 100.0 71.7] 28.3] 90.6 9.4 80.3] 19.7| 100.0 0.0
Frederick H. Tuttle

Middle Sch 100.0 89.6/ 10.4/ 79.8/ 20.2] 985 15 96.9 3.1
Georgia Elem/Middle 100.0 83.4 16.6) 86.2 13.8 84.8/ 15.2 100.0 0.0
Glover Community 100.0 83.3] 16.7] 90.0f 10.0 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Grafton Elementary 100(0 74.5| 25.5/ 98.0 2.0/ 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Granby Central 1000 71.4) 28.6/ 100.0 0.0, 100.0 0.0, 100.0 0.0
Grand Isle Elem. 100/0 83.9] 16.1 944 5.6/ 85.6| 14.4/ 98.9 1.1
Granville Village 100.0 71.4 28.6/ 929 7.1 57.1 429 100.0 0.0
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Green Mountain

UHSD #35 100.0 89.6 10.4 74.20 25.8 99.8 0.2 99.3 0.7
Green Street 1000 73.6/ 26.4/ 79.7] 20.3 0.0/ 100.0 98.6 14
Guildhall Elementary 100.0 76.5] 23.5/ 100.0 0.0 41.2] 58.8 100.0 0.0
Guilford Central 100.0 83.7] 16.3 88.3] 11.7| 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Halifax 100.0 74.1 259 90.7 9.3] 77.8) 22.2] 100.0 0.0
Hancock Village 100.0 66.7| 33.3] 95.2 4.8/ 61.9] 38.1 100.0 0.0
Hardwick

Elementary 100.0 81.9) 18.1 79.7 20.3 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Hartford High 100.0 93.5 6.5/ 87.2] 12.8/ 100.0 0.0 99.9 0.1
Hartford Mem.

Middle 100.0 93.9 6.1 86.3] 13.7 954 46| 99.8 0.2
Hartland Elementary 100.00 84.0f 16.00 67.2] 32.8 99.7 0.3 100.0 0.0
Harwood UHSD #19 100/0 91.6 8.4/ 883 117 95.6 4.4 99.7 0.3
Harwood Union Mid

UHSD #19 100.0 92.6 7.4 90.9 9.1 943 5.7| 100.0 0.0
Hazen UHSD #26 100/0 94.3 5.7 85.00 15.0 0.0/ 100.0 99.8 0.2
Highgate 100.0 74.3] 25.7) 86.7| 13.3] 81.7| 18.3] 100.0 0.0
Hinesburg

Community 100.0 86.1 13.9 81.4 18.6) 90.6 9.4/ 99.8 0.2
Holland Elementary| 100.00 90.2 9.8/ 77.00 23.00 96.7 3.3 100.0 0.0
Hyde Park

Elementary 100.0 64.8) 35.2/ 76.00 24.0 88.8 11.2 100.0 0.0
Irasburg Village 100.0 76.00 24.0f0 95.9 4.1 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
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Isle La Motte Elem. 100/0 78.6) 21.4/ 100.0 0.0 714/ 28.6 100.0 0.0
J. F. Kennedy Elem,| 100.0 64.3] 35.7 99.4 0.6 0.0/, 100.0 87.8 12.2
J. J. Flynn 100.0 73.00 27.0, 91.0 9.0 0.0/, 100.0 83.5/ 16.5
Jamaica Village 100,0 76.3] 23.7] 97.4 2.6| 63.2] 36.8 100.0 0.0
Jay/Westfield Joint

Elementary 100.0 80.4] 19.6/ 96.1 3.9 56.9 431 941 5.9
Jericho Elementary 100.0 71.4) 28.6/ 85.0f 15.00 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Johnson Elementary 100.00 77.1 22,9 56.2] 43.8 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Lake Region UHSD

#24 100.0 89.4 10.6/ 87.9] 12.1 0.0/ 100.0 98.0 2.0
Lakeview USD #43 100.0 75.8) 24.2] 88.7] 11.3 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Lamoille UHSD #18| 100.0 90.4 9.6/ 90.0f 10.0] 100.0 0.0 99.6 0.4
Lawrence Barnes 100.0 64.3] 35.7] 96.1 3.9 0.0 100.0 84.5| 15.5
Leicester Central 100(0 81.0, 19.0f 63.3] 36.7 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Leland & Gray

UHSD #34 100.0 92.6 7.4 944 5.6/ 93.3 6.7 99.8 0.2
Lincoln Community | 100.00 77.4) 22.6] 94.6 5.4 79.6/ 20.4/ 100.0 0.0
Lothrop 100.0 77.5| 225/ 79.4/ 20.6 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Lowell Village 100.0 82.6/ 17.4/ 89.5/ 10.5/ 89.5/ 10.5/ 100.0 0.0
Ludlow Elementary 1000 77.8) 22.2) 81.3] 18.8 854 14.6/ 100.0 0.0
Lunenburg 100.0 84.7] 15.3 91.2 8.8| 90.5 9.5 100.0 0.0
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School Rates Title 1 Limited
(percent) 504 Plan in | Read/Math/ English
2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Lyman C. Hunt

Middle 100.0 91.7 8.3] 93.8 6.2 91.9 8.1 95.1 4.9
Lyndon Institute 100.0 914 8.6/ 87.7, 12.3] 100.0 0.0, 99.4 0.6
Lyndon Town 100.0 80.8) 19.2| 83.2] 16.8) 85.9 14.1 98.9 1.1
Main Street 100.0 86.7] 13.3] 89.7] 10.3] 100.0 0.0, 95.7 4.3
Malletts Bay 100.0 915 8.5/ 97.8 2.2| 812 18.8 98.6 1.4
Manchester

Elem/Mid 100.0 81.5| 185 89.2 10.8 0.0 100.0 98.9 1.1
Marlboro Elementary 100.00 84.7) 15.3 84.7) 15.3 100.0 0.0 98.6 1.4
Mettawee Comm Sc

USD #47 100.0 79.3] 20.7/ 83.4 16.6 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Middlebury ID #4 100.0 82.9 17.1 76.2] 23.8 0.0 100.0 97.9 21
Middlebury Sr.

UHSD #3 100.0 93.6 6.4/ 86.5 13.5 100.0 0.0 99.3 0.7
Middlebury Union

Middle Sch #3 100.0 89.6/ 10.4) 81.3) 18.8) 994 0.6/ 99.7 0.3
Middletown Springs

Elem Sch 100.0 75.0f 25.00 79.2] 20.8 79.2] 20.8 100.0 0.0
Mill River USD #40 100. 91.6 8.4/ 931 6.9 100.0 0.0 99.7 0.3
Millers Run USD

#37 100.0 83.3] 16.7] 93.2 6.8/ 91.7 8.3] 97.0 3.0
Milton Elementary 100.0 76.6 23.4/ 815 185 0.0/ 100.0 99.3 0.7
Milton Jr High 100.0 95.8 42| 89.3] 10.7 0.0 100.0 99.7 0.3
Milton Sr High 100.0 93.2 6.8/ 825 17.5 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Missisquoi Valley

UHSD #7 100.0 925 7.5/ 88.8 11.2] 100.0 0.0 99.9 0.1

275




School Rates Title 1 Limited
(percent) 504 Plan in | Read/Math/ English
2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Molly Stark 100.0 72.8] 27.2] 87.2| 128 0.0/ 100.0 99.3 0.7
Monkton Central 100.0 75.3] 24.7) 85.4 14.6/ 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Montgomery Center| 100.00 75.7| 24.3] 89.7] 10.3 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Montpelier High 100.0 89.8) 10.2] 86.1 13.9] 100.0 0.0 95.6 4.4
Monument 100.0 81.8) 18.2 99.1 0.9 100.0 0.0 97.3 2.7
Moretown

Elementary 100.0 81.7/ 18.3] 90.0, 10.0, 77.5| 22.5 100.0 0.0
Morristown Elem. 100.0 77.0f] 23.00 84.8) 15.2 0.0/ 100.0 98.8 1.2
Mount Abraham

UHSD #28 100.0 95.3 4.7/ 90.00 10.00 99.6 0.4/ 99.8 0.2
Mt. Anthony Sr.

UHSD #14 100.0 93.2 6.8 91.9 8.1 975 25/ 994 0.6
Mt. Anthony Union

Middle Sch 100.0 935 6.5/ 94.0 6.0 90.1 9.9] 99.8 0.2
Mt. Holly 100.0 84.3 15.7/ 829 17.1 857 14.3 100.0 0.0
Mt. Mansfield USD

#17 100.0 95.8 42| 80.3 19.7 945 5.5/ 99.9 0.1
Neshobe 1000 78.5] 21.5/ 79.5 205 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Newark 100.0 76.2] 23.8) 73.8) 26.2| 905 9.5/ 100.0 0.0
Newbury Elementary 100.00 80.6 19.4/ 76.7) 23.3 85.3] 14.7| 100.0 0.0
Newfane Elementary 100.00 72.3 27.7] 94.1 59| 822 17.8) 99.0 1.0
Newport City Elem 100.0 70.4| 29.6/ 82.0/ 18.0 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Newport Town 100.0 80.6| 19.4| 84.7) 153 76.6| 23.4] 99.2 0.8
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(percent) 504 Plan in | Read/Math/ English
2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Newton Elementary| 100.00 85.6f 14.4 96.0 4.0/ 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
No. Bennington

Graded 100.0 73.9] 26.1 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
North Country Jr

UHSD #22 100.0 90.1 9.9 837 16.3 0.0/ 100.0 99.4 0.6
North Country Sr

UHSD #22 100.0 92.2 7.8/ 954 4.6/ 96.0 4.0 99.7 0.3
North Hero Elem. 1000 74.6) 25.4/ 98.3 1.7/ 83.1 16.9] 100.0 0.0
Northfield

Elementary 100.0 69.4/ 30.6/ 81.1 18.9 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Northfield

Middle/High 100.0 94.0 6.0 90.3 9.7 0.0/ 100.0 99.8 0.2
Norton Village 100.0 75.0f 25.00 93.8 6.3] 81.3] 18.8 100.0 0.0
Ontop 100.0 37.5| 62.5/ 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Orange Center 1000 77.7) 22.3] 69.1 30.9 0.0 100.0 98.9 1.1
Orchard 100.0 72.1 27.9) 80.7| 19.3 100.0 0.0 98.6 1.4
Orleans Elementary 100.0 81.8] 18.2] 99.2 0.8 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Orwell Village 100.0 86.3 13.7] 96.1 3.9 627, 37.3 100.0 0.0
Ottauquechee 100.0 73.8) 26.2f 88.8 11.2| 92.7 7.3 99.0 1.0
Otter Valley UHSD

#8 100.0 94.1 5.9/ 857 14.3 0.1 99.9 100.0 0.0
Oxbow UHSD #30 100.0 90.2 9.8/ 87.8 1221 87.00 13.0f 100.0 0.0
Park Street 100,0 61.0f 39.0f 82.3 17.7 0.0 100.0 96.8 3.2
Peacham Elementary 100.00 87.8 12.2] 80.5 19.5 0.0/ 100.0 95.1 4.9
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School Rates Title 1 Limited
(percent) 504 Plan in | Read/Math/ English
2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Peoples Academy 100.0 89.7/ 10.3] 88.9] 111 0.0/ 100.0 99.7 0.3
Peoples Academy

Middle Sch 100.0 91.3 8.7/ 85.00 15.0 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Plymouth Elementary 100.00 80.0f 20.00 80.0f 20.0f 85.0f 15.0 100.0 0.0
Pomfret 100.0 85.4/ 14.6| 97.6 2.4] 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Poultney Elementary 100.00 83.6 16.4 79.4 20.6/ 93.0 7.0/ 100.0 0.0
Poultney High 100.0 89.7] 10.3| 73.00 27.00 99.1 0.9] 99.7 0.3
Pownal Elementary 100.0 73.6/ 26.4/ 88.2 118 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Proctor Elementary 1000 81.3] 18.7] 91.0 9.0/ 89.7, 10.3 100.0 0.0
Proctor Jr/Sr High 100/0 91.5 8.5| 93.7 6.3] 974 2.6/ 100.0 0.0
Putney Central 100j0 78.5| 21.5| 92.8 7.2| 76.2] 23.8 98.7 1.3
Randolph Elementary 100.00 71.9] 28.1 93.2 6.8| 78.6 21.4/ 100.0 0.0
Randolph UHSD #2 100/0 93.8 6.2| 81.6| 184 945 5.5/ 99.8 0.2
Reading Elementary 100.00 66.1) 33.9 88.1 11.9 89.8 10.2| 100.0 0.0
Readsboro

Elementary 100.0 90.2 9.8 95.1 4.9 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Richford Elementary 100.00 70.8) 29.2] 93.1 6.9 0.0/ 100.0 99.1 0.9
Richford Jr/Sr High 1000 92.4 7.6/ 97.0 3.0 97.3 2.7) 99.6 0.4
Richmond

Elementary 100.0 75.00 25.0, 63.5] 36.5 100.0 0.0 98.0 2.0
Ripton Elementary 100|0 77.3] 22.7] 72.7| 27.3 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
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(percent) 504 Plan in | Read/Math/ English
2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Rivendell Academy 1000 914 8.6| 95.7 4.3 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Riverside 100.0 91.2 8.8) 63.7] 36.3 0.0/ 100.0 98.2 1.8
Robinson 100.0 78.6| 21.4/ 827 17.3 76.9 23.1 994 0.6
Rochester Elem/High 100.00 87.9] 12.1 73.7] 26.3 86.2] 13.8) 99.6 0.4
Rockingham Centra

Elementary 100.0 55.3] 44.7) 80.0/ 20.0 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Roxbury Village 100.0 76.2] 23.8) 95.2 4.8 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Rumney

(Middlesex) 100.0 80.4| 19.6/ 79.0, 21.0, 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Rutland Intermediate 100.00 88.9] 11.1 72.6| 27.4 0.0/ 100.0 99.7 0.3
Rutland Middle 100.0 89.5 10.5 75.9 241 0.0/ 100.0 995 0.5
Rutland Senior High| 100.0 87.8] 12.2| 84.2] 15.8 100.0 0.0 99.8 0.2
Rutland Town Elem| 100.00 83.9] 16.1 93.1 6.9| 99.7 0.3 100.0 0.0
Salisbury

Community 100.0 74.7) 25.3] 67.1 329 78,5 21.5 100.0 0.0
Samuel Morey

Elementary 100.0 72.2] 27.8 952 4.8 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Saxtons River Elem| 100.0 74.1 259 93.8 6.2/ 63.00 37.0f 100.0 0.0
Shaftsbury Elem. 100/0 73.5| 26.5 84.0f 16.0, 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Sharon Elementary 100.0 74.3] 25.7/ 89.9 10.1 82.6/ 17.4 98.2 1.8
Shelburne

Community 100.0 83.00 17.0, 92.0 8.0 100.0 0.0 99.7 0.3
Sheldon Elementary 100.0 80.7] 19.3] 81.9] 181 81.1 18.9 100.0 0.0
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2002-2003 Mobile Place Other Proficiency

School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Sherburne

Elementary 100.0 81.1] 18.9) 90.5 9.5/ 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Shoreham

Elementary 100.0 76.0] 24.00 79.8] 20.2 0.0/ 100.0 99.0 1.0
Shrewsbury

Mountain 100.0 76.1] 23.9] 78.9 211 76.1 23.9 100.0 0.0
Smilie Memorial

(Bolton 100.0 65.7] 34.3] 821 17.9 82.1 17.9 100.0 0.0
So. Burlington

Central 100.0 70.9] 29.1] 69.5 30.5 100.0 0.0 94.9 5.1
So. Burlington High | 100.0 91.7 8.3| 826 17.4) 97.7 2.3 97.3 2.7
So. Royalton

Elem/High 100.0 85.7] 14.3] 91.1 8.9 881 11.9 99.6 0.4
Spaulding HSUD

#41 100.0 92.7 7.3 90.7 9.3] 84.3 157 965 3.5
Springfield High 100.0 94.2 5.8/ 822 17.8 99.3 0.7/, 97.9 2.1
St Albans City 100.0 79.9] 20.1 95.3 4.7 0.0/ 100.00 98.6 1.4
St. Albans Town

Educ. Center 100.0 79.1 20.9 911 8.9 99.8 0.2| 99.7 0.3
St. Johnsbury

Academy 100.0 78.6] 21.4f 96.7 3.3| 100.0 0.0 90.6 9.4
St. Johnsbury 1000 75.2| 24.8 81.1 18.9 0.2 99.8 98.0 2.0
Stamford Elementary 100.0 81.1] 18.9] 94.6 5.4/ 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Stockbridge Central| 100.0 78.0f 22.0, 88.1 11.9 81.4/ 18.6/ 100.0 0.0
Stowe Elementary 1000 71.7] 28.3] 86.6) 13.4 99.6 0.4/ 100.0 0.0
Stowe Middle/High 100.0 86.4/ 13.6/ 86.6/ 13.4/ 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
Sudbury Country 1000 84.4 15,6 71.9 28.1 100.0 0.0/ 100.0 0.0
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School Name All No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes

Sunderland Elem. 100.0 75.0f 25.00 90.6 9.4 84.4) 15.6/ 100.0 0.0
Sutton 100.0 74.8) 25.2| 74.8 252/ 87.00 13.00 99.1 0.9
Swanton 100.0 79.1 20.9 80.4/ 19.6 87.1 12,9 98.1 1.9
Thatcher Brook Prim.

USD #45 100.0 71.9) 28.1 99.4 0.6| 825 17.5 99.4 0.6
Thetford Academy 1000 85.5 14.5 90.8 9.2| 100.0 0.0 99.7 0.3
Thetford Elementary 100.0 75.8) 24.2] 71.4] 28.6 100.0 0.0 98.7 1.3
Thomas Fleming 100j0 94.0 6.0/ 86.6) 13.4 88.3] 11.7| 99.2 0.8
Tinmouth

Elementary 100.0 77.1 229 79.2] 20.8 77.1 22.9 100.0 0.0
Townshend Village 100,0 66.3] 33.7, 97.6 2.4/ 83.1 16.9] 100.0 0.0
Troy 100.0 77.7) 223 91.2 8.8 0.0 100.0 99.3 0.7
Tunbridge Central 100/0 83.6| 16.4 91.8 8.2l 68.0f 32.00 100.0 0.0
Twinfield USD #33 100.0 85.0f 15.00 87.00 13.00 91.5 8.5/ 99.6 0.4
U-32 High (UHSD

#32) 100.0 90.9 9.1] 92.0 8.0 97.7 23] 99.2 0.8
Underhill Central 100.0 69.1] 30.9] 75.6/ 24.4/ 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Underhill ID 100.0 67.9] 32.1] 86.8 13.2] 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Union Elementary 100,0 71.6/ 284 97.2 2.8/ 81.8/ 18.2] 94.9 5.1
Union 100.0 70.8) 29.21 625 375 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
Vergennes UESD

#44 100.0 74.7) 25.3 90.1 9.9 0.0/ 100.00 100.0 0.0
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Vergennes UHSD #5 100.0 93.1 6.9 88.3 11.7] 99.7 0.3 99.8 0.2
Vernon Elementary 100(0 75.4) 24.6/ 99.0 1.0, 100.0 0.0 99.0 1.0
Waits River Valley

USD #36 100.0 91.2 8.8 92.0 8.0 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Waitsfield Elem. 100.0 73.4/ 26.6) 90.6 9.4/ 859 141 99.2 0.8
Walden 100.0 78.4/ 21.6/ 92.2 7.8 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Wallingford Village 100.00 68.6f 31.4/ 90.0f 10.00 85.7/ 14.3 100.0 0.0
Wardsboro Central 1000 71.7) 28.3] 80.0/ 20.00 76.7] 23.3] 100.0 0.0
Warren Elementary 1000 72.3] 27.7/ 96.5 3.5/ 79.4 20.6/ 979 21
Washington Village | 100.00 76.9] 23.1 61.5 38.5 0.0/ 100.0 100.0 0.0
Waterford

Elementary 100.0 79.9) 20.1 86.6/ 13.4/ 88.1 11.9] 100.0 0.0
Waterville

Elementary 100.0 77.6 22.4/ 89.6/ 10.4/ 100.0 0.0, 100.0 0.0
Weathersfield Middle 100.00 94.0 6.0 94.6 5.4/ 70.1 29.9] 100.0 0.0
Wells Village 100. 76.9) 23.1] 93.6 6.4/ 89.7] 10.3] 100.0 0.0
West Rutland 1000 86.6/ 13.4| 91.6 8.4/ 96.1 3.9 983 1.7
Westford Elementary 100.00 82.0f 18.00 92.7 7.3] 86.9 13.1 100.0 0.0
Westminster 1000 76.2] 23.8 85.2] 14.8 77.1] 22.9 100.0 0.0
Westshire

Elementary 100.0 65.8] 34.21 93.7 6.3 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Weybridge

Elementary 100.0 67.1 329 67.1 32.9 100.0 0.0, 100.0 0.0
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Wheeler 100.0 61.8) 38.2] 92.7 7.3 0.0| 100.00 80.6 194
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High 100.0 92.1 7.9 95.3 4.7/ 100.0 0.0 97.2 2.8
White River 100.0 73.8) 26.2] 74.5| 25.5 80.7 19.3] 100.0 0.0
Whiting Village 100.0 81.0 19.0f 81.0 19.0f 100.0 0.0] 100.0 0.0
Whitingham 100.0 86.7 13.3] 84.4 15.6| 74.3] 25.7] 100.0 0.0
Williamstown Elem.| 100.0 73.00 27.0f 71.4] 28.6 0.0| 100.00 100.0 0.0
Williamstown

Middle/High Sch 100.0 91.7 8.3 80.2 19.8/ 100.0 0.0 98.7 1.3
Williston 100.0 81.3 18.7] 82.7 17.3] 93.7 6.3 98.7 1.3
Wilmington Middle

High 100.0 88.2 11.8/ 78.6 21.4 97.1 2.9/ 100.0 0.0
Windham

Elementary 100.0 75.0/ 25.0f 100.0 0.0 79.2] 20.8/ 100.0 0.0
Windsor High 100.0 89.2 10.8| 93.7 6.3| 100.0 0.0] 100.0 0.0
Windsor State Street 100.0 77.7) 22.3] 945 5.5 0.4 99.6/ 100.0 0.0
Winooski High 100.0 71.4] 28.6] 94.0 6.0 76.2] 23.8] 94.2 5.8
Wolcott Elementary | 100.00 71.6 28.4/ 83.6/ 16.4 0.9] 99.1 100.0 0.0
Woodbury

Elementary 100.0 85.0 15.0f0 95.0 5.0 100.0 0.0] 100.0 0.0
Woodford Hollow 100.0 89.5| 105/ 94.7 5.3 78.9 21.1 100.0 0.0
Woodstock

Elementary 100.0 72.8| 27.2] 994 0.6| 100.0 0.0] 100.0 0.0
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Appendix K Vermont Public Schools and NCES Locale

285



286



287



288



289



290



291



292



293



294



295



296



297



298



Appendix L Mobility Map SU Map with Hi-Mobility
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SU Map - Insert

300



Appendix M In-mobility, Enrollment, Grade Levels, FRLM 2002-2003

301



School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Academy (Brattleboro) 319 K-6 29.47 42.01
Addison Central 118 K-6 27.12 22.88
Albany Community 104 K-8 25.00 56.73
Albert Bridge (W Wind.) 66 K-6 27.27 3.03
Albert D. Lawton 361 6-8 9.97 13.85
Alburg Community Ed Center 207 K-8 18.36 100.00
Arlington Memorial 247 7-12 12.55 16.60
Bakersfield 172 K-8 19.77 37.21
Barnard Central 53 K-6 15.09 33.33
Barnet Elementary 154 PK-8 12.99 37.01
Barre City Elem/Middle 774 PK-8 20.54 55.40
Barre Town Elementary 867 PK-8 17.76 15.11
Barstow Memorial 251 K-8 19.52 11.95
Barton Graded 191 K-8 20.94 52.88
Beeman Elementary 141 K-6 26.24 24.11
Bellows Falls Middle 286 5-8 9.44 43.36
Bellows Falls UHSD #27 487 9-12 13.14 25.67
Bellows Free Acad., St. Albans 1100 9-12 15.09 16.91
Bellows Free Academy, Fairfax 869 PK-12 13.69 17.26
Belvidere Central 29 1-6 27.59 41.38
Bennington Elem. 230 K-6 21.30 49.13
Benson Village 124 K-8 22.58 30.65
Berkshire Elementary 168 K-8 23.21 38.69
Berlin Elementary 223 K-6 18.39 30.49
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Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Bethel Elementary 123 K-6 26.02 40.65
Bingham Memorial 84 K-6 32.14 14.29
Black River USD #39 271 7-12 9.96 28.41
Blue Mountain USD #21 395 PK-12 18.48 44.56
Bradford Elementary 202 K-6 29.21 38.61
Braintree 97 K-6 25.77 47.42
Bratt. Area Middle UHSD #6 317 7-8 11.36 34.38
Brattleboro Sr. UHSD #6 1082 9-12 8.78 12.66
Brewster Pierce 100 K-4 28.00 16.00
Bridgewater Village 65 K-6 21.54 35.38
Bridport Central 104 K-8 24.04 45.19
Brighton Elementary 122 K-8 19.67 72.95
Bristol Elementary 333 K-6 17.12 41.14
Brookfield 108 K-6 23.15 25.00
Brookline Elementary 36 K-6 27.78 13.89
Brownington Central 73 K-6 17.81 82.19
Browns River Middle USD #17 467 5-8 4.07 5.57
Burke Town 161 PK-8 27.33 47.20
Burlington Senior High 1105 9-12 13.12 39.82
Burr & Burton Academy 531 9-12 19.02 3.58
C. P. Smith 256 K-5 22.27 23.83
Cabot 205 PK-12 14.63 41.46
Calais Elementary 103 K-6 23.30 25.24
Cambridge Elementary 259 K-6 25.10 22.01
Camels Hump Middle USD #17, 456 5-8 4.82 15.35
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Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Canaan 243 K-12 16.87 18.93
Castleton-Hubbardton USD#42 438 K-8 17.12 26.94
Catamount Elementary 260 K-6 19.23 58.08
Cavendish Town Elem. 94 K-6 27.66 31.91
Chamberlin 248 K-5 30.65 18.95
Champlain 241 K-5 27.80 41.91
Champlain Valley UHSD #15 1248 9-12 6.33 3.13
Charleston Elem. 109 K-8 22.94 58.72
Charlotte Central 470 K-8 16.17 5.11
Chelsea Elem. High 225 K-12 17.33 33.33
Cherry Hill Elem. 77 1-5 32.47 54.55
Chester-Andover USD #29 257 K-6 22.18 28.40
Clarendon Elementary 193 K-6 21.24 27.98
Colchester High 743 9-12 8.61 7.40
Colchester Middle 599 6-8 8.01 12.52
Concord 200 PK-12 21.50 54.50
Coventry Village 108 K-8 23.15 56.48
Craftsbury 174 K-12 16.67 37.93
Crossett Brook Middle USD #45 360 5-8 7.50 20.00
Currier Memorial USD #23 90 K-6 30.00 41.11
Danville 402 PK-12 14.68 29.85
Deerfield Valley Elem. 115 K-5 27.83 27.83
Derby Elementary 343 K-6 22.16 42.57
Dorset 161 K-8 16.15 4.35
Dothan Brook 256 K-5 22.66 12.89
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Doty Memorial 68 K-6 25.00 36.76
Dover Elementary 74 K-6 29.73 28.38
Dummerston 163 K-8 15.34 14.11
E. Taylor Hatton 41 K-6 19.51 51.22
East Haven River 49 K-8 26.53 73.47
East Montpelier Elem. 196 K-6 20.41 18.37
Eden Central 101 K-6 20.79 47.52
Edmunds Elementary 248 K-5 31.05 33.06
Edmunds Middle 376 6-8 14.63 56.38
Elm Hill 106 K-5 21.70 40.57,
Enosburg Falls Elem. 263 K-6 27.76 55.13
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr High 385 7-12 15.32 30.39
Essex Comm. Ed. Ctr. UHSD #46 1568 9-12 7.46 7.46
Essex Middle 543 6-8 7.55 10.68
Fair Haven Grade 352 K-8 18.75 43.18
Fair Haven UHSD #16 579 9-12 7.77 20.38
Fairfield Center 231 K-8 19.05 32.47
Fayston Elementary 82 PK-6 21.95 12.20
Ferrisburgh Central 193 K-6 18.65

Fisher 166 K-6 19.28 22.89
Fletcher Elementary 97 K-6 18.56 17.53
Flood Brook USD #20 264 K-8 20.08 16.67
Folsom Ed. & Community Ctr 182 K-8 16.48 13.74
Founders Memorial 474 3-5 8.9 12.45
Franklin Central 127 K-6 28.35 32.28
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)

Frederick H. Tuttle Middle 653 6-8 10.41 14.42
Georgia Elem/Middle 567 K-8 16.58 14.64
Glover Village 90 K-8 16.67 52.22
Grafton Elementary 51 K-6 25.49 100.00
Granby Central 7 K-6 28.57

Grand Isle Elem. 180 K-8 16.11 26.11
Granville Village 14 1-4 28.57 35.71
Green Mountain UHSD #35 434 7-12 10.37 32.95
Green Street 212 K-6 26.42 39.15
Guildhall Elementary 17 K-5 23.53 35.29
Guilford Central 196 K-8 16.33 18.88
Halifax 54 K-8 25.93 33.33
Hancock Village 21 K-5 33.33 38.10
Hardwick Elementary 271 K-6 18.08 45.39
Hartford High 795 9-12 6.54 6.29
Hartford Mem. Middle 409 6-8 6.11 17.11
Hartland Elementary 351 K-8 15.95 21.08
Harwood UHSD #19 617 9-12 8.43 11.35
Harwood Union Middle UHSD #19 176 7-8 7.39 15.91
Hazen UHSD #26 419 7-12 5.73 35.80
Highgate 338 K-6 25.74 41.12
Hinesburg Community 489 K-8 13.91 13.09
Holland Elementary 61 K-6 9.84 75.41
Hunt Middle 470 6-8 8.30 39.57
Hyde Park Elementary 196 K-6 35.20 44.90
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Irasburg Village 146 K-8 23.97 54.79
Isle La Motte Elem. 28 K-6 21.43 28.57
J. F. Kennedy Elem. 328 PK-5 35.67 59.76
J. J. Flynn 278 K-5 26.98 43.17
Jamaica Village 76 K-6 23.68 35.53
Jay/Westfield Joint Elementary 51 K-6 19.61 54.90
Jericho Elementary 234 K-4 28.63 9.83
Johnson Elementary 201 K-6 22.89 43.28
Lake Region UHSD #24 396 9-12 10.61 38.38
Lakeview USD #43 62 K-6 24.19 58.06)
Lamoille UHSD #18 899 7-12 9.57 26.25
Lawrence Barnes 129 K-5 35.66 97.67
Leicester Central 79 K-6 18.99 31.65
Leland & Gray UHSD #34 430 7-12 7.44 0.23
Lincoln Community 93 K-6 22.58 22.58
Lothrop 204 K-6 22.55 24.51
Lowell Village 86 K-8 17.44 58.14
Ludlow Elementary 144 K-6 22.22 40.28
Lunenburg 137 PK-8 15.33 43.07
Lyndon Institute 627 9-12 8.61 39.87
Lyndon Town 547 K-8 19.20 48.63
Main Street 301 6-8 13.29 18.60
Malletts Bay 591 3-5 8.5 19.12
Manchester Elem/Middle 443 K-8 18.51 19.86
Marlboro Elementary 72 K-8 15.28 2.78
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Mettawee Community USD #47 145 K-6 20.69 27.59
Middlebury 1D #4 387 K-6 17.05 26.61
Middlebury Sr. UHSD #3 735 9-12 6.39 13.20
Middlebury Union Middle #3 336 7-8 10.42 19.05
Middletown Springs Elem 48 K-6 25.00 39.58
Mill River USD #40 728 7-12 8.38 17.31
Millers Run USD #37 132 PK-8 16.67 57.58
Milton Elementary 852 PK-6 23.36 22.54
Milton Jr High 289 7-8 4.15 19.03
Milton Sr High 513 9-12 6.82 9.75
Missisquoi Valley UHSD #7 1053 7-12 7.50 22.89
Molly Stark 290 K-6 27.24 55.86)
Monkton Central 158 K-6 24.68 19.62
Montgomery Center 107 K-8 24.30 32.71
Montpelier High 411 9-12 10.22 14.11
Monument 110 K-6 18.18 20.00
Moretown Elementary 120 PK-6 18.33 24.17
Morristown Elem. 322 K-5 23.0 37.89
Mount Abraham UHSD #28 907 7-12 4.74 16.10
Mt. Anthony Sr. UHSD #14 1232 9-12 6.82 15.18
Mt. Anthony Union Middle 604 7-8 6.46 30.63
Mt. Holly 70 K-6 15.71 34.29
Mt. Mansfield USD #17 1034 9-12 4.16 6.38
Neshobe 331 K-6 21.45 42.60
Newark 42 K-8 23.81 42.86
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Newbury Elementary 129 K-6 19.38 40.31
Newfane Elementary 101 K-6 27.72 4.95
Newport City Elem 294 K-6 29.59 63.27
Newport Town 124 K-8 19.35 58.06
Newton Elementary 125 K-8 14.40 24.80
No. Bennington Graded 134 K-6 26.12 26.12
North Country Jr UHSD #22 332 7-8 9.94 54.52
North Country Sr UHSD #22 1063 9-12 7.81 31.98
North Hero Elem. 59 K-8 25.42 27.12
Northfield Elementary 265 K-5 30.57 30.19
Northfield Middle/High 486 6-12 5.97 20.58
Norton Village 16 K-8 25.00 37.50
Oak Grove 121 K-6 14.88 65.29
Ontop 24 7-12 62.50 87.50
Orange Center 94 PK-8 22.34 27.66
Orchard 280 K-5 27.86 9.29
Orleans Elementary 121 K-8 18.18 50.41
Orwell Village 153 K-8 13.73 28.76)
Ottauquechee 206 K-5 26.21 14.56
Otter Valley UHSD #8 749 7-12 5.87 18.83
Oxbow UHSD #30 492 7-12 9.76 20.33
Park Street 249 K-5 38.96 46.99
Peacham Elementary 41 PK-6 12.20 19.51
Peoples Academy 387 9-12 10.34 36.43
Peoples Academy Middle 287 6-8 8.71 25.78
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Plymouth Elementary 20 K-6 20.00 10.00
Pomfret 82 PK-6 14.63 100.00
Poultney Elementary 214 K-6 16.36 35.05
Poultney High 341 7-12 10.26 36.95
Pownal Elementary 254 K-6 26.38 40.55
Proctor Elementary 155 K-6 18.71 32.90
Proctor Jr/Sr High 189 7-12 8.47 31.22
Putney Central 223 K-8 21.52 38.57
Randolph 295 K-6 28.14 31.86
Randolph UHSD #2 598 7-12 6.19 22.91
Reading Elementary 59 K-6 33.90 35.59
Readsboro Elementary 61 K-8 9.84 47.54
Richford Elementary 233 K-6 29.18 58.80
Richford Jr/Sr High 264 7-12 7.58 41.67
Richmond Elementary 244 K-4 25.00 13.93
Ripton Elementary 44 K-6 22.73 31.82
Rivendell Academy 324 6-12 8.64 32.41
Riverside 331 6-8 8.76 43.50
Robinson 173 K-6 21.39 40.46
Rochester Elem/High 247 K-12 12.15 36.03
Rockingham Central Elem 150 K-4 44.67 42.00
Roxbury Village 42 K-6 23.81 33.33
Rumney (Middlesex) 138 K-6 19.57 18.84
Rutland Intermediate 748 3-6 111 48.13
Rutland Middle 410 7-8 10.49 44.63
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Rutland enior High 1116 9-12 12.19 18.01
Rutland Town Elem 361 K-8 16.07 14.96
Salisbury Community 79 K-6 25.32 7.59
Samuel Morey Elementary 126 K-5 27.78 21.43
Saxtons River Elem. 81 K-5 25.93 40.74
Shaftsbury Elem. 200 K-6 26.50 23.00
Sharon Elementary 109 K-6 25.69 28.44
Shelburne Community 789 K-8 16.98 5.70
Sheldon Elementary 270 K-8 19.26 41.11
Sherburne Elementary 74 K-6 18.92 18.92
Shoreham Elementary 104 K-6 24.04 100.00
Shrewsbury Mountain 71 K-6 23.94 18.31
Smilie Memorial (Bolton) 67 K-4 34.33 26.87
So. Burlington Central 351 K-5 29.06 11.68
So. Burlington High 933 9-12 8.25 8.79
So. Royalton Elem/High 463 K-12 14.25 34.34
Spaulding HSUD #41 992 9-12 7.26 17.74
Springfield High 566 9-12 5.83 30.04
St Albans City 717 K-8 20.08 38.35
St Albans Town Educ. Center 642 K-8 20.87 27.73
St Johnsbury Academy 972 9-12 21.40 13.89
St Johnsbury 544 PK-8 24.82 54.41
Stamford Elementary 74 K-8 18.92 12.16
Stockbridge Central 59 K-6 22.03 45.76
Stowe Elementary 276 K-5 28.26 12.32
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School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Stowe Middle/High 403 6-12 13.65 7.69
Sudbury's Country 32 K-6 15.63 21.88
Sunderland Elem. 64 K-6 25.00 34.38
Sutton 115 K-8 25.22 67.83
Swanton 565 K-6 20.88 38.58
Thatcher Brook Primary USD #45 320 PK-4 28.13 17.81
Thetford Academy 379 7-12 14.51 6.60
Thetford Elementary 227 K-6 24.23 13.22
Thomas Fleming 247 4-5 6.0 17.41
Tinmouth Elementary 48 K-6 22.92 20.83
Townshend Village 83 K-6 33.73 32.53
Troy 148 K-8 22.30 63.51
Tunbridge Central 122 K-8 16.39 36.07
Twinfield USD #33 447 PK-12 14.99 25.06)
U-32 High (UHSD #32) 824 7-12 9.10 15.41
Underhill Central 123 K-4 30.89 5.69
Underhill Graded 106 K-4 32.08 1.89
Union Elementary 352 K-5 28.41 22.73
Union Street 144 K-5 29.17 55.56]
Vergennes UESD #44 292 K-6 25.34 37.33
Vergennes UHSD #5 639 7-12 6.89 22.11
Vernon Elementary 199 K-6 24.62 16.08
Waits River Valley USD #36 226 K-8 8.85 46.90
Waitsfield Elem. 128 PK-6 26.56 22.66
Walden 102 PK-6 21.57 37.25

312



School Year 2002-2003

Free / Red.

Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch
School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Wallingford Village 140 K-6 31.43 30.00
Wardsboro Central 60 K-6 28.33 100.00¢
Warren Elementary 141 PK-6 27.66 29.08
Washington Village 65 PK-8 23.08 26.15
Waterford Elementary 134 PK-8 20.15 17.91
Waterville Elementary 67 K-6 22.39 29.85
Weathersfield Middle 167 4-8 6.0 27.54
Wells Village 78 K-6 23.08 23.08
West Rutland 357 K-12 13.45 30.81
Westford Elementary 245 PK-8 17.96 10.61
Westminster 210 K-6 23.81 35.71
Westshire 79 K-5 34.18 35.44
Weybridge Elementary 76 K-6 32.89 13.16
Wheeler 165 K-5 38.18 100.00
Whitcomb Jr/Sr High 215 7-12 7.91 20.93
White River 145 K-5 26.21 40.69
Whiting Village 21 K-6 19.05 85.71
Whitingham 218 K-12 13.30 36.70
Williamstown Elem. 185 PK-5 27.03 32.97
Williamstown Middle/High 313 6-12 8.31 23.00
Williston 1059 K-8 18.70 10.29
Wilmington Middle High 238 6-12 11.76 25.21
Windham Elementary 24 K-6 25.00 100.00
Windsor High 490 7-12 10.82 21.02
Windsor State Street 256 K-6 22.27 36.72
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Free / Red.

School Year 2002-2003 Enroll- Grades in | In-mobility Lunch

School Name ment School Rate (%) (%)
Winooski High 433 9-12 28.64 48.27
Wolcott Elementary 116 K-6 28.45 35.34
Woodbury Elementary 40 K-6 15.00 22.50
Woodford Hollow 19 1-6 10.53 63.16
Woodstock Elementary 169 K-6 27.22 18.34
Woodstock Sr. UHSD #4 475 9-12 7.37 6.11
Woodstock Union Middle 223 7-8 9.87 8.97
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315



Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan

Cohorts

1999-2003

Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name I |known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes | No | Yes
Albany
Community 16 14|N<=10 N<=10 10 16|N<=10
Albert D. Lawton 212 191 21 188 24 169 43
Alburg Com-
munity Ed Center 46 42|N<=10 N<=10 46 46| N<=10
Arlington
Memorial 52 39 13 39 13 45| N<=10
Bakersfield 39 33|N<=10 24 15 33|N<=10
Barnet Elementary 38 31{N<=10 27 11 35|N<=10
Barre City
Elem/Middle 133 114 19 69 64 91 42
Barre Town
Elementary 193 167 26 173 20 178 15
Barstow Memorial 66 56 10 59(N<=10 43 23
Barton Graded 44 40| N<=10 26 18 44| N<=10
Bellows Falls
Middle 110 100 10 59 51 95 15
Bellows Free
Academy, Fairfax 150 133 17 122 28 144 N<=10
Benson Village 23 18| N<=10 13 10 22|N<=10
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003
Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name | known 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Berkshire
Elementary 36| N<=10 26|N<=10 20 16 31|N<=10
Black River USD
#39 63 55[N<=10 44 19 55|N<=10
Blue Mountain
USD #21 54 45|N<=10 28 26 45|N<=10
Bratt. Area Middle
UHSD #6 224 203 21 157 67 213 11
Bridport Central 15 14|N<=10 N<=10|N<=10 15|N<=10
Brighton
Elementary 28 25(N<=10 N<=10 19 28|N<=10
Browns River
Middle USD #17 218 204 14 212|N<=10 184 34
Burke Town 24 22|N<=10 13 11 17|N<=10
Cabot 18 11|N<=10 N<=10 11 14|N<=10
Camels Hump
Middle USD #17 214 174 42 188 28 199 17
Canaan 23 22(N<=10 19|N<=10 23|N<=10
Castleton-Hub-
bardton USD#42 104 98 10 92 16 102(N<=10
Charleston Elem. 27 19({N<=10 13{N<=10 17|N<=10
Charlotte Central 114 110|{N<=10 111{N<=10 98 16
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003
Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name | known 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Chelsea Elem. High 28 26|N<=10 16 12 22|N<=10
Colchester Middle 326 292 34 299 27 318|N<=10
Concord 18 12| N<=10 N<=10 10 16| N<=10
Coventry Village 22 20|N<=10 12 10 20|N<=10
Craftsbury 25 11 14 15 10 21|N<=10
Crossett Brook
Middle USD #45 157 139 13 123 29 139 13
Danville 57 51|N<=10 43 14 41 16
Dorset 37 33[N<=10 36|N<=10 34|N<=10
Dummerston 27 24|N<=10 23|N<=10 20|N<=10
N<=

East Haven River 10 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10| N<=10| N<=10{N<=10
Edmunds Middle 140 119 21 83 57 135[N<=10
Enosburg Falls
Jr/Sr High 51 46|N<=10 37 14 41 10
Essex Middle 304 278 27 271 34 265 40
Fair Haven Grade 47 38|N<=10 29 18 30 17
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan

Cohorts

1999-2003

Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name | known 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Fairfield Center 57 52|N<=10 38 19 53|N<=10
Flood Brook USD
#20 31 30|N<=10 25[N<=10 31|N<=10
Folsom Ed. &
Community Ctr 42 40|N<=10 36|N<=10 36[N<=10
Frederick H. Tuttle
Middle 357 305 52| N<=10 308 48 299 58
Georgia
Elem/Middle 129 N<=10 116 12 108 21 111 18

N<=

Glover Village 10 N<=10{N<=10 N<=10| N<=10| N<=10|N<=10
Grand Isle Elem. 37 35|N<=10 26 11 35|N<=10
Green Mountain
UHSD #35 74 53 23 47 29 55 21
Guilford Central 53 50| N<=10 42 11 47(N<=10
Halifax 15 14| N<=10 12|N<=10 14|N<=10
Hartford Mem.
Middle 216 200 16 194 22 186 30
Hartland
Elementary 87 79|N<=10 75 12 79|N<=10
Harwood Union
Middle UHSD #19 121 107 14 101 20 109 12
Hazen UHSD #26 9 81 16 58 39 79 18
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003
Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name I lknown| O 1-3 |known| No Yes No Yes
Hinesburg
Community 127 119|N<=10 117 10 97 30
Hunt Middle 220 192 28 153 67| 207 13
Irasburg Village 29 21|N<=10 N<=10 21 24|N<=10
Lamoille UHSD
#18 199 175 24 144 55| 175 24
Leland & Gray
UHSD #34 117 102 15 116|N<=10] 111|N<=10
Lowell Village 24 19|N<=10 12 12 21|N<=10
Lunenburg 31 30{N<=10 15 16 30{N<=10
Lyndon Town 128 118 10 71 57| 104 24
Main Street 173 150 23 148 25| 147 26
Manchester
Elem/Middle 102 83 19 82 20 91 11
Marlboro
Elementary 13 13|N<=10 13|N<=10 10|N<=10
Middlebury Union
Middle #3 270 231 39 217 53| 217 53
Mill River USD #40| 200/ N<=10| 176 23 154 46| 179 21
Millers Run USD
#37 33 25(N<=10 16 17 31|N<=10
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003
Counts Tota Un- Un-

School Name I lknown| O 1-3 |known| No Yes No Yes

Millers Run USD N<=

#37 10 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10|N<=10| N<=10{N<=10

Milton Jr High 230 213 17 194 36| 202 28

Missisquoi Valley

UHSD #7 206 172 34 162 44| 185 21

Montgomery

Center 25 21|N<=10 17|N<=10 20{N<=10

Mount Abraham

UHSD #28 297, 272 25 244 53| 236 61

Mt. Anthony Union

Middle 382 362 20 291 91| 354 28

Newark 12 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10|N<=10| N<=10[N<=10

Newport Town 20 18[N<=10 10 10 15|N<=10

Newton

Elementary 24 18[N<=10 18| N<=10 24{N<=10

North Country Jr

UHSD #22 221 175 46 107| 114 192 29

North Hero Elem. 15 10{N<=10 10| N<=10 14|N<=10

Northfield

Middle/High 106 97|N<=10 82 24 95 11
N<=

Norton Village 10 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10|N<=10| N<=10[N<=10
N<=

Ontop 10 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10|N<=10| N<=10{N<=10
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003
Counts Tota| . Un-

School Name I |known| O 1-3 |known| No Yes No Yes
Orange Center 23 19|N<=10 20|N<=10 17|{N<=10
Orleans
Elementary 28 25(N<=10 15 13 28(N<=10
Orwell Village 35 29(N<=10 27|N<=10 34{N<=10
Otter Valley UHSD
#8 204 185 15 155 451 170 30
Oxbow UHSD #30 8% 80[N<=10 57 31 66 22
Peoples Academy
Middle 180 138 42 140 40| 151 29
Poultney High 81 70 11 55 26 63 18
Proctor Jr/Sr High 26 21|N<=10 16 10 26|N<=10
Putney Central 42 40|N<=10 30 12 38|N<=10
Randolph UHSD
#2 164 139 27 119 47| 130 36
Readsboro
Elementary 12 11|N<=10 N<=10|N<=10 12|N<=10
Richford Jr/Sr
High 56 49|N<=10 32 24 53[N<=10
Rivendell Academy| 15 11{N<=10 10| N<=10 15|N<=10
Riverside 171 166 11 108 69| 111 66

322




Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan

Cohorts

1999-2003

Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name | known 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Rochester
Elem/High 39 33|N<=10 24 15 35|N<=10
Rutland Middle 297 260 37 176 121 219 78
Rutland Town
Elem 106 97|N<=10 94 12 101|N<=10
Shelburne
Community 174 162 12 165|N<=10 162 12
Sheldon
Elementary 66 56 10 44 22 55 11
So. Royalton
Elem/High 70 61|N<=10 51 19 61|N<=10
St Albans City 144 134 12 103 43 139|N<=10
St Albans Town
Educ. Center 74 55 21 57 19 67|N<=10
St Johnsbury 120 100 20 58 62 83 37
Stamford N<=
Elementary 10 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10| N<=10| N<=10{N<=10
Stowe Middle/High 91 75 16 81 10 80 11
Sutton 19 18| N<=10 N<=10 13 16| N<=10
Thetford Academy 74 N<=10 66| N<=10 72|N<=10 68|N<=10
Troy 31 28|N<=10 17 14 28|N<=10
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan

Cohorts

1999-2003

Counts Tota Un- Un-
School Name I lknown| O 1-3 |known| No Yes No Yes
Tunbridge Central 27 24|N<=10 14 13 24|N<=10
Twinfield USD #33 72 62 10 49 23 59 13
U-32 High (UHSD
#32) 253 228 25 211 42| 226 27
Vergennes UHSD
#5 182 158 24 25 112 45| 155 27
Waits River Valley
USD #36 55 47|N<=10 27 28 49|N<=10
Walden 20 16| N<=10 12|N<=10 17|N<=10

N<=

Washington Village| 10 N<=10|N<=10 N<=10| N<=10| N<=10|N<=10
Waterford
Elementary 26 24{N<=10 20{N<=10 23|N<=10
Weathersfield
Middle 49 42|N<=10 34 15 45|N<=10
West Rutland 49 39 10 35 14 46| N<=10
Westford
Elementary 49 44|N<=10 45|N<=10 44| N<=10
Whitcomb Jr/Sr
High 37 29(N<=10 26 11 32|N<=10
Whitingham 31 28|N<=10 20 11 27|N<=10
Williamstown
Middle/High 72 64(N<=10 54 18 56 16
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003
Counts Tota Un- Un-

School Name | known 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Williston 199 176 23 181 18 169 30
Wilmington Middle 41 32|N<=10 32|N<=10 29 12
Windsor High 44 41|N<=10 36|N<=10 41{N<=10
Winooski High 52 N<=10 52 27 25 52|N<=10
Winooski Middle 52| N<=10| N<=10 51 33 19 51|N<=10
Woodstock Union
Middle 165 142 23 147 18 128 37
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Grade 4to0 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan

Cohorts

1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes

Albany

Community 100.0 87.5 12.5 375 62.5| 100.0 0.0

Albert D. Lawton 100.0 90.1 9.9 88.7 11.3 79.7 20.3

Alburg Com-

munity Ed Center 100.0 91.3 8.7 0.0 100.00 100.0 0.0

Arlington

Memorial 100.0 75.00 25.0 75.00 25.00 86.5 13.5

Bakersfield 100.0 84.6/ 15.4 61.5 385 84.6] 15.4

Barnet

Elementary 100.0 81.6 18.4 71.1 28.9 92.1 7.9

Barre City

Elem/Middle 100.0 85.7 14.3 51.9 48.1 68.4| 31.6

Barre Town

Elementary 100.0 86.5 13.5 89.6 10.4] 92.2 7.8

Barstow

Memorial 100.0 84.8 15.2 89.4 10.6 65.2 34.8

Barton Graded 100.0 90.9 9.1 59.1 40.9] 100.0 0.0

Bellows Falls

Middle 100.0 90.9 9.1 53.6 46.4] 86.4 13.6

Bellows Free

Academy, Fairfax | 100.0) 88.7] 11.3 81.3] 18.7] 96.0 4.0

Benson Village 100.0 78.3] 21.7 56.5| 43.5| 95.7 4.3

Berkshire

Elementary 100.0 2.8 72.2 25.0 55.6 44.4 86.1 13.9
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts

1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes
Black River USD
#39 100.0% 87.3 12.7 69.8 30.2] 87.3 12.7|
Blue Mountain
USD #21 100.0% 83.3 16.7 51.9 48.1] 83.3 16.7|
Bratt. Area
Middle UHSD #6| 100.0 90.6 9.4 70.1 29.9 95.1 4.9
Bridport Central 100.0 93.3 6.7 60.0, 40.0] 100.0 0.0
Brighton
Elementary 100.0% 89.3 10.7 32.1 67.9] 100.0 0.0
Browns River
Middle USD #17 100.0% 93.6 6.4 97.2 2.8 84.4 15.6
Burke Town 100.0% 91.7 8.3 54.2 45.8 70.8 29.2
Cabot 100.0% 61.1) 38.9 38.9 61.1 77.8 22.2)
Camels Hump
Middle USD #17 100.0% 80.6 19.4 87.0 13.0 92.1 7.9
Canaan 100.0% 95.7 4.3 82.6 17.4] 100.0 0.0
Castleton-Hub-
bardton USD#42 100.0 90.7 9.3 85.2 14.8 94.4 5.6
Charleston Elem. 100.0 86.4) 13.6 59.1) 40.9| 77.3] 22.7
Charlotte Central 100.0 96.5 3.5 97.4 2.6] 86.00 14.0
Chelsea Elem.
High 100.0% 92.9 7.1 57.1 42.9 78.6 21.4
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes
Colchester Middle| 100.0 89.6/ 10.4 91.7 8.3] 975 2.5
Concord 100.0 66.7] 33.3 44.4) 55.6] 889 11.1
Coventry Village 100.0 90.9 9.1 545 455 90.9 9.1
Craftsbury 100.0% 44.0, 56.0 60.0 40.0f 84.0 16.0
Crossett Brook
Middle USD #45 100.0% 91.4 8.6 80.9 19.1] 91.4 8.6
Danville 100.0% 89.5 10.5 75.4 24.6 71.9 28.1
Dorset 100.0% 89.2 10.8 97.3 2.7 91.9 8.1
Dummerston 100.0 88.9] 11.1 85.2| 14.8] 74.1f 25.9
East Haven River | 100.0) 88.9] 11.1 55.6/ 44.4] 100.0 0.0
Edmunds Middle 100.0% 85.0 15.0 59.3 40.7 96.4 3.6
Enosburg Falls
Jr/Sr High 100.0% 90.2 9.8 72.5 27.5| 80.4 19.6
Essex Middle 100.0% 91.1 8.9 88.9 11.1] 86.9 13.1]
Fair Haven Grade| 100.0) 80.9] 19.1 61.7] 38.3] 63.8 36.2
Fairfield Center 100.0 91.2 8.8 66.7] 33.3] 93.0 7.0
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan

Cohorts

1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes

Flood Brook USD

#20 100.0% 96.8 3.2 80.6 19.4] 100.0 0.0

Folsom Ed. &

Community Ctr 100.0) 95.2 4.8 85.7| 14.3] 857 14.3

Frederick H.

Tuttle Middle 100.0% 85.4) 14.6 0.3 86.3 13.4] 83.8 16.2

Georgia

Elem/Middle 100.0% 0.8 89.9 9.3 83.7 16.3] 86.0 14.0

Glover Village 100.0% 88.9 11.1 66.7 33.3] 100.0 0.0

Grand Isle Elem. 100.0 94.6 5.4 70.3] 29.7] 94.6 5.4

Green Mountain

UHSD #35 100.0 69.7, 30.3 61.8 38.2 72.4 27.6

Guilford Central 100.0 94.3 5.7 79.2] 20.8f 88.7/ 11.3

Halifax 100.0% 93.3 6.7 80.0 20.0 93.3 6.7

Hartford Mem.

Middle 100.0% 92.6 7.4 89.8 10.2| 86.1 13.9

Hartland

Elementary 100.0% 90.8 9.2 86.2 13.8 90.8 9.2

Harwood Union

Middle UHSD #19| 100.0 88.4) 11.6 83.5 16.5 90.1 9.9

Hazen UHSD #26| 100.0 83.5 16.5 59.8 40.2] 81.4 18.6

Hinesburg

Community 100.0% 93.7 6.3 92.1 7.9 76.4 23.6
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes
Hunt Middle 100.0% 87.3] 12.7 69.5/ 30.5| 94.1 5.9
Irasburg Village 100.0 72.4) 27.6 27.6| 724 828 17.2
Lamoille UHSD
#18 100.0 87.9 121 72.4) 27.6] 87.9 12.1]
Leland & Gray
UHSD #34 100.0 87.2] 12.8 99.1 0.9 94.9 5.1
Lowell Village 100.0% 79.2| 20.8 50.0f 50.0] 875 12.5
Lunenburg 100.0% 96.8 3.2 48.4) 51.6] 96.8 3.2
Lyndon Town 100.0 92.2 7.8 55,5/ 445 813 18.8
Main Street 100.0% 86.7| 13.3 85.5 14.5] 85.0 15.0
Manchester
Elem/Middle 100.0 81.4) 18.6 80.4) 19.6] 89.2 10.8
Marlboro
Elementary 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 76.9 23.1]
Middlebury
Union Middle #3 100.0 85.6] 14.4 80.4) 19.6] 80.4 19.6
Mill River USD
#40 100.0 0.5 88.00 11.5 77.0 23.0] 89.5 10.5
Millers Run
USD #37 100.0 75.8] 24.2 48.5] 51.5] 93.9 6.1
Millers Run USD
#37 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.00 100.0 0.0
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003 Rates Un- Un-

School Name | Total {known| O | 1-3 |known| No | Yes | No | Yes
Milton Jr High 100.0 92.6 7.4 84.3] 15.7] 87.8] 12.2
Missisquoi Valley
UHSD #7 100.0 83.5| 16.5 78.6] 21.4 89.8) 10.2
Montgomery
Center 100.0 84.00 16.0 68.0f 32.00 80.0, 20.0
Mount Abraham
UHSD #28 100.0 91.6 8.4 822 17.8] 79.5 20.5
Mt. Anthony
Union Middle 100.0 94.8 5.2 76.2] 238 927 7.3
Newark 100.0 75.00 25.0 58.3] 41.7] 66.7 33.3
Newport Town 100.0 90.0f 10.0 50.0f 50.00 75.00 25.0
Newton
Elementary 100.0 75.00 25.0 75.00 25.0] 100.0 0.0
North Country Jr
UHSD #22 100.0 79.2] 20.8 48.4) 51.6] 86.9] 13.1
North Hero Elem. | 100.0 66.7| 33.3 66.7/ 33.3] 933 6.7
Northfield
Middle/High 100.0 91.5 8.5 774 22.6] 89.6] 10.4
Norton Village 100.0 66.7] 33.3 66.7] 33.3] 100.0 0.0
Ontop 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Orange Center 100.0 82.6| 17.4 87.00 13.00 739 26.1
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts

1999-2003 Ratep Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes | No | Yes
Orleans
Elementary 100.0 89.3] 10.7 53.6/ 46.4] 100.0 0.0
Orwell Village 100.0) 829 17.1 771 229 97.1 2.9
Otter Valley
UHSD #8 100.0 92.5 7.5 77.5 22.5 85.0 15.0
Oxbow UHSD #30, 100.0 90.9 9.1 64.8)] 35.2] 75.00 25.0
Peoples Academy
Middle 100.0 76.7) 23.3 77.8] 2221 839 16.1
Poultney High 100.0 86.4) 13.6 67.9] 321 77.8 22.2
Proctor Jr/Sr
High 100.0 80.8] 19.2 61.5/ 38.5| 100.0 0.0
Putney Central 100.0 95.2 4.8 71.4) 28.6] 90.5 9.5
Randolph UHSD
#2 100.0 83.7/ 16.3 717 28.3] 783 21.7
Readsboro
Elementary 100.0 91.7 8.3 75.00 25.0] 100.0 0.0
Richford Jr/Sr
High 100.0 87.5 12.5 57.1 42.9 94.6 54
Rivendell
Academy 100.0 73.3] 26.7 66.7] 33.3] 100.0 0.0
Riverside 100.0 93.8 6.2 61.0f 39.00 627, 37.3
Rochester
Elem/High 100.0 84.6) 15.4 615 38.5] 89.7, 10.3
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts
1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes
Rutland Middle 100.0% 87.5 12.5 59.3 40.7 73.7 26.3
Rutland Town
Elem 100.0 91.5 8.5 88.7 11.3 95.3 4.7
Shelburne
Community 100.0 93.1 6.9 94.8 5.2 93.1 6.9
Sheldon
Elementary 100.0 84.8 15.2 66.7 33.3] 83.3 16.7|
So. Royalton
Elem/High 100.0% 87.1 12.9 72.9 27.1] 87.1 12.9
St Albans City 100.0% 91.8 8.2 70.5 29.5 95.2 4.8
St Albans Town
Educ. Center 100.0% 72.4) 27.6 75.0 25.0] 88.2 11.8
St Johnsbury 100.0% 83.3 16.7 48.3 51.7] 69.2 30.8
Stamford
Elementary 100.0% 87.5 12.5 100.0 0.0 87.5 12.5
Stowe
Middle/High 100.0% 82.4) 17.6 89.0 11.0f 87.9 12.1]
Sutton 100.0% 94.7 5.3 31.6 68.4] 84.2 15.8
Thetford
Academy 100.0% 1.4 89.2 9.5 97.3 2.7 91.9 8.1
Troy 100.0% 90.3 9.7 54.8 45.2 90.3 9.7
Tunbridge
Central 100.0% 88.9 11.1 51.9 48.1] 88.9 11.1
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts

1999-2003 Ratepk Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O 1-3 |known| No | Yes| No | Yes
Twinfield USD
#33 100.0 86.1 13.9 68.1 319 819 18.1]
U-32 High
(UHSD #32) 100.0 90.1 9.9 83.4 16.6] 89.3 10.7|
Vergennes UHSD
#5 100.0 86.8 13.2 13.7 61.5 24.7) 85.2 14.8
Waits River
Valley USD #36 100.0 85.5 14.5 49.1 50.9] 89.1 10.9
Walden 100.0% 80.0 20.0 60.0 40.0] 85.0 15.0
Washington
Village 100.0 429 57.1 857/ 14.3] 857 14.3
Waterford
Elementary 100.0% 92.3 7.7 76.9 23.1] 88.5 11.5
Weathersfield
Middle 100.0 85.7 14.3 69.4| 30.6 91.8 8.2
West Rutland 100.0% 79.6 20.4 71.4 28.6 93.9 6.1
Westford
Elementary 100.0 89.8 10.2 91.8 8.2 89.8 10.2
Whitcomb Jr/Sr
High 100.0 78.4) 21.6 70.3 29.7] 86.5 13.5
Whitingham 100.0% 90.3 9.7 64.5 35.5| 87.1 12.9
Williamstown
Middle/High 100.0 88.9 11.1 75.0 25.0 77.8 22.2
Williston 100.0% 88.4) 11.6 91.0 9.0 84.9 15.1]
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Grade 4to 8 School Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Cohorts

1999-2003 Ratep Un- Un-

School Name | Total [known| O | 1-8 |known| No | Yes | No | Yes
Wilmington
Middle High 100.0 78.0, 22.0 78.00 22.00 70.7/ 29.3
Windsor High 100.0 93.2 6.8 81.8f 182 932 6.8
Winooski High 100.0 0.0| 100.0 519/ 48.1] 1000 0.0
Winooski Middle 100.00 1.9 0.0/ 981 63.5| 36.5] 981 1.9
Woodstock Union
Middle 100.0 86.1 13.9 89.1 109 77.6] 224
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Appendix P Cohort Mobility Grades 8 to 10, Countsl999-2003
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Grade 8to 10 School

Cohorts 1999-2003 Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Counts
un-

School Name Total 0 1-3 known No Yes No Yes
Arlington Memorial 112 103] N<=10| N<=10 93 18 105/ N<=10
Bellows Falls UHSD
#27 372 354 18 272 100 323 49
Bellows Free Acad.,

St. Albans 950 648 302 814 136 899 51
Bellows Free

Academy, Fairfax 316 269 47 270 46 287 29
Benson Village N<=10] N<=10| N<=10 N<=10 N<=10| N<=10| N<=10
Black River USD #39 136 132 N<=10 100 36 130 N<=10
Blue Mountain USD

#21 126 109 17 89 37 115 11
Brattleboro Sr.

UHSD #6 855 803 52 744 111 794 61
Burlington Senior

High 683 641 42 432 251 647 36
Burr & Burton

Academy 353 286 67 70 264 19 303 50
Cabot 65 53 12 42 23 56/ N<=10
Canaan 64 63| N<=10 55 N<=10 61| N<=10
Champlain Valley

UHSD #15 1064 1032 32 1032 32 980 84
Chelsea Elem. High 95 75 20 67 28 73 22
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Grade 8to 10 School

Cohorts 1999-2003 Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Counts Un-

School Name | 141g 0 1-3 | known No Yes No Yes
Colchester High 658 620 38 604 54 594 64
Concord 45 27 18 27 18 43| N<=10
Craftsbury 47 43| N<=10 31 16 36 11
Danville 141 130 11 99 42 120 21
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr
High 250 181 69 181 69 209 41
Essex Comm. Ed.

Ctr. UHSD #46 1374 1228 146 1283 91 1205 169
Fair Haven UHSD

#16 452 433 19 370 82 371 81
Green Mountain

UHSD #35 164 151 13 119 45 136 28
Hartford High 658 631 27 626 32 572 86
Harwood UHSD #19 545 527 18 476 69 479 66
Hazen UHSD #26 243 231 12 167 76 209 34
Lake Region UHSD

#24 314 266 48 188 126 284 30
Lamoille UHSD #18 475 462 13 361 114 434 41
Leland & Gray

UHSD #34 258 242 16] N<=10 256 N<=10 245 13

339




Grade 8to 10 School

Cohorts 1999-2003 Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Counts Un-

School Name | 141g 0 1-3 | known No Yes No Yes
Lyndon Institute 497 458 39 312 185 430 67
Middlebury Sr.

UHSD #3 658 624 34 575 83 570 88
Mill River USD #40 416 392 24 365 51 400 16
Milton Sr High 446 423 23 404 42 382 64
Missisquoi Valley

UHSD #7 540 508 32 432 108 459 81
Montpelier High 353 322 31 309 44 309 44
Mount Abraham

UHSD #28 488 467 21 420 68 458 30
Mt. Anthony Sr.

UHSD #14 964 951 13 857 107 892 72
Mt. Mansfield USD

#17 918 890 28 857 61 749 169
North Country Sr

UHSD #22 934 891 43 626 308 864 70
Northfield

Middle/High 241 233] N<=10 192 49 220 21
Ontop N<=10] N<=10| N<=10 N<=10 N<=10] N<=10| N<=10
Otter Valley UHSD

#8 373 363 10 322 51 328 45
Oxbow UHSD #30 265 242 23 221 44 234 31
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Grade 8to 10 School

Cohorts 1999-2003 Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Counts Un-

School Name | 141g 0 1-3 | known No Yes No Yes
Peoples Academy 316 294 22 207 109 274 42
Poultney High 141 129 12 93 48 92 49
Proctor Jr/Sr High 126 99 27 98 28 121| N<=10
Randolph UHSD #2 280 265 15 212 68 226 54
Richford Jr/Sr High 148 127 21 95 53 143| N<=10
Rivendell Academy 57 51| N<=10 44 13 54| N<=10
Rochester Elem/High 88 83| N<=10 57 31 56 32
Rutland Senior High 956 826 130 771 185 811 145
So. Burlington High 746 695 51 687 59 625 121
So. Royalton
Elem/High 159 148 11 103 56 143 16
Spaulding HSUD #41 800 745 55 687 113 729 71
Springfield High 499 479 20 370 129 421 78
St Johnsbury
Academy 442 316 126 337 105 422 20
Stowe Middle/High 127 111 16 116 11 107 20
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Grade 8to 10 School

Cohorts 1999-2003 Changes FRLM Program 504 Plan
Counts Un-

School Name | 141g 0 1-3 | known No Yes No Yes
Thetford Academy 146 111 35 135 11 137| N<=10
Twinfield USD #33 156 146 10 119 37 137 19
U-32 High (UHSD
#32) 452 429 23 396 56 401 51

Vergennes UHSD #5 286 273 13| N<=10 228 57 247 39
West Rutland 122 109 13 93 29 115 N<=10
Whitcomb Jr/Sr
High 144 139/ N<=10 117 27 141 N<=10
Whitingham 73 70| N<=10 53 20 62 11
Williamstown
Middle/High 106 90 16 89 17 90 16
Wilmington Middle
High 106 99| N<=10 81 25 83 23
Windsor High 218 207 11 170 48 207 11
Winooski High 130 118 12 95 35 125/ N<=10
Woodstock Sr.

UHSD #4 413 397 16 386 27 346 67
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Appendix Q Cohort Mobility Grades 8 to 10, Rate€999-2003
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Grade 8to 10 School
Cohorts Changes FRLM Plan 504 Plan
1999-2003 Rates Un-

School Name Total 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Arlington Memorial 100.0 92.0 8.0 0.9 83.0 16.1 93.8 6.3
Bellows Falls UHSD
#27 100.( 95.2 4.8 73.1 26.9 86.8 13.2
Bellows Free Acad.,

St. Albans 100.0 68.2 31.8 85.7 14.3 94.6 5.4
Bellows Free

Academy, Fairfax 100.( 85.1 14.9 85.4 14.6 90.8 9.2
Benson Village 100. 0.0, 100.0 100.0 0.0] 100.0 0.0
Black River USD #39  100.0 97.1 2.9 73.5 26.5 95.6 4.4
Blue Mountain USD

#21 100.0 86.5 13.5 70.6 29.4 91.3 8.7
Brattleboro Sr.

UHSD #6 100.¢ 93.9 6.1 87.0 13.0| 92.9 7.1
Burlington Senior

High 100.0 93.9 6.1 63.3 36.7 94.7 5.3
Burr & Burton

Academy 100.( 81.0 19.0 19.8 74.8 5.4 85.8 14.2
Cabot 100.4 81.5 18.5 64.6 35.4] 86.2 13.8
Canaan 100. 98.4 1.6 85.9 14.1] 95.3 4.7
Champlain Valley

UHSD #15 100.0 97.0 3.0 97.0 3.0 92.1 7.9
Chelsea Elem. High 100.0 78.9 21.1 70.5 29.5 76.8 23.2
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Grade 810 10 School
Cohorts Changes FRLM Plan 504 Plan
1999-2003 Rates un-

School Name Total 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Colchester High 100. 94.2 5.8 91.8 8.2 90.3 9.7
Concord 100.( 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0 95.6 4.4
Craftsbury 100.0 91.5 8.5 66.0 34.0 76.6 23.4
Danville 100.4 92.2 7.8 70.2 29.8 85.1 14.9
Enosburg Falls Jr/Sr
High 100.0 72.4 27.6 72.4 27.6 83.6 16.4
Essex Comm. Ed.

Ctr. UHSD #46 100.0 89.4 10.6 93.4 6.6 87.7 12.3
Fair Haven UHSD

#16 100.0 95.8 4.2 81.9 18.1 82.1 17.9
Green Mountain

UHSD #35 100.0 92.1 7.9 72.6 27.4 82.9 17.1]
Hartford High 100.0 95.9 4.1 95.1 4.9 86.9 13.1
Harwood UHSD #19 100. 96.7 3.3 87.3 12.7 87.9 12.1
Hazen UHSD #26 100. 95.1 49 68.7 31.3 86.0 14.0
Lake Region UHSD

#24 100.0 84.7 15.3 59.9 40.1 90.4 9.6
Lamoille UHSD #18 100. 97.3 2.7 76.0 24.0) 91.4 8.6
Leland & Gray

UHSD #34 100.0 93.8 6.2 0.8 99.2 0.0 95.0 5.0
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Grade 8to 10 School
Cohorts Changes FRLM Plan 504 Plan
1999-2003 Rates un-

School Name Total 0 1-3 | known | No Yes No Yes
Lyndon Institute 100.0 92.2 7.8 62.8 37.2 86.5 13.5
Middlebury Sr.

UHSD #3 100.0 94.8 5.2 87.4 12.6 86.6 13.4
Mill River USD #40 100.9 94.2 5.8 87.7 12.3 96.2 3.8
Milton Sr High 100.0 94.8 5.2 90.6 9.4 85.7 14.3
Missisquoi Valley

UHSD #7 100.0 94.1 5.9 80.0 20.0) 85.0 15.0
Montpelier High 100.0 91.2 8.8 87.5 12.5 87.5 12.5
Mount Abraham

UHSD #28 100.0 95.7 4.3 86.1 13.9 93.9 6.1
Mt. Anthony Sr.

UHSD #14 100.0 98.7 1.3 88.9 11.1 92.5 7.5
Mt. Mansfield USD

#17 100.0 96.9 3.1 93.4 6.6 81.6 18.4
North Country Sr

UHSD #22 100.0 95.4 4.6 67.0 33.0 92.5 7.5
Northfield

Middle/High 100.0 96.7 3.3 79.7 20.3 91.3 8.7
Ontop 100.0 11.1 88.9 22.2 77.8 88.9 11.1
Otter Valley UHSD

#8 100.0 97.3 2.7 86.3 13.7 87.9 12.1
Oxbow UHSD #30 100. 91.3 8.7 83.4 16.6 88.3 11.7
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Grade 8to 10 School
Cohorts Changes FRLM Plan 504 Plan
1999-2003 Rates un-

School Name Total 0 1-3 | known | No Yes No Yes
Peoples Academy 100 93.0 7.0 65.5 34.5 86.7 13.3
Poultney High 100.( 91.5 8.5 66.0 34.0) 65.2 34.8
Proctor Jr/Sr High 100.0 78.6 21.4 77.8 22.2 96.0 4.0

Randolph UHSD #2  100.0 94.6 54 75.7 24.3 80.7 19.3
Richford Jr/Sr High 100.0 85.8 14.2 64.2 35.8 96.6 34
Rivendell Academy 100. 89.5 10.5 77.2 22.8 94.7 5.3
Rochester Elem/High  100.0 94.3 5.7 64.8 35.2 63.6 36.4]
Rutland Senior High 100.0 86.4 13.6 80.6 19.4 84.8 15.2
So. Burlington High 100.0 93.2 6.8 92.1 7.9 83.8 16.2
So. Royalton +]
Elem/High 100.d 93.1 6.9 64.8 352 89.9 10.1
Spaulding HSUD +]
#41 100.0 93.1 6.9 85.9 14.1 91.1 8.9
Springfield High 100.d 96.0 4.0 741 259 844 156
St Johnsbury
Academy 100.0 71.5 28.5 76.2 23.8 95.5 4.5
Stowe Middle/High 100.( 87.4 12.6 91.3 8.7 84.3 15.7]
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Grade 810 10 School
Cohorts Changes FRLM Plan 504 Plan
1999-2003 Rates un-

School Name Total 0 1-3 | known| No Yes No Yes
Thetford Academy 100.4 76.0 24.0 92.5 7.5 93.8 6.2
Twinfield USD #33 100.( 93.6 6.4 76.3 23.7 87.8 12.2
U-32 High (UHSD
#32) 100.0 94.9 5.1 87.6 12.4 88.7 11.3
Vergennes UHSD #5 100 95.5 45 0.3 79.7 19.9 86.4 13.6
West Rutland 100.( 89.3 10.7] 76.2 23.8 94.3 5.7
Whitcomb Jr/Sr
High 100.0 96.5 3.5 81.3 18.8 97.9 2.1
Whitingham 100.0 95.9 4.1 72.6 27.4 84.9 15.1]
Williamstown
Middle/High 100.0 84.9 15.1 84.0 16.0] 84.9 15.1]
Wilmington Middle
High 100.0 93.4 6.6 76.4 23.6 78.3 21.7
Windsor High 100.0 95.0 5.0 78.0 22.0| 95.0 5.0
Winooski High 100.4 90.8 9.2 73.1 26.9 96.2 3.8
Woodstock Sr.

UHSD #4 100.0 96.1 3.9 93.5 6.5 83.8 16.2
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Appendix R Cohort Completion Rates Grades 4 to 8nd 8 to 10
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GRADE 4 TO 8 COHORTS

Student Information

% Merged

% Not Merged

Cohort Merged Not Merged wi/t/t previous N
1 Grade 4 Tests' Spring 1999 6,722 -
Grade 5 Census Fall 1999 6,720 2 100% 0%
Grade 6 Census Fall 2000 6,248 472 93% 7%
Grade 7 Census Fall 2001 6,004 244 96% 4%
Grade 8 Census Fall 2002 5,829 175 97% 3%
Grade 8 Tests Spring 2003 5,595 234 96% 1%
Final Student File 5,595 1,127 83% 17%
Student Information % Merged % Not Merged
Cohort Merged Not Merged w/t/t previous N
2 Grade 4 Tests" Spring 2000 7,652 --
Grade 5 Census Fall 2000 7,328 324 96% 4%
Grade 6 Census Fall 2001 7,091 237 97% 3%
Grade 7 Census Fall 2002 6,848 243 97% 3%
Grade 8 Census Fall 2003 6,627 221 97% 3%
Grade 8 \Tests Spring 2004 6,400 227 97% 3%
Final Student File 6,400 1,252 84% 16%
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Grade 8 to 10 Cohorts

Student Information

% Merged % Not merg.

Cohort Merged Not wi/t/t previous N
1 Grade 8 Tests Spring 1999 6,443 --
Grade 9 Census Fall 1999 6,144 299 95% 5%
Grade 10 Census Fall 2000 5,526 618 90% 10%
Grade 10 Tests Spring 2001 5,215 311 94% 6%
5,215 1,228 81% 19%
Student Information % Merged % Not merg.
Cohort Merged Not wi/t/t previous N
2 Grade 8 Tests Spring 2000 7,964 --
Grade 9 Census Fall 2000 7,353 611 92% 8%
Grade 10 Census Fall 2001 7,072 281 96% 4%
Grade 10 Tests Spring 2002 6,608 464 93% 7%
Final Student File 6,608 1,356 83% 17%
Student Information % Merged % Not merg.
Cohort Merged Not w/t/t previous N
3 Grade 8 Tests Spring 2001 7,956 --
Grade 9 Census Fall 2001 7,365 591 93% 7%
Grade 10 Census Fall 2002 7,066 299 96% 4%
Grade 10 Tests Spring 2003 6,608 458 94% 6%
Final Student File 6,608 1,348 83% 17%
Student Information 9% Retained % Lost
Cohort Retained Lost wi/t/t previous N
4  Grade 8 Tests Spring 2002 7,971 --
Grade 9 Census Fall 2002 7,382 589 93% 7%
Grade 10 Census Fall 2003 7,050 332 96% 4%
Grade 10 Tests Spring 2004 6,737 313 96% 4%
Final Student File 6,737 1,234 85% 15%
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Appendix S Cohort Non-Promotional School ChangeGrades 4 to 8
and 8 to 10
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Cohort Mobility: Non-Promotional School Changes
Grade 4 Spring to Grade 8 Spring
Vermont Public ools, 1999-2004

Grade 4 Spring to

Grade 5 Fall to

Grade 6 Fall to

Grade 5 Fall Grade 6 Fall Grade 7 Fall
School
Change No Yes No Yes No Yes
Cohort 1 5592 3* 5163 432 5371 224
Cohort 2 6133 267 6124 276 6156 244
12,000 270 11,000 708 12,000 468
Total in
cohort period 12,270 11,708 12,468
2.2% 6.0% 3.8%
Grade 7 Fall to Grade 8 Fall to
Grade 8 Fall Grade 8 Spring
No Yes No Yes All
5405 190 5546 49 5595
6176 224 6344 56 6400
12,000 414 12,000 105 12,000
Total in
cohort period 12,414 12,105
3.3% 0.9%

*Number unreliable due to the loss of about 5000 student record
identification numbers, 1999.
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Cohort Mobility: Non-Promotional School Changes
Grade 8 Spring to Grade 10 Spring
Vermont Public ools, 1999-2004

Summer Move |

Before High School

Annual October 1

Census

Intra-School Year

Change

Grade 8 Spring to

Grade 9 Fall to

Grade 10 Fall to

Grade 9 Fall Grade 10 Fall Grade 10 Spring

School
Change No Yes No Yes No Yes All
Cohort 1 5,149 62 4,831 380 5,172 39 5,211
Cohort 2 6,191 408 6,449 150 6,552 47 6,599
Cohort 3 6,191 417 6,451 157 6,579 29 6,608
Cohort 4 6,295 442 6,567 170 6,686 51 6,737

23,826 1,329 24,298 857 24,989 166 25,155
Total in cohort period 25,155 25,155 25,155

5.3% 3.4% 0.7%
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Appendix T Hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling Summaries
Five Mobility Groups
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Part 1. HGLM Estimates of Student Mobility: Grade 4

School &
Composition  Composition
Null Student & Student & Student
Model Model Model Model
Average rates (intercept)
Base rate -2.337** -2.375** -2.375** -2.378**
Composition®
Math portfoliod -.621 n.s. -0.643 n.s.
Writing portfoliod -.679 n.s. -0.695 n.s.
School variables®
Ave spec ed services rate® -5.740*
Student-level controls ©
SES proxy frim (l:IOW)d 0.607** 0.606** 0.626**
Math perform. (1=meet/exc stnd)d -0.289** -0.283* -0.287*
School-level variance component 0.756 0.786 0.721 0.696
Variance explained relative to - 0 4.6 7.9
to the null model (%)
Reliability 0.625 0.631 0.613 0.605

# Composition measures are individual student variables aggregated to the school level;
exploratory level-2 analysis yielded significant t-to-enter for only two composition
variables, proportion of students with math (writing) portfolio 2+ years; see Table 2,
page 70 for other student composition variables tested.

® School variables include school composition and resource variables listed in
Table 2, page 70; only the proportion of special education services was significant.

° Student-level controls include background and experience variables listed in Table 2,
page 70; only the SES proxy and performance on math test were statistically significant.

4 variable is grand-mean centered around the overall statewide mean.

*p <0.05; *p<0.001; n.s.not statistically significant.
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Part 2. HGLM Estimates of Student Mobility: Grade 8

School &
Composition ~ Composition
Null Student & Student & Student
Model Model Model Model
Average rates (intercept)
Base rate -2.577* -2.699** -2.693* -2.698**
Composition®
Prop with 504 pland 1.691* 1.640*
School variables”
Ave pup/teach ratio” -2.625n.s.
Student-level controls ©
SES proxy frim (1=Iow)d 0.326* 0.296** 0.316*
Plan 504 (1=yes)d -0.861** -0.935** -0.930**
M portfolio (1=2+ yr)d -0.552** -0.581** -0.553**
EW portfolio (1=2+ yr)d -0.374* -0.392** -0.376*
M perform nsre (1=mt/ex)d -0.521** -0.543** -0.535**
School-level variance component 0.07 0.063 0.049 0.059
Variance explained relative to 111 30.9 16.8
to the null model (%)
Reliability 0.209 0.161 0.131 0.152

@ Composition measures are individual student variables aggregated to the school level;
exploratory level-2 analysis yielded significant t-to-enter for only one composition
variable, proportion of students with a 504 plan; see Table 2, page 70 for other
student composition variables tested.

® School variables include school composition and resource variables listed in
Table 2, page 70; only the average pupil/teacher was statistically significant.

¢ Student-level controls include background and experience variables listed in Table 2,
page 70; only performance on English test was not statistically significant.

4 Variable is grand-mean centered around the overall statewide mean.

*p <0.05; *p <0.001; n.s.not statistically significant.
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Part 3. HGLM Estimates of Student Mobility: Grade 10

School &
Composition ~ Composition
Null Student & Student & Student
Model Model Model Model
Average rates (intercept)
Base rate -2.834** -2.909** -2.901** -2.885**
Composition ®
Prop with 504 plan® 2.052* 1.969"
School variables®”
Pupil/teacher ratio® -3.410 n.s.
Student-level controls ©
Plan 504 (l=yes)°| -0.717* -0.767** -0.767**
M portfolio (1=2+ yr)”| -0.641** -0.637** -0.634**
EW portfolio (1=2+ yr)”| -0.327* -0.327** -0.329**
M perform nsre (l=mt/ex)°| -0.445** -0.447** -0.447**
School-level variance component 0.145 0.153 0.135 0.136
Variance explained relative to - 0 6.90 6.21
to the null model (%)
Reliability 0.382 0.354 0.366 0.370

# Composition measures are individual student variables aggregated to the school level.
exploratory level-2 analysis yielded significant t-to-enter for only one composition
variable, proportion of students with a 504 plan; see Table 2, page 70 for other
student composition variables tested.

® School variables include school composition and resource variables listed in
Table 2, page 70; only the average pupil/teacher was statistically significant..

¢ Student-level controls include background and experience variables listed in Table 2,
page 70; only SES proxy and performance on English test were not statistically significant.

 variable is grand-mean centered around the overall statewide mean.

T p< 0.10; * p <0.05; ** p <0.001; n.s. not statistically significant.
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Part 4. HGLM Estimates of Student Mobility: Cohort 4-8

School &
Composition ~ Composition
Null Student & Student & Student
Model Model Model Model
Average rates (intercept)
Base rate -2.021%  -2.114* -2.088**
Composition®
Prop participate in frim® -1.239°
School variables® n.s.

Student-level controls ©
d

SES proxy frim (1=low) 1.021* 1.004**
Plan 504 (1=yes)d -0.285* -.269*
School-level variance component 0.411 0.394 0.364
Variance explained relative to 4.1 11.4
to the null model (%)
Reliability 0.663 0.654 0.654

& Composition measures are individual student variables aggregated to the school level;
proportion of students in grade 8 (a) participating in frim and (b) with a 504 plan
were tested, and only participation in frim was statistically significant.

® School variables include school composition and resource variables listed in
Table 2, page 70; none were statistically significant.

¢ Student-level controls include background and experience variables for grade 8 listed
in Table 2 page 70; only SES proxy and Plan 504 were tested for the grade 4 to
8 cohort, and both were statistically significant.

9 Variable is grand-mean centered around the overall statewide mean.

*p <0.05; *p<0.001; n.s.not statistically significant.
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Part 5. HGLM Estimates of Student Mobility: Cohort 8-10

School &
Composition ~ Composition
Null Student & Student & Student
Model Model Model Model
Average rates (intercept)
Base rate -2.690** -2.718** -2.679** -2.677*
Composition *
Prop participate in frim* -2.102* -2.027*
Prop with 504 pland -4.969** -4.977**
School variables”
Ave pup/teach ratio® -0.253*
Ave prop inst coord/supd 0.073*
Student-level controls ©
SES proxy frim (1=Iow)d **0.457 0.477** 0.481**
Plan 504 (1=yes)" -0.252" -0.214* -0.213
School-level variance component 0.683 0.666 0.658 0.475
Variance explained relative to 2.5 3.7 30.5
to the null model (%)
Reliability 0.869 0.866 0.866 0.828

 Composition measures are individual student variables aggregated to the school level;
proportion of students in grade 10 (a) participating in frim and (b) with a 504 plan

were tested, and both were statistically significant.

School variables include school composition and resource variables listed in

Table 2, page 70; average (a) pupil/teacher ratio and (b) proportion of instructional

coordinators/supervisors were statistically significant.

¢ Student-level controls include background and experience variables for grade 10, listed in
Table 2 page 70; only SES proxy and Plan 504 were tested for the grade 8 to 10 cohort,

and both were statistically significant.

d . . .
Variable is grand-mean centered around the overall statewide mean.

*p <0.05; **p<0.001; n.s.not statistically significant.
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