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Abstract 

In recent decades, school choice policies predicated on student mobility have gained prominence 

as  urban districts address chronically low-performing schools. However, scholars have 

highlighted equity concerns related to choice policies. The case of post-Katrina New Orleans 

provides an opportunity to examine student mobility patterns in a choice-based district. This 

paper analyzes student mobility between and within the various sectors and school types using a 

multinomial framework. We find rates of student mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans to be 

similar to other traditional urban school districts. Overall, our results indicate that high-achieving 

students switch to high quality schools while low-achieving students transfer to low quality 

schools. It is clear some students are taking advantage of the ability to choose a high quality 

educational option, while many students are still not. Policy implications especially for education 

policymakers implementing or considering school choice policies and areas for future research 

are discussed. 
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School choice policies have become more prominent in education reform in recent 

decades as a response to address chronically low-performing schools and improve student 

achievement. Student mobility, or the movement of students across schools, is a central 

mechanism through which school choice policies are theorized to increase access to higher 

quality schools and raise student achievement, particularly for lower-achieving students. 

However, research has found that students who choose to move to a higher quality school are 

often higher-achieving, less likely to live in poverty, and more likely to be White (Hanushek, 

Kain, and Rivkin 2004; Cullen, Jacob, and Levitt 2005; Schwartz, Stiefel, and Chalico 2009; Xu, 

Hannaway, and  D’Souza 2009). Moreover, several scholars have raised equity concerns related 

to school choice policies (Fuller and Elmore 1996; Levin 2004; Scott 2005) and questioned 

whether improvements in student achievement have been driven either by “cream-skimming” the 

high achievers or by “pushing out” low-performing students in schools of choice (Miron et al. 

2010; Ravitch 2010; Miron, Urschel, and Saxton 2011; Nichols-Barrer et al. 2012; Zimmer and 

Guarino 2013). These differential mobility patterns coupled with the potential for school-

initiated sorting imply that school choice may lead to unintended consequences over time, such 

as increasing segmentation of student populations within a school district by students’ 

characteristics, achievement, or school quality.  

The case of post-Katrina New Orleans provides a unique opportunity to examine the 

extent to which student mobility varies across student and school characteristics, and glean some 

insights on how student mobility patterns may be indicative of underlying processes that result in 

increased student segmentation over time in a choice-based school district. In post-Katrina New 

Orleans, given the combination of families choosing schools and schools attracting new students, 

it is important to investigate whether different mobility patterns exist across students’ 
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backgrounds and school quality. Differential patterns suggest that student segmentation may 

increase as parents take advantage of school choice. To date, little is known about the student 

mobility patterns within post-Katrina New Orleans, including whether mobility patterns vary 

systematically by student and school characteristics.  

Using student-level data from 2007 through 2011, this paper investigates patterns of 

student mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans. We provide a brief descriptive analysis of student 

mobility and compare the exit patterns of students across the sectors and school types in New 

Orleans as well as examine the destination schools of mobile students.  Specifically, we ask the 

following research questions: Does the likelihood of exiting a school differ by students’ 

characteristics, sectors and school types? Do students’ prior achievement and the quality of their 

current school predict whether students move to higher quality schools?
 1
 Our study is one of the 

first to document student mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans and contributes to the growing 

literature on charter schools’ non-achievement issues and the unintended consequences of school 

choice policies. This paper offers new insights on mobility patterns by students’ prior 

achievement and school quality (both origin and destination schools) in a portfolio or choice-

based urban school district.  

 Our results indicate that, on average, and conditional on leaving a school, high-achieving 

students switch to high quality schools while low-achieving students transfer to low quality 

schools. Differential student mobility patterns in post-Katrina New Orleans provide suggestive 

evidence of a stratified school system and may lead to increased student segmentation based on 

student achievement and school quality. This finding echoes questions on the capacity of school 

                                                           
1
 In this paper, we define and measure “school quality” in two ways: either a school’s achievement level or growth. 

First, we categorize schools based on students’ achievement levels and throughout the paper “achieving” refers to a 

school’s achievement levels. Second, we categorize schools based on measures of students’ achievement growth 

generated from a value-added model and “performing” refers to a school’s achievement growth. We provide greater 

detail on the indicators of school quality in the methods section.  
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choice policies and student mobility to facilitate equality of opportunity for students, especially 

low-achieving students enrolled in low-quality schools (Scott 2005). The rest of the paper 

proceeds as follows. We first present a brief overview of school choice and student mobility. 

Second, we describe the evolution of the post-Katrina education system in New Orleans. Next, 

we outline the data and methodological approach before presenting results. We conclude with a 

discussion of policy implications and areas for future research.  

 

Policy, Mechanisms and Outcomes  

Students do not necessarily attend neighborhood schools at the same rates they did in the 

past. Beginning in the 1990s, the U.S experienced a shift from school assignment by 

neighborhood of residence to parents’ selection from several types of schools (Levin 2004; 

Grady, Bielick, and Aud 2010). An increasing number of students are changing schools without 

changing residences which suggests greater school choice (Pribesh and Downey 1999; Swanson 

and Schneider 1999). Although the design and implementation of choice programs vary (Scott 

2005), a common and overarching tenet is expanding access to higher quality schools especially 

for low-achieving, low-income, and minority students. In theory, this access to better schools is 

largely facilitated by student mobility.  

Student mobility is a widespread phenomenon in the U.S. (Mehana and Reynolds 2004; 

Reynolds, Chen, and Herbers 2009; United States General Accounting Office (GAO) 2010).
2
 A 

2010 study by the GAO reported that 13 percent of students in grades K-8 had changed schools 

four or more times, 18 percent changed school three times, 34 percent changed schools twice, 31 

percent changed schools once, and only 5 percent did not change schools at all by eighth grade 

                                                           
2
 There are two main types of student mobility: 1) structural moves after the completion of a terminal grade (e.g., 

elementary to middle school transitions) and 2) non-structural moves (e.g., switching elementary schools).  
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(GAO 2010).
 3

 Mobile students, especially frequent movers, are more likely to be Black or 

Hispanic students hailing from lower income or disadvantaged families (Alexander, Entwisle, 

and Dauber 1996; Kerbow 1996; Rumberger et al. 1999; Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004;de la 

Torre and Gwynne 2009; Reynolds, Chen, and Herbers 2009; Schwartz, Stiefel, and Chalico 

2009; Xu, Hannaway, and  D’Souza 2009; GAO, 2010 ).
 
 

A sizable body of research suggests that student mobility is associated with a range of 

negative academic outcomes, such as lower test scores, increased grade retention, and higher 

rates of school dropout (Mehana and Reynolds 2004; Reynolds, Chen, and Herbers 2009; GAO 

2010; Institute of Medicine and National Research Council 2010 ). Nevertheless, several scholars 

posit that some school changes may result in positive effects and can improve student 

achievement (e.g., switching to higher quality schools) while others may result in only adverse 

disruptive effects (Temple and Reynolds 1999; Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004; de la Torre 

and Gwynne 2009; Engberg et al. 2012 ). However, student mobility often occurs in particular 

clusters of schools with similar racial, ethnic, income and achievement characteristics (Kerbow 

1996). Cullen et al. (2005) found scant evidence to suggest that students systematically take 

advantage of open enrollment to attend higher quality schools. In addition, Xu et al. (2009) found 

that non-structural moves within choice districts were associated with no or positive changes in 

math and reading. Finally, inter-district student mobility is associated with seeking higher school 

quality but intra-district student mobility, especially for frequent movers, is not linked to 

improvements in school quality (Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004).  

                                                           
3
 High mobility rates are well-documented across states and districts in the U.S., especially in urban environments 

(Alexander et al. 1996; Kerbow 1996; Rumberger et al. 1999; Temple and Reynolds 1999; Heinlein and Shinn 2000; 

Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004; de la Torre and Gwynne 2009; Schwartz, Stiefel, and Chalico 2009; Xu, 

Hannaway, and  D’Souza 2009; Grigg 2012 ).  
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In sum, there is little evidence of systematic non-structural student mobility from a lower 

to a higher quality school within a school district. In fact, the majority of literature suggests that 

most student mobility decisions may be driven by factors other than school quality (e.g., changes 

in residence), and decisions based on school quality vary by student characteristics. Differential 

mobility patterns raise important equity concerns especially within a school choice context  as 

student mobility may lead to a segmented school system by race/ethnicity, income, or academic 

performance level. In other words, if within a school district, advantaged, white and higher-

achieving students tend to enroll in or are more likely to switch to higher quality schools while 

disadvantaged, minority and lower-achieving students tend to enroll in or are more likely to 

switch to lower quality schools, then school choice may exacerbate segmentation through student 

mobility. There are two main likely drivers of differential mobility patterns in a school district: 

disparity in the propensity or ability to choose higher quality (achieving or performing) schools 

among families and practices by high quality schools to keep out low-achieving students. 

A growing strand of the school choice and charter school literature investigates non-

achievement issues, particularly the impact of charter schools on the racial/ethnic distribution of 

students and “cream-skimming”.
4
 Overall, it is unclear whether schools of choice or charter 

schools are either systematically sorting students upon entry (“cream-skimming”), or upon exit 

“(pushing out)”. The extant literature has found little evidence of “cream-skimming” and mixed 

evidence of racial segregation by charter schools across different locations (Fiske and Ladd 

2000; Bifulco and Ladd 2007; Garcia, McIlroy, and Barber 2008; Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, 

and Wang 2010; Miron et al. 2010; Booker et al. 2011; Zimmer et al. 2012). Less attention has 

been paid to the more recent issue of charter schools pushing out ‘hard-to-educate’ students, or 

                                                           
4
 We define cream-skimming as open enrollment schools selectively accepting certain students by prior achievement 

or demographic characteristics. 
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the practice of discouraging existing students from enrolling in their current school in the 

following year (Zimmer and Guarino 2013). Additionally, the few studies that have investigated 

exit patterns in charter schools or compared the exit patterns of charter and traditional public 

schools typically found that students exit traditional public schools at a higher rate than charter 

schools (Hanushek et al. 2007; Zimmer and Guarino 2013; New York City Independent Budget 

Office 2014). 

Notwithstanding, it is possible that the circumstances in post-Katrina New Orleans may 

result in differentiated choices and student mobility may lead to a segmented school system. 

However, we do not formally test for segmentation in this paper. The literature lacks a formal 

definition of segmentation, making it difficult for one to determine how differentiated an 

educational system has to be to label it as “segmented”. While we cannot compare mobility 

patterns to some baseline to make claims whether segmentation has worsened, we argue that 

mobility patterns over the period of study may provide useful insights on the relationship 

between school choice and the destination schools of mobile students by students’ race/ethnicity, 

prior achievement and school quality. Therefore, we evaluate the exit and destination patterns of 

mobile students by students’ race/ethnicity, prior achievement, and school quality to determine 

whether differential mobility patterns that may be indicative of potential segmentation exist. 

 

 Post-Katrina New Orleans 

Post-Katrina New Orleans is a portfolio district characterized by a decentralized, choice-

based public school system (Levin, Daschbach, and  Perry 2010). Similar to several other urban 

school districts across the U.S. within the past decade, New Orleans implemented the portfolio 

management model (PMM) (Bulkley, Henig, and Levin 2010; Hill and Campbell 2011; 
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Campbell 2012; Hill, Campbell, and Gross 2013). The PMM is characterized by multiple school 

providers and several school types and largely relies on student mobility to drive innovation and 

competition among schools in hopes of improving student outcomes (Lake and Hill 2009; 

Bulkley 2010; Henig 2010). Prior to Hurricane Katrina, almost all of the public schools in New 

Orleans were controlled by the locally-elected school board, the Orleans Parish School Board 

(OPSB). In the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, the Louisiana legislature passed Act 35 in 

November 2005 that allowed the state-run Recovery School District (RSD) to take control of the 

majority of New Orleans public schools. The OPSB only retained 17 of over 100 schools after 

the passage of Act 35 due to their high-performing nature and typically these schools have since 

maintained high levels of achievement (Cowen Institute 2011).  

The portfolios of the RSD and OPSB include charter schools (local and national networks 

as well as independent) and direct-run schools. In addition to the RSD and the OPSB, the 

Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) also authorize charter schools 

in New Orleans. Table 1 demonstrates the growth of the numbers of each school type across each 

governance sector from 2004-2012 and illustrates a district that has undergone a radical 

transformation from largely traditional public schools to a system dominated by charter schools. 

As of the 2012-13 school year, about 90 percent of all public school students in New Orleans 

attended charter schools, by far the highest in the U.S. (Cowen Institute 2013). 

[Insert Table 1 around here] 

Although we do not have the data to evaluate the causal effect of the PMM on student 

mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans, the initial years following Hurricane Katrina, 2006-07 to 

2010-11, is a useful period to investigate student mobility patterns in a portfolio district. This 

period starts with the first full school year after the storm and captures the first five years of the 
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implementation of the PMM when families returned to citywide school choice with multiple 

options and school-specific admission processes (before the introduction of OneApp school 

application and assignment system in the 2011-12 school year). Every RSD school, charter or 

directly operated, can be attended by any Orleans Parish student, regardless of their residence in 

New Orleans given the school has capacity. However, even though RSD schools have an open 

enrollment policy and no explicit selective admissions, there may be de facto selectivity based on 

additional admission requirements such as interviews, parental involvement agreements, and 

writing samples (Boston Consulting Group 2007). At the end of the 2006-07 academic year, 

several schools had selective admissions including: three of the five OPSB direct run schools, six 

of the twelve OPSB charter schools and one of the two BESE Type 2 charter (Boston Consulting 

Group 2007). At the start of the 2011-12 academic year, only eight (six charter schools and two 

direct-run schools) of the 88 total schools used selective admissions. Seven of the schools are 

under the jurisdiction of the OPSB and the remaining school is a BESE Type 2 charter (Cowen 

Institute 2011).  

 

Data and Methods 

Data  

We use a five year panel of student-level data from 2006-07 through 2010-11 for all 

public schools within the portfolios of the RSD, the OPSB, and the BESE.  Demographic data 

includes indicators for students’ race/ethnicity (Black, Hispanic, Asian, and White), free and 

reduced price lunch (FRPL) status, special education status, English language learner (ELL) 

status and gifted and talented (GATE) status. We standardize students’ annual math and English 

Language Arts (ELA) test scores in grades 3 through 10 by grade and year, relative to the school 
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mean, as well as relative to the district (all public schools regardless of type or sector) mean.
 5

 

Unique student identifiers in the data set allow us to match students to schools in each year and 

determine which students were not in the same school in consecutive years. We define a 

structural move as a student who was in the highest grade offered by a school or a student who 

attended a school in its last year of operation in the prior year without being retained in grade.
6
  

We restrict our sample to students with achievement data; our unit of analysis is the 

student-year yielding 60,224 student-years with 22,107 unique students in our data. In our panel, 

about 60 percent of students are enrolled in charter schools and over two-thirds of students are 

enrolled in the RSD. Similar to previous mobility studies, we focus on and present results for 

mathematics achievement during grades 3 through 8 as math is predominantly learned in school 

rather than the home (especially starting in the elementary years) and mobility effects may be 

more detectable using math as opposed to ELA/reading (Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004; Xu, 

Hannaway, and  D’Souza 2009; Raudenbush, Jean, and  Art 2011;) 

Methods 

Our empirical analysis consists of two parts. First, we examine the probability of a 

student making a nonstructural move based on the characteristics of the student, the sector (RSD 

or OPSB) and the type of school (charter or non-charter schools) they exit. Second, we 

investigate the destination school of mobile students by student demographics and achievement, 

and school sector, type, and quality. While we include brief comparisons with structural moves, 

we are primarily interested in non-structural mobility. Non-structural movers are the students on 

                                                           
5
 State standardized tests include: the Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (LEAP) administered to 4

th
 and 8

th
 

graders in mathematics, English Language Arts (ELA), science and social studies; the high stakes Graduation Exit 

Exam (GEE) administered in grades 10 and 11; and the Integrated Louisiana Educational Assessment Program 

(iLEAP) administered in grades 3, 5, 6, and 7 (LDE, 2012). Students are categorized into one of five achievement 

levels: Unsatisfactory, Approaching Basic, Basic, Mastery, or Advanced. A basic classification is generally 

considered passing the test.  
6
 Ten schools in New Orleans closed during our sample period. We also controlled for grade expansion as there 

were many cases of schools offering additional grades in their first years of operation after Hurricane Katrina. 



SCHOOL CHOICE, STUDENT MOBILITY AND SCHOOL QUALITY         12 

 

which choice policies are predicated ( e.g., allowing students to move to a new school because 

they are dissatisfied with their current school).  

Exit Analysis. In order to examine the relationship between non-structural mobility 

exiting patterns and student and school characteristics, we use the following linear probability 

model:  

 

𝑌is𝑡= 𝛽0+ 𝛽1 Sector-Types + 𝛽2 Lowist, + 𝛽3 Highist,+ 𝛽4Lowist*Sector-Types + 𝛽5Highist*Sector-

Types + 𝛽6SpecialEducist + 𝛽7SpecialEducist*Sector-Types + 𝛽10Xis𝑡 + 𝛽11Zs𝑡 + πt + γg + 𝑒i𝑡 

 

where 𝑌ist is a dichotomous outcome variable that is equal to one if student i in school s at time t 

made a non-structural move. Sector-Types is a group of dummy variables for each sector-type of 

school, excluding RSD Non-Charters, which serve as the reference group. Lowist and Highist 

represent the main effects of being in the bottom and top third, respectively, of a school’s 

achievement distribution, by grade and year. 𝛽4 
 
and 𝛽5 indicate whether the coefficient on 

student achievement varies by the sector-type of school they exited. 𝛽6  is the coefficient for a 

Special Education student and, similarly, 𝛽7 indicates differential transferring of Special 

Education students by school sector-type. Xis𝑡 is a vector of student-level characteristics 

including gender, the aforementioned racial categories, FRPL and gifted statuses. Zs𝑡 is a vector 

of school-level characteristics including the percent Black, Hispanic, Asian, FRPL, gifted, 

Special Education, and male students in the school. In all models we utilize grade (γg) and year 

(πt) fixed effects to control for unobservable differences across time and between grades and use 

robust standard errors clustered at the school level. In a final specification, we include school 

fixed-effects to remove any time-invariant differences among schools. If time-invariant factors 
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are related to differences in student exit patterns, our school fixed-effects model may remove 

useful information from the analysis. However, the school fixed-effect specification allows us to 

evaluate whether students from different points across the achievement distribution within a 

given school are more or less likely to make a non-structural move.  

Destination Analysis. In addition to examining who is leaving schools, we also 

investigate the quality of the destination school of students who transferred in the previous year. 

The two most common approaches to measuring school effectiveness are the use of achievement 

levels (e.g., the use of proficiency rates under NCLB) or achievement growth (e.g., the Student 

Growth Percentiles (SGP) or value-added models). In this paper, we use both schools’ 

achievement levels and achievement growth to measure school quality as the two measures may 

provide different insights into student mobility patterns. For both measures, we categorize 

schools into tertiles (low, middle and high thirds).    

In the typical accountability system, schools are predominantly evaluated on the 

achievement level of their students (Polikoff et al. 2014). Given that measures of achievement 

levels are more readily available to parents and students, families may be more likely to use 

these measures when making decisions about what school to attend.  Schools’ achievement is 

calculated as the average of a school’s mean z scores for each grade by year, weighted for the 

number of students in each grade in that year. 

Because achievement levels are strongly correlated with student demographics, in recent 

years, growth measures have been used to attempt to attribute the change or growth in students’ 

achievement over time to policies and practices within a school. However, these growth based 

measures are largely unobserved by students and parents, and answer a fundamentally different 

question related to student mobility. The value-added analysis looks at whether the differential 
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choices among students may lead to different patterns of future student achievement growth. 

Since 2006-07 is the first year of our data and we cannot estimate schools’ value-added for that 

year. We use yearly value-added estimates from 2007-08 though to 2010-11 to measure schools’ 

achievement growth.
7
  

In order to investigate whether students are leaving schools to move to higher quality 

schools, we utilize a multinomial framework as follows to predict the quality of the destination 

school for nonstructural movers: 

 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝐷𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑡 = 𝑗)

=
exp(β0 + β1𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑖(𝑡−1)𝑗 + β2𝑂𝑟𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑄𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑙𝑡𝑦𝑖(𝑡−1)𝑗 + β3𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒 ∗ 𝑂𝑟𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑄𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑖(𝑡−1)𝑗 + β4X𝑖𝑡𝑗)

∑ (β0 + β1𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑖(𝑡−1)𝑗 + β2𝑂𝑟𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑄𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑖(𝑡−1)𝑗 + β3𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒 ∗ 𝑂𝑟𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑄𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑖(𝑡−1)𝑗 + β4X𝑖𝑡𝑗)
𝐽
𝑗=1

 

 

where Destinationit represents school quality and is the categorical outcome variable for a student 

i in time t, with j=1 for  schools in the bottom third of the achievement (or achievement growth)  

distribution in the prior year, =2 for schools in the middle third of the distribution (base 

category), and =3 for schools in the top third of achievement. We run separate models for a 

school’s achievement levels and achievement growth. Achieve indicates whether the student was 

in the bottom, middle, or top third of the district’s achievement distribution for their grade in the 

previous year, OriginQuality represents the prior year school quality of the nonstructural 

movers’ previous school, calculated in the same manner as the Destination variable, and 

                                                           
7
 We use the following specification to estimate the measures of schools’ value-added to students’ achievement: 

𝑌𝑖𝑠𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝒀𝒊𝒔,𝒕−𝟏
′ 𝜽 + 𝑿𝒊𝒔𝒕′𝜷 + 𝛿𝑔 + 𝛿𝑠𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖𝑠𝑡 

Here 𝑌𝑖𝑠𝑡  is a students’ math standardized achievement (relative to the district). We control for students’ prior 

standardized achievement, 𝑌𝑖𝑠,𝑡−1.  𝑿𝒊𝒔𝒕 is a vector of student control variables including demographic indicators. 𝛿𝑔 

is a vector of grade fixed-effects, and   𝛿𝑠𝑡 is a vector of school-by-year fixed-effects, which we interpret as the 

schools’ value-added to students achievement between two school years. We use the STATA ado program 

FELSDVREGDM to estimate the school-by-year fixed-effect estimates. 𝜖𝑖𝑠𝑡 is the idiosyncratic student-level 

residual.  
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Achieve*OriginQuality is an interaction between the student’s prior year achievement and the 

origin school’s prior school quality. We also include the full set of student level controls, X, and 

an indicator for year. 

Limitations.  

Our study has five main limitations. First, the focus of our analysis is limited to intra-

district mobility and excludes students that exit the dataset for many possible reasons, such as 

dropping out or transferring to another district or a private school in New Orleans. Second, we 

only observe students once each year and thus only capture one instance of students who switch 

schools multiple times within a year. We cannot differentiate student moves made between 

school years from those made during the academic year. Third, the low number of special 

education students in New Orleans limits the statistical power of the analysis on this 

subpopulation. Fourth, we cannot definitively disentangle school-driven sorting from student-

driven sorting, especially in a portfolio district that encourages school choice and a variety of 

schooling options. Stated differently, there is no way to determine whether a student chose to 

leave a school or was pushed out by a school. The same holds for the patterns of school entry; 

there is no way for us to disentangle “cream-skimming” from demand-side market failures (e.g., 

information asymmetry). Finally, even though additional valuable insight can be garnered by 

examining the geographic location of origin and destination schools given the importance of 

location in school choice decisions, we do not have the data to conduct a geographic analysis.  

  

Results  

We present a descriptive snapshot of student mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans 

before describing the results of our empirical analysis. Of the 22,107 unique students in our data 



SCHOOL CHOICE, STUDENT MOBILITY AND SCHOOL QUALITY         16 

 

from 2007-2011, 72 percent did not switch schools, 23 percent changed schools at least once, 

and about 5 percent switched schools at least twice. Total student mobility (structural and non-

structural) has increased slightly over the period of study from 24 percent in 2007-08 to 28 

percent of all students in 2010-11. Non-structural mobility rates have fluctuated between 14 and 

17 percent whereas structural mobility rates have slightly increased annually from 7 percent in 

2007-08 to 11 percent in 2010-11. Total student mobility was also higher in elementary and 

middle schools (K-8) (31 percent) relative to secondary schools (15 percent) and combination 

schools (12 percent).
8
 Non-charter schools had higher rates of nonstructural mobility relative to 

charter schools regardless of the sector. More than a third of students in traditional public schools 

changed schools, roughly twice the rate for students leaving charter schools. The RSD is the hub 

of student mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans with mobility rates more than twice those of the 

OPSB (31 percent versus 12 percent). RSD non-charter schools had the highest average school 

turnover with roughly 13 percent, followed by OPSB non-charter schools with 6 percent, and 

RSD charter schools and OPSB charter schools with 6 and 4 percent respectively.  

Table 2 compares the demographics and achievement (relative to school and district) of 

mobile (structural and non-structural movers) and non-mobile students. Mobile students had 

statistically significant differences with non-mobile students across all observable characteristics. 

On average, Black, Hispanic, and FRPL students were more mobile, whereas White, Asian, 

Gifted and ELL students were less mobile. We find that non-structural movers had lower math 

                                                           
8
 Since there were schools with different grade spans (for e.g., K-5, 5-8) operating simultaneously, students may exit 

a K-5 school in 4
th

 grade to enroll in a 5-8 school. This group of students who make an anticipated non-structural 

move before the highest grade offered (grade non-structural movers) may be considered differently from other non-

structural school changes and may be more similar to structural movers. We examine this type of school changes 

and found that about 17 percent of non-structural moves were school changes the grade before the highest grade 

offered in their current school with the majority of moves occurring in grade 7. Grade non-structural movers are 

qualitatively similar to other non-structural movers. Moreover, grade non-structural movers are more similar to other 

non-structural movers than they are to structural movers. We ran robustness checks of all our models excluding 

grade non-structural movers, and obtained similar results. We therefore include grade non-structural movers in all 

analyses.  Results are available upon request. 
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achievement than non-mobile students. Non-mobile students were achieving above the school 

(0.01 SD) and district (0.10 SD) average in math whereas non-structural movers were achieving 

below average in both their school (-0.07 SD) and the district (-0.33SD). In addition, students 

who made structural moves and those who made non-structural moves had statistically 

significant differences across most observable characteristics except for Hispanic and White. 

Unlike non-structural movers, structural movers had average (district) or above average (school) 

math achievement.    

[Insert Table 2 - Summary Statistics of Mobile and Non-Mobile K-12 Students, 2007-2010] 

Table 3 shows exit school type by destination school type for non-structural movers. The 

majority of students who exited each sector-school type moved within that sector-school type, 

with the exception of OPSB non-charter students, who primarily moved to RSD non-charter 

schools. For instance, roughly 42 percent of the students leaving RSD non-charter schools 

transferred to a RSD charter school and about half went to another RSD non-charter school. 

However, there is some movement across sectors and not all school changes occurred 

exclusively within the same sector-school type. Whereas students exiting schools in the RSD 

typically switched to another RSD school, students exiting the OPSB displayed interesting inter-

sector-school type patterns. Students exiting the OPSB generally remained within a school type 

(charter to charter school) and made more inter-sector moves (OPSB to RSD charter). For 

example, more than a third of the students that exited an OPSB charter school attended another 

OPSB charter school,  over 30 percent transferred to an RSD charter school,  only 14 percent 

switched to an OPSB non-charter school, and roughly 19 percent switched to a RSD non-charter 

school.
9
  

                                                           
9
 We also examine non-structural school changes within charter school networks (e.g., KIPP) in the RSD. Student 

mobility within a network is arguably a different mobility experience (for e.g., less disruptive and more coherent 
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[Insert Table 3 - Exit School Type by Destination School Type for Non-structural Movers, 2007-

2010] 

Predicting Non-Structural Moves   

We analyze student mobility by school type and sector by estimating equation (1) and 

report our results in Table 4. The results in Column (1) of Table 4 show that students in OPSB 

charter, OPSB non-charter, and RSD charter schools were less likely (between -.22 to -.28 

percentage points) to make a non-structural move than students in RSD non-charter schools. This 

is not a surprising result given RSD non-charter schools are among the lowest achieving and 

performing in post-Katrina New Orleans (McEachin, Welsh, and Brewer 2014). Furthermore, 

students in the lowest third of their within-school achievement distribution were two percentage 

points more likely to leave their school relative to students in the upper two-thirds. Lastly, 

special education students were three percentage points less likely to make a non-structural 

move.
10

  

In Column (2), we relax the assumption that the relationship between prior achievement 

and non-structural moves is constant across school types and sectors. The results show the 

marginal effect of being in the lowest third of the achievement distribution on students’ 

probability of making a non-structural school change was two percentage points for all schools 

except for OPSB non-charter schools. This indicates that while lower-achieving students were 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
transitions given prior knowledge of school policies and culture), thus, school changes within networks could be 

considered differently from other non-structural moves. During the period of study, the majority of students (about 

91 percent) enrolled in a RSD charter school attended an independently operated or locally networked charter 

school. Our results suggest that transitions within network are salient for locally-networked RSD charter schools and 

not nationally networked schools. Over the period of study, students moved largely in and out of networks with the 

exception of two local charter school networks, Algiers Charter School Association (ACSA) and University of  New 

Orleans (UNO) (79 percent of ACSA students transferred to another ACSA school and 88 percent of UNO students 

transferred to another UNO school).  
10

 Special education students constitute a small proportion - less than 6% - of our sample, compared to a national 

average of roughly 8%. However, the percentage of special education students increased throughout the post-Katrina 

era from four per cent in 2006-07 to nine per cent in 2010-11.  
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statistically significantly more likely to make a non-structural move, the likelihood was not 

conditional on the school sector with the exception of OPSB non-charter schools. Low-achieving 

students in OPSB non-charter schools were four percentage points more likely to switch schools 

than their higher-achieving peers.  

The final results in Column (3) condition on school fixed-effects, removing time-

invariant differences among schools. These results are consistent with the results in Column (2), 

and demonstrate that our results hold when we look at student exit patterns for students leaving 

the same school. Overall, except for lower-achieving students in OPSB non-charter schools, we 

do not find evidence of differential exit patterns among school sectors. Interestingly, special 

education students overall were five percentage points less likely to make a non-structural move; 

however, special education students in OPSB charter schools were four percentage points more 

likely to make a non-structural move.  

[Insert Table 4 - Estimation of Linear Probability of Non-Structural Move by Distribution of 

Student Math Achievement and School Type, 2007-2010] 

 

Destination of Mobile Students  

In order to answer our final research question, we evaluate the destination schools of 

movers and whether, conditional on leaving a school, students from different backgrounds make 

similar non-structural moves by school sector or school quality. Table 5 shows the changes in 

log-odds for non-structural movers by student achievement (relative to district), school type, and 

sector. Non-structural movers in the OPSB, regardless of origin school type, were more likely to 

transfer to an OPSB charter school relative to an RSD non-charter school. Students who made a 

non-structural move to OPSB charter schools were also less likely to be Black, Hispanic, and 
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from low-income families, and more likely to be gifted status. Non-structural movers to OPSB 

non-charter schools were more likely to be Asian and gifted status students. Interestingly, low-

achieving students in an OPSB charter school were more likely to transfer to an RSD charter 

school relative to an RSD non-charter school whereas high-achieving students in a OPSB charter 

school were more likely to switch to another OPSB charter school. The results in Table 5 suggest 

that non-structural movers are being differentially sorted along student and school 

characteristics. We further explore this finding by examining the marginal effects of the 

interactions in more detail. 

 [Insert Table 5. Multinomial Logit Regression Predicting Destination School Sector of 

Nonstructural Movers by Achievement and Origin School Type] 

Table 5a presents the marginal effects or the differences in predicted probabilities of 

attending a given sector-school type between students in the bottom and top third of the 

achievement distribution relative to students in the middle third, by school of origin. On the one 

hand, we find that low-achieving students were less likely than average-achieving students to 

make a non-structural move to all schools except RSD non-charter schools. One exception to this 

trend was low-achieving students from OPSB charter schools who were more likely to attend 

RSD charter schools. On the other hand, high-achieving students from all sector-school types 

except RSD traditional public schools were more likely to switch to OPSB charter schools than 

all other sector-school types. Moreover, high-achieving students from RSD non-charter schools 

were more likely to transfer to OPSB non-charter schools or RSD charter schools.  

Since we do not have detailed information about the school choices of low-achieving 

students as well as the admission policies of schools in New Orleans, it is unclear what leads to 

the patterns found in Table 5a. Low-achieving students may choose the RSD for a number of 
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reasons, including, but not limited to, the match between the students’ and schools’ background, 

the marketing activities of higher-achieving schools or differences in the access to information 

about schools among families. Finally, our results also do not rule out the possibility that higher-

achieving schools and sectors avoid low-performing students, an example of “cream-skimming”. 

Our results in Table 5a suggest that, although leaving at similar rates, students in the bottom third 

of the achievement distribution are less likely to attend a high-achieving sector-school type than 

their middle and top third peers. This implies that there was student sorting based on prior 

student achievement in post-Katrina New Orleans.  

 [Insert Table 5a. Marginal Effects of Student Achievement on Destination School by Origin 

School] 

In the final analysis, we examine the quality of the destination schools of non-structural 

movers and investigate the role of the quality of origin schools in the destination of non-

structural movers by their achievement. We use two measures of school quality: achievement 

levels and achievement growth. First we present results using a school’s achievement level as the 

indicator of school quality in Tables 6 and 6a, before providing results using value-added 

estimates of school performance in Tables 7 and 7a.  The results in Table 6 present the change in 

log odds of moving to a low and high achieving school relative to moving to a school in the 

middle third of the schools’ achievement level distribution. We find that low-achieving students 

were less likely to transfer to a high-achieving school. Conversely, high-achieving students were 

more likely to switch to a high-achieving school and less likely to transfer to a low-achieving 

school. Moreover, students in a low-achieving origin school were less likely to move to a high-

achieving school whereas high-achieving students in a high-achieving school were more likely to 

transfer to another high-achieving school. Black, Hispanic, and low income students were also 
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less likely to move to a high-achieving school than to an average-achieving school, while gifted 

status students were more likely to transfer to a high-achieving school. Special education 

students were more likely to move to a low-achieving school.  

[Insert Table 6. Multinomial Logit Regression Predicting Destination School Achievement 

Levels for Mobile Students] 

 While the interactions in Table 6 appear to suggest that the patterns in destination school 

quality by student achievement may differ by origin school quality, it is possible to still have a 

multiplicative interaction with our non-linear regression model (Buis 2010).  Thus, we calculate 

the marginal effects of these interactions to investigate the potential for a multiplicative 

interaction between student and school achievement and student mobility. Table 6a indicates that 

origin school quality plays a significant role in destination school quality. Students in a low-

achieving origin school, regardless of the students’ prior achievement, are less likely to switch to 

a high-achieving school. In other words, a low-achieving student in a low-achieving school is 

more likely to transfer to a low-achieving school than a low-achieving student in an average-

achieving school. Additionally, a high-achieving student in a high-achieving school is more 

likely to transfer to another high-achieving school and less likely to transfer to a low-achieving 

school. The results in Table 6a indicate there are differential mobility patterns across low and 

high achieving schools and there is sorting based not only on students’ prior achievement, but 

also by prior school quality. Furthermore, the results in Table 6a show similar patterns to the 

results in Table 5a, and still do not rule out the possibility of schools selectively admitting 

students based on their prior achievement (e.g., “cream-skimming”).  

[Insert Table 6a. Marginal Effects of Origin School Quality on Destination School Quality 

(Achievement Levels), by Student Achievement] 
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Table 7 illustrates the change in log odds of moving to a low and high performing school 

relative to moving to a school in the middle third of the district’s performance distribution. The 

results are largely similar to those in Table 6 when we use schools’ achievement levels and 

indicate that low-achieving students were more likely to transfer to a low-performing school 

whereas high-achieving students were less likely to transfer to a low-performing school. Our 

results show that students in a high-performing origin school were also less likely to transfer to a 

low-performing school. Special education students were more likely to switch to a low-growth 

school. Finally, Black and Hispanic students were less likely to transfer to high-growth schools 

while gifted students were more likely to switch to a high-performing school. Overall, the results 

of this analysis suggest that student mobility patterns may widen the achievement gap between 

low and high achieving students.  

[Insert Table 7. Multinomial Logit Regression Predicting Destination School 

Achievement for Mobile Students] 

Table 7a presents the marginal effects of these interactions to investigate the potential for 

a multiplicative interaction between student and school performance and student mobility. The 

direction of the relationships in Table 7a are similar to the analysis using achievement levels in 

Table 6a, but with reduced statistical significance, especially for comparisons of low-performing 

versus middle-performing schools. Interestingly, students in high-growth schools, regardless of 

prior achievement, were less likely to transfer to low-growth schools relative to their 

counterparts in average-performing schools. Similarly, a low-achieving student in a high-

performing school has a significantly higher probability of moving to an average-performing 

school than a low-achieving student in a middle-growth school. The difference between the 

results using a school’s achievement level versus achievement growth (results using the value-
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added analysis are in the same direction but less significant than results using the achievement 

level analysis) may be partly attributed to the information about school quality available to 

families. It is reasonable to assume, as evidenced by the school capitalization literature (Black 

and Machin 2010), that parents readily respond to schools’ achievement levels rather than 

schools’ value-add.    

[Insert Table 7a. Marginal Effects of Origin School Quality on Destination School Quality 

(Achievement Growth), by Student Achievement] 

 

Concluding Discussion 

In this paper, we examine student mobility in post- Katrina New Orleans’ choice-based 

district. The rate of non-structural student mobility in post-Katrina New Orleans’ choice 

environment – approximately 1 in 6 children annually - is comparable to those documented in 

traditional school districts with attendance zones and no school choice.
11

 For instance, in 

Nashville, Tennessee, Grigg (2012) found that between 8 and 15 percent of students made non-

structural school changes. Similar to other school districts, movers in post-Katrina New Orleans 

were disproportionately minority and low-income students with below average achievement. 

Movers were statistically different from non-mobile students and structural movers were 

statistically different from non-structural movers. There is limited cumulative mobility with only 

a small fraction of students switching schools twice over the period of study. The majority of 

students appear to remain in the schools they initially choose even when parents are given the 

freedom to choose among different schools. Given the rate and frequency of student mobility, 

                                                           
11

 As mentioned in the limitations section, our measure of mobility may underestimate the prevalence of student 

mobility in the PMM especially if there are a considerable number of within-year moves.  



SCHOOL CHOICE, STUDENT MOBILITY AND SCHOOL QUALITY         25 

 

these patterns suggest that initial school selection may be an equally or more important factor 

than student mobility in post- Katrina New Orleans..    

Our paper highlights important equity questions about the growing disparity in 

opportunities and the educational experiences of low and high achieving students. The 

differential mobility patterns suggest that the conditions exist for the evolution of a stratified 

education systems within New Orleans: one for lower achieving students and one for higher 

achieving students. Although we find evidence that origin school predicts destination school, we 

cannot disentangle whether students attending low achieving schools are making informed, but 

different, decisions than their high achieving peers or if there are structural barriers or market 

failures that impede them from attending the same schools as their high achieving peers. 

There are two possible alternative interpretations of the results and without data on the 

exact reasons for switching schools, it is difficult to definitively know whether the sorting is 

driven by the demand side (e.g., differential school choice by school quality for families) or the 

supply side (e.g., schools choosing which students to admit or “cream-skimming”). A plausible 

explanation is that families with higher achieving students are considering and prioritizing school 

quality when switching schools and will likely attend the higher quality schools in New Orleans, 

which are typically charter schools regardless of the sector. An alternative interpretation of the 

findings is that some charter schools may be “cream-skimming” students from non-charter 

schools.  

Even though there is notable sorting across and within sectors based on school quality 

and students prior achievement, it is conceivable that students are moving on their own volition 

in hopes of improving their education at a higher quality school or a school of better fit. Parents 

may seek a more optimal match in the educational marketplace and this may not always include 
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sending their children to a higher quality school. Parents may also consider other attributes such 

as distance and transportation options, sports and extracurricular programs, curricular focus, and 

historical reputation. Prior research on student mobility and parental choice in post-Katrina New 

Orleans lends some support to differential parental preferences. Using data from the 2011-12 

school year, Harris and colleagues found that students were travelling farther to get to school 

relative to the pre-Katrina era and less than 20 percent attended the nearest school to their home 

(Harris, Larsen, and Zimmerman 2013). A 2011 RAND study found that the reasons parents 

gave for their choice of schools differed significantly between charter and traditional (non-

charter) schools (Steele et al. 2011). The most common reasons given by charter school 

respondents were the school’s academic curriculum, its record of student achievement and its 

attendance and discipline policies. In contrast, the most common reasons cited by parents of 

traditional school students included the school’s provision of transportation, the proximity of the 

school to the family’s residence or availability of public transportation, and the parents’ lack of 

awareness of choice options (Steele et al. 2011).  

Nevertheless, selective marketing and recruiting or cream skimming by high performing 

charter schools cannot be readily dismissed. Since students “vote with their feet,” schools are 

subjected to competitive pressures to offer the best available services to attract students. Similar 

to Zimmer and Guarino (2013), we find no empirical evidence that charter schools are pushing 

out low-performing or special education students. If pushing out was occurring, students would 

be more, not less, likely to exit charter schools. These results are not surprising as prior research 

indicates that charter schools in post-Katrina New Orleans are some of the highest achieving 

schools regardless of sector (McEachin, Welsh, and Brewer 2014). Notwithstanding, as the 

results in Table 5a show that higher-achieving students were more likely to transfer into charter 
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schools relative to non-charter schools. Table 6 illustrates that when we account for student and 

origin school achievement levels, male, low-income and minority students were less likely to 

move to a high-achieving school. This may be interpreted as evidence of cream skimming rather 

than different parental preferences but given that it is not possible to distinguish voluntary non-

structural moves motivated by preferences (e.g., students seeking to improve their school quality 

or find a better fit school) from involuntary non-structural moves due to pressure by the origin 

school or the admission policies of the destination school, it is difficult to make strong claims 

supporting one interpretation over the other.    

Our results highlight a few policy implications and areas for future research. First, 

differential mobility patterns may speak to initial implementation issues in the choice systems 

(e.g, information, transportation and enrollment procedures) and suggest that system-level 

coordination at the outset is imperative in a choice-based school district. Even though the RSD 

has addressed many of these issues (e.g., implementing the One-App system to centralize 

enrollment procedures and opening four parent resource centers in 2011-12 school year), it is 

critical that paramount attention is given to these potential barriers to changing schools, 

particularly in the developing phase of school choice. For instance, information about schools 

and their quality was a significant issue in the years immediately succeeding the implementation 

of school choice in post-Katrina New Orleans and there were considerable questions on whether 

parents had knowledge of all the school choice options (Cowen Institute 2008). Between 2007 

and 2011, the only available comprehensive information on school characteristics was the New 

Orleans’ Parents’ Guide to Public Schools, a document prepared by non-profit organizations 

such as the New Orleans Parenting Network.  Transportation is another critical factor in school 

choice. For example, during the period of study, due to disputes about financial responsibility, 
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some OPSB charter schools – the sector-school type of some of the highest quality schools- did 

not provide free transportation (Cowen Institute 2008).   

Second, policymakers implementing school choice policies ought to pay significant 

attention to the selectivity of charter and direct-run schools and consider an open enrollment 

policy for all schools. The selective admissions of a number of schools under the jurisdiction of 

the OPSB may be a contributing factor to differential mobility patterns as they limit the access 

many students have to higher quality schools. Thus, policies governing the selective admissions 

of schools would have obvious implications for potential segmentation in a school district. 

Policymakers should consider reducing selective schools and replacing enrollment barriers with 

enrollment incentives that reward high quality schools for enrolling low-achieving students.  

Similarly, policymakers may also place greater emphasis on the differences in the open 

enrollment policies of schools, especially with regards to the timing of school entry and changes. 

In post-Katrina New Orleans, RSD schools were open enrollment schools that only prioritized 

students who had a sibling already in the school. However, there are enrollment caps on charter 

schools whereas non-charter schools in the RSD had no caps, and most students who entered 

after initial registration enrolled in a RSD non-charter school (Cowen Institute 2008). These 

subtle yet key differences in the open enrollment policy of schools may lead to differential 

mobility patterns and a segmented system. A universal open enrollment policy in which all 

sectors and school types face the same conditions and enrollment rules may improve access to 

higher quality schools for low-achieving students who may enter or switch schools during the 

school year.    

Fourth, policies toward students in closing schools are also a pertinent factor that may 

underlie differential mobility patterns. Although ten schools closed during the period of study, 
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there was no apparent preference policy for students from closing schools in this initial 

implementation era as opposed to the One-App system that prioritizes students from school 

closures. Fifth, disciplinary policies and procedures also warrant greater consideration and may 

partly contribute to differential mobility patterns. Student discipline and safety was a substantial 

problem in the initial post-Katrina period. In the period of study, each school in New Orleans had 

its own disciplinary policy and some schools “zero tolerance” policies may have led to behavior-

related student mobility. Prior to the centralization of discipline policy starting in the 2012-13 

school year, it is conceivable that schools may use school discipline in ways that contribute to 

differential mobility patterns. Moreover, the school options of students with disciplinary records 

may also be limited to lower quality schools.    

 Detailed administrative data that track the dates and reasons for school transfers would 

help in more accurately documenting student mobility patterns. Such data is even more crucial in 

school choice environments such as post-Katrina New Orleans that encourage school choice and 

student mobility. Nevertheless, we cannot fully judge charter schools’ treatment of certain 

student subpopulations using only administrative data. A qualitative complementary study would 

be useful to provide more on the ground, fine-grained possible explanations of student mobility 

trends. Incorporating the location of origin and destination schools could also offer additional 

valuable insights.  

In sum, the trends in student mobility are troubling and compel policymakers and 

researchers to rethink the relationship between school choice, student mobility and school quality 

in a choice-based public school system. In order to improve  student achievement and foster 

equal access to higher quality schools, it is critical to better understand possible drivers of 
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differential mobility patterns such as why parents choose schools for varying reasons as well as 

find ways to sort low-achieving students into higher quality schools in school choice contexts.  
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Table 1. 

  

Distribution of Public Schools in New Orleans, by Governance Sector: 2004 – 2012 

  
Orleans Parish School 

Board (OPSB) 
Recovery School District 

(RSD) 
 

Totals     

School Year Direct Charter Total Charter Direct Total Charter Direct 
Total # of 

Schools 
Total 

Enrollment 

2004-2005 112 2 114 4 0 4 6 112 118 65,000 

2005-2006 5 7 12 9 3 12 16 8 24 6,000 

2006-2007 5 12 17 17 22 39 29 27 56 26,000 

2007-2008 5 12 17 26 33 59 38 38 76 32,000 

2008-2009 5 12 17 34 33 67 46 38 84 36,000 

2009-2010 4 12 16 37 33 70 49 37 86 38,000 

2010-2011 5 11 16 46 23 69 57 28 81 40,000 

2011-2012 6 11 17 50 16 66 59 22 83 40,000 

           

           Source: Louisiana Department of Education   
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Table 2.  

Summary Statistics of Mobile and Non-Mobile K-12 Students, 2007-2010 

 Non-Mobile Structural Non-Structural 

Black 0.89 0.95 0.95 

 (0.32) (0.22) (0.22) 

Hispanic 0.02 0.02 0.01 

 (0.13) (0.12) (0.12) 

White 0.06 0.01 0.02 

 (0.25) (0.11) (0.14) 

Asian 0.03 0.02 0.01 

 (0.17) (0.14) (0.11) 

Male  0.48 0.48 0.51 

 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

Special Education 0.06 0.06 0.06 

 (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) 

Gifted 0.09 0.05 0.05 

 (0.29) (0.21) (0.21) 

FRPL 0.83 0.90 0.88 

 (0.38) (0.30) (0.33) 

Charter 0.66 0.53 0.38 

 (0.47) (0.50) (0.49) 

Traditional Public School 0.34 0.47 0.62 

 (0.47) (0.49) (0.49) 

Math school z score 0.01 0.10 -0.07 

 (0.97) (0.94) (1.04) 

Math district z score 0.10 0.00 -0.33 

 (0.99) (0.86) (1.01) 

    

N 45,503 5,504 9,217 
Notes: Standard deviations in parentheses.  

  



                         

 

Table 3.  

Exit School Type by Destination School Sector-Type for Nonstructural Movers, 2007-2010 

 Destination School Type 

Exit School Type RSD 

Charter 

RSD 

Non-

Charter 

OPSB 

Charter 

OPSB 

Non-

Charter 

BESE 

Charter 

All 

RSD Charter       

% row total 55.5 28.8 7.9 7.2 0.7 100.0 

% col total 34.6 20.2 25.3 25.6 39.5 27.5 

RSD Non-Charter       

% row total 42.6 49.3 2.3 5.6 0.2 100.0 

% col total 52.8 68.6 14.7 39.6 27.9 54.6 

OPSB charter       

% row total 30.3 19.1 35.8 13.7 1.2 100.0 

% col total 6.9 4.9 41.8 17.8 25.6 10.0 

OPSB Non-charter       

% row total 27.5 33.8 20.7 17.6 0.4 100.0 

% col total 4.6 6.3 17.7 16.8 7.0 7.4 

BESE Charter       

% row total 83.9 5.4 7.1 3.6 0.0 100.0 

% col total 1.2 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.6 

All       

Pct N 44.0 39.2 8.6 7.7 0.5 100.0 

N 4,057 3,617 790 710 43 9,217 

 

  



                         

 

Table 4.  

 

Estimation of Linear Probability of Non-Structural Move by Distribution of Student Math 

Achievement and School Sector-Type, 2007-2010 (N=55,328) 
 (1) (2) (3) 

    

Lowest Third of Achievement 0.02*** 0.02* 0.02* 

 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

Highest Third of Achievement 0.00 0.01 0.01 

 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

OPSB Charter -0.28*** -0.28***  

 (0.03) (0.03)  

OPSB Non-charter -0.21*** -0.23***  

 (0.03) (0.03)  

RSD Charter -0.24*** -0.24***  

 (0.03) (0.03)  

Low Achievement * OPSB Charter  0.00 0.01 

  (0.01) (0.01) 

Low Achievement * OPSB Non-charter   0.04*** 0.04*** 

  (0.01) (0.01) 

Low Achievement * RSD Charter  -0.00 -0.00 

  (0.01) (0.01) 

High Achievement * OPSB Charter  -0.00 -0.01 

  (0.01) (0.01) 

High Achievement * OPSB Non-charter   -0.01 -0.01 

  (0.01) (0.02) 

High Achievement * RSD Charter  -0.01 -0.01 

  (0.01) (0.01) 

Special Education -0.03*** -0.04** -0.05*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Special Education * OPSB Charter  0.03 0.04* 

  (0.02) (0.02) 

Special Education * OPSB Non-charter  0.03 0.03 

  (0.02) (0.02) 

Special Education * RSD Charter  0.02 0.03 

  (0.02) (0.02) 

Constant 0.53 0.53 0.58 

 (0.28) (0.28) (1.01) 

    

Student Level Controls Yes Yes Yes 

School Level Controls Yes Yes Yes 

School Level Fixed Effects   Yes 

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes 

Grade Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Note: Student-level controls include FRPL and gifted status. School-level controls include: the percent of Black, 

Hispanic, Asian, FRPL, gifted, and special education students. We use cluster-robust standard errors at the school-

level to account for within school correlation of the student-level error terms, as well as school-level serial 

correlation.  



                         

 

Table 5.  

Multinomial Logit Regression Predicting Destination School Sector-Type of Nonstructural 

Movers by Achievement and Origin School Sector-Type (N=9,217) 
                               OPSB 

Charter 

OPSB Non-

Charter 

RSD 

Charter 

OPSB Charter       1.41***       1.06***       0.15    

                                   (0.28)        (0.27)        (0.32)    

OPSB Non-Charter       1.97***       1.01         -0.20    

                                   (0.43)        (0.64)        (0.30)    

RSD Charter       1.52***       0.88***       0.67*   

                                   (0.31)        (0.23)        (0.29)    

Low Achievement      -0.83***      -1.01***      -0.49*** 

                                   (0.20)        (0.19)        (0.07)    

High Achievement       0.54*         0.96***       0.49*** 

                                   (0.26)        (0.23)        (0.11)    

OPSB Charter*Low Achievement      -0.04          0.18          0.88*   

                                   (0.55)        (0.59)        (0.34)    

OPSB Charter*High Achievement       1.74***       0.29          0.30    

                                   (0.36)        (0.40)        (0.24)    

OPSB Non-Charter*Low Achievement      -0.44          0.21         -0.34    

                                   (0.41)        (0.55)        (0.20)    

OPSB Non-Charter*High Achievement       0.86          0.43          0.43    

                                   (0.48)        (0.65)        (0.37)    

RSD Charter*Low Achievement      -0.24         -0.41          0.15    

                                   (0.30)        (0.26)        (0.16)    

RSD Charter*High Achievement       0.57         -0.44         -0.14    

                                   (0.33)        (0.30)        (0.19)    

Special Education      -0.50         -0.04         -0.14    

                                   (0.29)        (0.28)        (0.10)    

Black                    -2.07***       0.91         -0.14    

                                   (0.49)        (0.80)        (0.52)    

Hispanic                 -1.45*         0.62          0.87    

                                   (0.61)        (0.92)        (0.61)    

Asian                    -0.89          2.50*         0.74    

                                   (0.70)        (1.19)        (0.91)    

Gifted       1.42***       0.65*         0.20    

                                   (0.33)        (0.28)        (0.29)    

Male       -0.47***      -0.32***      -0.05    

                                   (0.10)        (0.09)        (0.06)    

FRPL      -0.80***      -0.17          0.24    

                                   (0.16)        (0.13)        (0.13)    

Constant                                0.15         -2.38**       -0.30    

                                   (0.54)        (0.84)        (0.59)    

Pseudo R-squared               0.17       0.17       0.17    
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05;  

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses; Due to their small sample size, students leaving and entering BESE 

schools are included in the OPSB charter category. School-level controls include: the percent of Black, Hispanic, 

Asian, FRPL, gifted, and special education students. We use cluster-robust standard errors at the school-level to 

account for within school correlation of the student-level error terms, as well as school-level serial correlation.



                         

 

Table 5a.  

 

Marginal Effects of Student Achievement on Destination School by Origin School Sector-Type (N=9,217) 

 Destination School Sector/Type 

Student Achievement Level by Origin School Sector-Type OPSB 

Charter 

OPSB 

Non-

Charter 

RSD 

Charter 

RSD 

Non-

Charter 

Low Achieving vs Middle Achieving Students     

OPSB Charter -0.06*** -0.09** 0.16** -0.02 

 (0.02) (0.03) (0.06) (0.07) 

OPSB Non-Charter -0.10* -0.04 -0.09*** 0.22*** 

 (0.05) (0.06) (0.02) (0.05) 

RSD Charter -0.05** -0.07*** 0.01 0.11*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 

RSD Non-Charter -0.01** -0.04*** -0.09*** 0.14*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

High Achieving vs Middle Achieving Students     

OPSB Charter 0.26*** 0.04 -0.09 -0.21*** 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.04) 

OPSB Non-Charter 0.12** 0.09 0.00 -0.21*** 

 (0.04) (0.08) (0.08) (0.05) 

RSD Charter 0.09*** 0.01 -0.02 -0.08** 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) 

RSD Non-Charter 0.01 0.06** 0.07** -0.13*** 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. Coefficients are differences in probabilities of a 

low/high achieving student moving to the destination school compared to a student in the middle third of achievement. 

For example, in the first row, a low achieving student moving from an OPSB charter school has a significantly lower 

probability than a middle achieving student of moving to an OPSB charter school.



                         

 

Table 6. 

 

Multinomial Logit Regression Predicting Destination School Achievement Levels for 

Nonstructural Movers (N=6,812) 

 Destination School Quality 

                               Low Achieving High Achieving 

                                 

Low Achieving Student       0.22         -0.46**  

                                   (0.16)        (0.17)    

High Achieving Student      -0.35**        0.36**  

                                   (0.13)        (0.13)    

Low Achieving Origin School       0.08         -0.38*   

                                   (0.17)        (0.16)    

High Achieving Origin School      -0.37         -0.02    

                                   (0.20)        (0.19)    

Low Student*Low School       0.19          0.19    

                                   (0.19)        (0.20)    

Low Student*High School       0.19          0.04    

                                   (0.28)        (0.30)    

High Student*Low School      -0.08         -0.12    

                                   (0.19)        (0.20)    

High Student*High School      -0.26          0.41*   

                                   (0.30)        (0.21)    

Special Education           0.23*        -0.16    

                                   (0.12)        (0.16)    

Black                     0.60         -1.27**  

                                   (0.46)        (0.42)    

Hispanic                 -0.06         -1.38**  

                                   (0.70)        (0.53)    

Asian                    -0.28         -0.50    

                                   (1.04)        (0.49)    

Gifted       0.28          1.12*** 

                                   (0.26)        (0.28)    

Male                      -0.03         -0.28*** 

                                   (0.06)        (0.07)    

FRPL      -0.30**       -0.35**  

                                   (0.10)        (0.12)    

Constant                               -0.85          1.25*   

                                   (0.47)        (0.49)    

Pseudo R-squared                     0.10          0.10    

Model chi-square                   626.23        626.23    
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Reference group is a school in the middle third of the achievement 

distribution. The sample size of mobile students is reduced due to the lack of prior year achievement of newly-

opened destination schools. School-level controls include: the percent of Black, Hispanic, Asian, FRPL, gifted, and 

special education students. We use cluster-robust standard errors at the school-level to account for within school 

correlation of the student-level error terms, as well as school-level serial correlation



                         

 
 

Table 6a.  

 

Marginal Effects of Origin School Quality on Destination School Quality (Achievement Levels), 

by Student Achievement (N=6,812) 

 Destination School 

Student Achievement/Origin School Quality Low 

Achieving 

School 

Average 

Achieving 

School 

High 

Achieving 

School 

Low Achieving School vs Middle Achieving School    

Low Achieving Student 0.09* -0.03 -0.06* 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Middle Achieving Student 0.06 0.03 -0.09* 

 (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) 

High Achieving Student 0.05 0.07 -0.12* 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 

High Achieving School vs Middle Achieving School    

Low Achieving Student -0.04 0.02 0.02 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) 

Middle Achieving Student -0.07 0.04 0.03 

 (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) 

High Achieving Student -0.11** -0.04 0.14* 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.06) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. The reference group for each student is a 

student in the same third of achievement in a school in the middle third of achievement. For example, in the first 

row, a low achieving student in a low achieving school has a significantly higher probability of moving to a low 

achieving school than a low achieving student in an average achieving school. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                         

 

Table 7.  

 

Multinomial Logit Regression Predicting Destination School Achievement Growth for 

Nonstructural Movers (N=5,873) 

 Destination School Quality 

                               Low Growth High Growth 

                                 

Low Achieving Student 0.42** 0.09 

                               (0.14) (0.14) 

High Achieving Student -0.56*** 0.30 

                               (0.14) (0.17) 

Low Growth Origin School -0.03 -0.19 

                               (0.17) (0.20) 

High Growth Origin School -0.45* -0.03 

                               (0.21) (0.18) 

Low Student*Low School 0.15 0.04 

                               (0.17) (0.18) 

Low Student*High School -0.25 -0.13 

                               (0.25) (0.24) 

High Student*Low School -0.04 -0.24 

                               (0.17) (0.23) 

High Student*High School -0.13 0.18 

                               (0.27) (0.27) 

Special Education     0.31* 0.00 

                               (0.13) (0.14) 

Black               -0.23 -1.93*** 

                               (0.62) (0.55) 

Hispanic            -1.27 -1.98*** 

                               (0.85) (0.51) 

Asian               -2.13* -2.13*** 

                               (0.94) (0.54) 

Gifted -0.14 0.79*** 

                               (0.22) (0.19) 

Male                 -0.07 -0.07 

                               (0.06) (0.07) 

FRPL -0.16 -0.06 

                               (0.12) (0.15) 

Constant                          0.73 1.63** 

                               (0.65) (0.63) 

Pseudo R-squared               0.08 0.06 

Model chi-square               748.51 748.51 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Reference group is a school in the middle third of the achievement 

distribution. The sample size of mobile students is reduced due to the lack of prior year achievement of newly-

opened destination schools. School-level controls include: the percent of Black, Hispanic, Asian, FRPL, gifted, and 

special education students. We use cluster-robust standard errors at the school-level to account for within school 

correlation of the student-level error terms, as well as school-level serial correlation



 

Table 7a.  

 

Marginal Effects of Origin School Quality on Destination School Quality (Achievement Growth), 

by Student Achievement (N=5,873) 

 Destination School 

Student Achievement/Origin School Quality Low Growth 

School 

Average 

Growth 

School 

High 

Growth 

School 

Low Growth School vs Middle Growth School    

Low Achieving Student 0.05 -0.005 -0.04 

 (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) 

Middle Achieving Student 0.01 0.02 -0.04 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

High Achieving Student 0.03 0.07 -0.10 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 

High Growth School vs Middle Growth School    

Low Achieving Student -0.14** 0.10** 0.04 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Middle Achieving Student -0.09** 0.05 0.04 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

High Achieving Student -0.09** 0.007 0.08 

 (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. The reference group for each student is a 

student in the same third of achievement in a school in the middle third of achievement. For example, in the first 

row, a low achieving student in a low achieving school has a significantly higher probability of moving to a low 

achieving school than a low achieving student in an average achieving school. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


