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Executive Summary

Across the nation, uncertified teachers represent a very small percentage of the teaching workforce in
public elementary and secondary schools. However, research has shown that student access to certified
teachers varies across districts within states, across schools within districts, or across classrooms within
schools and that teachers who are not fully certified are sometimes disproportionately assigned to teach
students with greater needs.

In order to better understand this issue, Congress directed the Department (in the Managers’ Statement
accompanying the fiscal year 2016 education appropriations bill) to provide information on the extent to
which certain students are taught by teachers who are not fully certified, including students with
disabilities, English learners (ELs), students in rural areas, students from low-income families, and
students of color.

Because national data on the extent to which individual students’ teachers are fully certified (and the
characteristics of those students) are not currently available in comparable specifications or across all
states, this report uses school-level data from the Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC)' and the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD) to examine the extent to which
schools with high proportions of certain types of students' and schools located in rural and urban areas
have teachers who are not fully certified; in addition, this report examines the proportion of students in
certain subgroups who attend schools with varying percentages of teachers who are not fully certified.
More specifically, the report uses CRDC data for the 2013—14 school year on the numbers of teachers
overall and the numbers of teachers who are not certified," total student enrollment, student
enrollment by race/ethnicity, and enrollment of ELs and students with disabilities, combined with CCD
data for the same year on numbers of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and enroliment in
rural and urban schools.

Key findings based on these data include the following:

e Although all states employed some teachers who were not fully certified, these teachers
made up a small proportion of all teachers, both overall as well as in schools with high
percentages of students from the subgroups examined in this report, rural schools, and
urban schools. However, uncertified teachers were more prevalent among high-poverty

"The CRDC is a biennial survey conducted for the Department’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR). The 2013-14 CRDC collected data
from the universe of all public schools in the United States, which include a total of 50 million public school students.

" These are schools in which (1) 75 percent or more of students are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, (2) 75 percent or
more of students are students of color, (3) 20 percent or more of students are ELs, or (4) 20 percent or more of students are
students with disabilities.

" |n the 2013-14 CRDC, a “certified teacher is a teacher who has met all applicable state teacher certification requirements for
a standard certificate. A certified teacher has a regular/standard certificate/license/endorsement issued by the state. A
beginning teacher who has met the standard teacher education requirements is considered to have met state requirements
even if he or she has not completed a state-required probationary period. A teacher working towards certification by way of
alternative routes, or a teacher with an emergency, temporary, or provisional credential is not considered to have met state
requirements.” Nothing in this report is intended to imply that teachers working towards certification through alternative
routes are not serving students as well as teachers who are fully certified. This report uses the terms “not certified,” “not fully
certified”, and “uncertified” interchangeably.



schools, schools with high percentages of students of color, urban schools, and schools with
high proportions of ELs, than among all schools.

0 Across 50 states and the District of Columbia, 1.7 percent of teachers were not fully
certified.

0 The average percentage of teachers who were not fully certified was 3.1 percent for
schools with high proportions of students of color, 2.9 percent for high-poverty
schools, 2.9 percent for urban schools, 2.6 percent for schools with high proportions
of ELs, 1.8 percent for schools with high proportions of students with disabilities,
and 1.0 percent for rural schools.

In a majority (35) of the states, less than 2 percent of all teachers were not fully certified.
However, 14 states had at least one type of school (i.e. schools in urban or rural areas, or
schools with high percentages of students from certain subgroups) in which at least

5 percent of teachers were not fully certified. The jurisdictions with the highest percentages
of teachers who were not fully certified were Colorado (11 percent) and the District of
Columbia (18 percent).

For each type of school examined, the majority of schools had no teachers who were
uncertified. The percentage of schools with no uncertified teachers ranged from 76 percent
for schools with high proportions of students of color to 89 percent for rural schools. In the
15 percent of schools that did have uncertified teachers, teachers who were not fully
certified usually accounted for less than 15 percent of all teachers.

Over three-fourths of students, overall and for each subgroup examined, were enrolled in
schools with no uncertified teachers. The distribution of students by school percentage of
uncertified teachers was similar to the distribution of schools.

High-poverty schools had a higher percentage, on average, of teachers who were not fully
certified than schools with low poverty rates (2.9 percent compared with 1.1 percent).

Schools with high proportions of students of color had a higher percentage of teachers who
were not fully certified, compared with schools with low proportions of students of color
(3.1 percent compared with 0.8 percent).

Schools with high proportions of ELs had a higher percentage of teachers who were not fully
certified (2.6 percent) than schools with lower percentages of ELs (1.3 percent for schools
with low EL proportions and 1.8 percent for schools with medium EL proportions).

Schools with high proportions of students with disabilities had a smaller percentage of
teachers who were not fully certified than schools with low proportions of students with
disabilities (1.8 percent compared with 2.5 percent).

Schools in rural areas had a lower percentage of teachers who were not fully certified
(1.0 percent) than schools in urban areas (2.9 percent) and comparable or higher
percentages compared with schools in town and suburban areas (0.9 percent and 1.4
percent, respectively).

Vi



Chapter 1. Introduction

When experiencing teacher shortages, states often rely on teachers who are not fully certified and who
hold emergency, provisional, or temporary teaching certificates. Across the nation, teachers who are not
fully certified represent a very small percentage of the teaching workforce in public elementary and
secondary schools. However, research has shown that student access to certified teachers varies across
districts within states, across schools within districts, or across classrooms within schools, and that
teachers who are not fully certified are sometimes disproportionately assigned to teach students with
greater needs.

In order to better understand students’ equitable access to certified teachers, Congress directed the U.S.
Department of Education to provide data on the extent to which students in certain subgroups are
taught by teachers who have not yet obtained full state certification. Specifically, Congress requested
that this data be provided for five student subgroups: (1) students with disabilities, (2) English learners,
(3) students in rural areas, (4) students from low-income families, and (5) minority students (referred to
in this report as students of color).! Because these student-level data are not yet readily available
across all states, this report analyzes school-level data from the 2013—-14 Civil Rights Data Collection; see
Chapter 2 for more information about the data and analyses used in this report.

Findings from Previous Research

Numerous studies have shown that schools with higher proportions of at-risk students tend to have
more teachers who do not have full state certification. For example, schools with higher percentages of
students from low-income families are more likely to have teachers who are not fully credentialed than
schools with more affluent students (Goldhaber et al. 2015; Clotfelter et al. 2007; Betts et al. 2003;
latarola and Stiefel 2003; Lankford et al. 2002). In addition, studies indicate that students of color,
especially black and Hispanic students, are more likely to have teachers who are not fully certified, and
schools with higher proportions of students of color are more likely to have higher numbers of
uncertified teachers (Goldhaber et al. 2015; Carroll et al. 2000). Furthermore, there is some evidence
that the population of ELs is also highly correlated with the percentage of teachers lacking a credential
(Rumberger and Gandara 2000).

! Managers’ statement accompanying the Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act, 2016 (H.R. 3020):

“Teachers-in-Training. The National Center for Education Statistics shall submit a report by December 31, 2016 to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the Senate, Committee on Education and the Workforce of
the House of Representatives, and Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions of the Senate, using and reporting data
from the most recent school year by State and each local educational agency, regarding the extent at the school-level to which
students in the following categories are taught by teachers who have not yet obtained full State certification: students with
disabilities, English Learners, students in rural areas, students from low-income families, and minority students. “Full State
certification” means that a teacher has met all teacher preparation requirements applicable to his or her years of experience;
that the teacher is not authorized to teach on an emergency, temporary, provisional or waiver basis; that certification may be
obtained through traditional or alternative routes; and, that except when used with respect to any teacher teaching in a public
charter school, the teacher meets the requirements set forth in the State's public charter school law.” The managers’ statement
can be accessed here: http://docs.house.gov/meetings/RU/RU00/20151216/104298/HMTG-114-RU00-20151216-SD009.pdf.



http://docs.house.gov/meetings/RU/RU00/20151216/104298/HMTG-114-RU00-20151216-SD009.pdf

Researchers have identified multiple potential causes for the unequal distribution of certified teachers.
These include district recruitment processes and policies, within-district teacher and student migration,
teacher assignment within districts and schools, and teacher attrition (Goldhaber et al. 2015; Roda and
Wells 2013; Kalogrides and Loeb 2012; Boyd et al. 2005; Scafidi et al. 2005; Clotfelter et al. 2004;
Hanushek et al. 2004; Lankford et al. 2002; Carroll et al. 2000).

Research on the effects of teacher certification on student achievement has found mixed results, with
either small positive effects or no statistically significant effects. Some studies have shown that students
who are taught by fully certified teachers show achievement gains when compared with those who are
taught by teachers who are not fully certified (Palardy and Rumberger 2008; Clotfelter et al. 2007;
Goldhaber and Brewer 2000). Yet, according to another study, easily observed and quantifiable teacher
attributes, such as credentials and test scores, only weakly correlate with student achievement
(Aaronson et al. 2007).”

2 Although the data examined in this report treat teachers who are pursuing certification through alternative routes as not fully
certified, rigorous studies on the effectiveness of these teachers compared with that of fully-certified teachers has found either
very small differences or no statistically significant differences (National Research Council 2010; Constantine et al. 2009; Kane
et al. 2008; Boyd et al. 2006). Nothing in this report is intended to imply that teachers teaching under state requirements for
alternative routes to certification are not serving students as well as teachers who are fully certified.



Chapter 2. Study Design and Study Questions

In order to respond to the congressional request, this report relies primarily on data from the 2013-14
Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC). Two factors limited the Department’s ability to use student-level
data as requested by Congress. In order to provide data on the characteristics of students’ teachers
(e.g., the number of students with disabilities or ELs who are taught by teachers with certain
credentials), states and/or schools would need to have data systems that link teachers’ certification
status with their individual students. However, these data are not currently available in all states (or,
where they are available, they do not always use comparable specifications). After a review of
information collected from states through the Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems grant program, the
Department concluded that few states and districts had data systems that link teacher certification data
to specific courses and students. Some data collections such as the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) have collected such data for a representative sample of students; however, these data
sources cover a small percentage of the nation’s students and schools and cannot be reported by school
district as specified in the congressional request.

Because national data on the extent to which students’ teachers are certified (and the characteristics of
those students) are not currently available, this report uses school-level data from the CRDC® and the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD) to examine the extent to
which schools with high proportions of certain types of students and schools located in rural areas have
teachers who are not fully certified.” More specifically, the report uses CRDC data for the 2013-14
school year on the numbers of teachers overall and the number who are not certified, total student
enrollment (overall and by race/ethnicity), and enrollments of ELs and students with disabilities,
combined with CCD data for the same year on numbers of students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch and school urbanicity.

Using these data, this report examines the following study questions:

e What percentage of teachers is not fully certified — overall, in urban and rural schools, and
in schools with high proportions of students of color, students from low-income families,
English learners, and students with disabilities?

e How does the percentage of teachers who are not fully certified vary across schools and
states? Are they more prevalent in high-poverty schools; rural schools; urban schools; or
schools with high proportions of students, English learners, or students with disabilities?

e What proportion of schools has teachers who are not fully certified? How many have
relatively high percentages of such teachers? What proportion of students attends such
schools?

* The CRDC is a biennial survey conducted for the Department’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR). The 2013-14 CRDC collected data
from the universe of all public schools in the United States, which include a total of 50 million public school students.

* This report uses the terms “not fully certified,” “not certified,” and “uncertified” interchangeably.



Data Sources

The CRDC is a biennial survey conducted for the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights
(OCR); in 2013-14, data were collected from the universe of all public schools in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. Among other key indicators related to the educational opportunities of students,
the 2013-14 CRDC collected information on the numbers of teachers who are fully certified and who are
not certified, as well as total student enrollment, student enrollment by race/ethnicity, enrollment of
ELs, and enrollment of students with disabilities.

In the 2013-14 CRDC, the term “certified teacher” is defined as follows:

“A certified teacher is a teacher who has met all applicable state teacher certification
requirements for a standard certificate. A certified teacher has a regular/standard
certificate/license/endorsement issued by the state. A beginning teacher who has met the
standard teacher education requirements is considered to have met state requirements even if
he or she has not completed a state-required probationary period. A teacher working towards
certification by way of alternative routes, or a teacher with an emergency, temporary, or
provisional credential is not considered to have met state requirements.”

In order to examine the extent to which students in rural, urban, and schools with high proportions of
low-income students were taught by teachers who were not fully certified, we used demographic data
from the 2013-14 CCD compiled annually by the NCES, which were merged with the CRDC data on
teacher and student enrollment.

Data Quality

In order to be included in the analyses conducted for this report, schools needed complete and plausible
data on the number of students and full-time equivalent total and uncertified teachers.” A small
proportion of schools were missing data on these variables. A total of 1,381 schools were missing or had
zero counts for the total number of students or full-time equivalent (FTE) teachers. These schools were
excluded from further analyses.

A small percentage of the remaining schools had implausible values for uncertified teachers; that is, the
total number of certified and uncertified teachers for a school did not add up to the total number of
teachers reported. There were 169 schools in which the totals differed by more than 0.1 FTE teacher,
and the difference was greater than 1 percent of the reported total FTE teachers. Seven of these schools
were special education schools, 14 were alternative education schools, and 21 were charter schools.
Because this was a relatively small number compared to the total number of schools in the CRDC
dataset, these schools are also excluded from the analyses. These exclusions disproportionately impact
the data reported for Connecticut and Utah — 14 of the 41 schools in Bridgeport Public Schools
(Connecticut), 18 of the 27 schools in Cache District (Utah), and 18 of the 24 schools Provo District
(Utah) were excluded from the analyses because of this implausibility.

> Al analyses also excluded juvenile justice facilities; of the 95,507 schools in the 2013-14 CRDC, 633 were juvenile justice
facilities.



One school was missing data for enrollment of ELs. Finally, some schools did not have a unique match in
the CCD data or were missing the relevant data in the CCD and therefore do not have data on the
number of students who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (n=2,823) or school urbanicity
(n=1,625). In order to maintain the maximum number of schools in each analysis, these schools were
excluded only from those analyses which required the missing data; for example, the one school that
was missing EL enrollment data was excluded only from the analyses based on the percentage of ELs
enrolled in the school.

Non-response

The CRDC dataset included 99 percent of all school districts across the 50 states and the District of
Columbia and more than 99 percent of all schools. A total of 134 school districts did not report data to
the 2013-14 CRDC; the largest among those districts were St. Louis, Missouri; Newark, New Jersey; and
Fall River, Massachusetts. Based on data from the CCD, the school districts that did not report to the
CRDC tended to be located in urban areas (36 percent compared with 16 percent) and to be composed
entirely of charter schools (33 percent compared with 16 percent). On average these districts enrolled
fewer students (1,000 students compared with 2,900 students) and had higher percentages of students
of color (67 percent compared with 50 percent) than all districts.

Suppressed Data

In order to protect student privacy, the publicly-available CRDC dataset include counts to which
suppression rules have been applied such that enrollment data for students with disabilities are
suppressed if the value is less than or equal to two. Of the schools that remained in the dataset after the
exclusions noted earlier, about 5 percent had suppressed values for IDEA enrollment for female
students, and 3 percent had suppressed values for IDEA enrollment for male students. All of these
suppressed values were treated as zeroes in the analyses; this may overstate the proportion of schools
that have no students with disabilities.

Data Analysis Procedures

The analyses in this report compare the percentage of teachers who are not fully certified in rural and
urban schools and in schools with high percentages of students of color® (75 percent or more), students
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (75 percent or more) (referred to in this report as “high-poverty
schools”), ELs (20 percent or more), and students with disabilities (20 percent or more), as well as rural
and urban schools (Exhibit 1).” The schools with high proportions of students in certain subgroups
generally enroll high proportions of all students in that subgroup (Exhibit 2). This report also includes
more detailed analyses of the percentages of uncertified teachers based on the school composition of
student subgroups of interest (students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, students of color, ELs,

® Students of color are students who are American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, black, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,
Hispanic, or of two or more races.

7 Using the CCD variable ULOCAL, rural schools are those coded as 41 (rural, fringe), 42 (rural, distant), or 43 (rural, remote);
urban schools are those coded as 11 (city, large), 12 (city, mid-size), or 13 (city, small).



and students with disabilities), as shown in Exhibit 1. In addition, we examine the distribution of schools

by the percentage of uncertified teachers.

Exhibit 1.  Number and percentage of schools and students in analytic dataset, by school characteristics:

2013-14
Number P'erc'enta.ge Number P.erc.ent?ge
distribution distribution
. . of schools of students
School characteristic of schools of students
All schools 93,323 100% 49,669,368 100%
By percentage of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch

High (75% or more) 23,632 25 12,185,604 25
Medium-high (50% to <75%) 26,106 28 13,402,050 27
Medium-low (35% to <50%) 15,711 17 8,406,611 17
Low (less than <35%) 25,051 27 15,152,047 31
Missing 2,823 3 523,056 1
By percentage of students of color
High (75% or more) 24,427 26 14,366,150 29
Medium (25% to <75%) 34,416 37 20,150,423 41
Low (less than 25%) 34,480 37 15,152,795 31
By percentage of English learners
High (20% or more) 14,005 15 8,030,653 16
Medium (5% to <20%) 21,793 23 13,271,393 27
Low (more than 0 to <5%) 36,494 39 22,949,148 46
No ELs 21,030 23 5,417,992 11
Missing 1 # 182 #
By percentage of students with
disabilities
High (20% or more) 15,646 17 5,770,075 12
Medium (10% to <20%) 53,804 58 32,241,786 65
Low (less than 10%) 23,873 26 11,657,507 23
By percentage of uncertified teachers
No uncertified teachers 78,902 85 39,958,511 80
More than 0 to <5% 6,687 7 5,757,331 12
5% to <10% 3,296 4 2,032,436 4
10% to <15% 1,540 2 784,638 2
15% or more 2,898 3 1,136,452 2

Exhibit reads: The analytic dataset used for this report included 93,323 schools and nearly 50 million students.

# Rounds to zero
Note: Detail may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights (OCR), Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC), 2013-14 and National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES), Common Core of Data (CCD), “Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey,” 2013-14.




Exhibit 2.  Percentage of students in relevant subgroups enrolled in schools with high percentages of students
in that subgroup, by school characteristics: 2013-14

Schools with high percentage of students in certain Percentage of students in
subgroups subgroup enrolled in schools
Students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (75%+) 42
Students of color (75%+) 53
English learners (20%+) 63
Students with disabilities (20%+) 22

Exhibit reads: Forty-two percent of all students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch attended
schools with 75 percent or more students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights (OCR), Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC), 2013-14 and
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Common Core of Data (CCD), “Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe
Survey,” 2013-14.

This report also includes an analysis of charter schools because these schools sometimes operate with
exemptions from some state or local laws or regulations, including requirements regarding teacher
certification. For example, according to the Education Commissi