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These data files contain state-level and district-level data reported by 49 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands for the 2013–14 school year[footnoteRef:1] on the number of highly qualified teachers (HQTs) who were enrolled in alternative route programs. The state data file is named “EDFACTS_SEA_HQT_1314” and the district data file is named “EDFACTS_LEA_HQT_1314.” These files contain the data used in the U.S. Department of Education report, Highly Qualified Teachers Enrolled in Programs Providing Alternative Routes to Teacher Certification or Licensure (2015).[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Three states (Montana, Nevada, and Texas) reported data for years other than 2013–14.]  [2:  The report is posted at http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html#tq. ] 

The Department collected these data from states in response to a congressional directive asking the Department to provide data on the extent to which certain students are taught by teachers who are classified as highly qualified under ESEA and are currently enrolled in alternative route teacher preparation programs.[footnoteRef:3] Specifically, Congress asked the Department to collect these data for four student subgroups: (1) students with disabilities, (2) English learners, (3) students in rural areas, and (4) low-income students. Congress asked the Department to report these data by state and by local education agency (LEA). [3:  Continuing Resolution, 2013 (P.L. 112-175, Section 145(c)) (CR). The full text of the request is as follows: “Not later than December 31, 2013, the Secretary of Education shall submit a report to the Committees on Appropriations and Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate and the Committees on Appropriations and Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives, using data required under existing law (section 1111(h)(6)(A) of Public Law 107–110) by State and each local educational agency, regarding the extent to which students in the following categories are taught by teachers who are deemed highly qualified pursuant to 34 C.F.R. 200.56(a)(2)(ii) as published in the Federal Register on December 2, 2002: (1) Students with disabilities. (2) English Learners. (3) Students in rural areas. (4) Students from low-income families.”] 

Because many states did not have the capacity to report student-level data on teacher certification, the Department instead asked states to report the number of HQTs who were enrolled in alternative route programs for three groups of teachers: (1) all teachers, (2) special education teachers, and (3) teachers in language instruction educational programs for English learners under Title III of the ESEA (Title III teachers). In addition, the Department estimated the number of HQTs in rural and high-poverty areas by incorporating district-level classifications from extant data sources.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  The study team linked the alternative route data for LEAs to data on LEA characteristics from the CCD and the U.S. Census Bureau. Rural LEAs were identified based on the urbanicity codes in the 2012–13 CCD. High-poverty LEAs were identified using data from the 2013 Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) program from the U.S. Census Bureau.] 

[bookmark: _Toc410231680]Data Collection and Data Quality Procedures
The Department collected data to meet the congressional request through the NCES EDFacts Submission System (ESS), an electronic system used to collect a wide range of data from SEAs. The ESS instructions for this specific data collection are referred to as “EDFacts file specification C500” and are available at http://www.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/edfacts/eden/non-xml/c500-10-2.doc.
States were asked to submit data on the total number of HQTs and the number of HQTs who were enrolled in alternative route programs in full-time equivalents (FTEs), for the state as a whole and for each LEA within the state. States were also asked to submit the same data for special education HQTs and Title III HQTs.[footnoteRef:5] The Department gave states flexibility in determining their methodology to calculate the FTE of HQTs and HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs. If the state did not have approved alternative routes to certification, whether for all teachers, special education teachers, or for Title III teachers, states were directed to submit the file with blanks for those values. If the state did have alternative route programs for one or more of these teacher types but data were not collected or missing, states were instructed to use “-1” to represent missing counts. [5:  For this data collection, states were instructed to define a highly qualified Title III teacher as one who is highly qualified for teaching in Title III language instruction educational programs, regardless of the source of the teacher’s salary. A Title III language instruction educational program is a course of study designed to help limited English proficient children develop English proficiency and meet challenging state academic content and student academic achievement standards (Section 3211 of ESEA).] 

To help guard against possible data entry errors, the ESS data submission system was programmed to include the following checks:
(1) The number of FTE HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs reported for all teachers, special education teachers, and Title III teachers should not be greater than the total number of FTE HQTs reported for each of those groups of teachers.
(2) The number of FTE HQTs reported for special education teachers and for Title III teachers should not be greater than the total number of FTE HQTs reported for all teachers.
(3) The number of FTE HQTs reported for special education teachers and Title III teachers enrolled in alternative route programs should not be greater than the total number of FTE HQTs reported for all teachers enrolled in alternative route programs.
States whose data entries did not pass the first check were not allowed to complete the submission of these data. States whose data entries did not pass the second or third checks were warned about possible errors (but were allowed to submit data). 
A small number of LEAs (69 out of 15,676) had at least one of these data anomalies. These LEAs were excluded from analyses for the report, but are retained in the data file; the LEAs are identified in the data file using the flag variables described in Table A.1. One state (Texas) reported six LEAs with a number of HQTs in alternative route programs that was greater than their total number of HQTs (Texas submitted these data outside the ESS, so the automated checks did not occur). In addition, some states reported LEAs with a number of special education or Title III HQTs that exceeded the LEA’s total number of HQTs, and some reported a number of special education or Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs that exceeded the LEA’s total number of HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs (Table 1). 
In addition, some states reported state totals for alternative route HQTs or total HQTs that did not equal the sum of the LEA-level numbers (rounded to the nearest integer) that they reported for such teachers. However, in most cases this difference was small, amounting to less than 1 percent of the relevant group of HQTs (Table 2). These states are identified in the data file using the flag variables described in Table A.2.
[bookmark: _Toc410993221]Table 1.	Number of LEAs and states with various data anomalies 
	Type of data anomaly
	Number of LEAs
	Number of states

	Number of all HQTs enrolled in alternative routes was greater than total number of HQTs
	1
	1

	Number of special education HQTs enrolled in alternative routes was greater than total number special education HQTs
	6
	1

	Number of special education HQTs was greater than total number of HQTs
	38
	5

	Number of special education alternative route HQTs was greater than total number of alternative route HQTs
	15
	6

	Number of Title III HQTs was greater than total number of HQTs
	10
	4

	Number of Title III alternative route HQTs was greater than total number of alternative route HQTs
	1
	1

	At least one of the above anomalies
	69
	13


Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, EDFacts state data submission, “Highly Qualified Teachers” 2013–14.

[bookmark: _Toc410993222]Table 2.	Number of states that reported state totals that did not equal the sum of their LEA-level numbers, and number of states in which this difference was greater than 1 percent of highly qualified teachers (HQTs) 
	Type of teacher
	State total did not equal sum of LEA-level numbers
	Difference was greater than 1%

	All alternative route HQTs
	7
	4a

	Special education alternative route HQTs
	2
	1b

	Title III alternative route HQTs
	1
	1c

	All HQTs
	10
	1d

	Special education HQTs
	6
	2e

	Title III HQTs
	3
	2f


Note: The states in which LEA-level sums differed from state totals by more than 1 percent were as follows: 
(a)	all alternative route HQTs: Idaho (45 percent); Indiana (2 percent); Vermont (2 percent); and West Virginia (10 percent); 
(b)	special education alternative route HQTs: Ohio (3 percent); 
(c)	Title III alternative route HQTs: Idaho (31 percent), 
(d)	all HQTs: Vermont (3 percent); 
(e)	special education HQTs: Idaho (7 percent) and New Hampshire (41 percent); and 
(f)	Title III HQTs: Idaho (11 percent) and Rhode Island (300 percent ― seven HQTs at state level but a total of 28 at the district level).
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, EDFacts state data submission, “Highly Qualified Teachers” 2013–14.

To examine the extent to which LEAs might be missing from the alternative route datasets submitted by the states, the study team compared the LEAs in this dataset to those in the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) for the most recent available school year, 2012–13. The alternative route datasets submitted by the 49 states and jurisdictions for the 2013–14 school year included 96 percent of all LEAs, and 99 percent of all regular LEAs, that were operational in those states in the preceding year (2012–13). Most of the “missing” LEAs were either charter school LEAs or other types of LEAs such as regional education service agencies (RESAs), supervisory unions, local school districts that are components of supervisory unions, state-operated agencies, and federally-operated agencies. 
Data Limitations
The data included in this dataset have several limitations. 
Five states reported data using specifications that were different from other states. 
In order to obtain data from as many states as possible, the Department allowed five states that said they were unable to report the required data to instead report data that did not fully align with the reporting specifications. Three states said they could not report the data for the 2013–14 school year; Montana and Nevada instead reported data for 2012–13, and Texas reported data for 2014–15. Nevada reported data on the number of classes taught by HQTs, rather than FTEs, consistent with reporting requirements for the Department’s collection on classes taught by HQTs.[footnoteRef:6] Nebraska, New Hampshire, and Texas reported data using headcounts instead of FTEs. Instead of reporting total numbers of HQTs (which were used to calculate the percentage of HQTs that were enrolled in alternative route programs in each district), Texas reported total numbers of core academic teachers; however, these numbers should closely approximate the total numbers of HQTs in Texas, because the state has reported that 99 percent of classes were taught by HQTs in 2014–15. [6:  Nevada also differed from the other states in that it reported a total number of FTE HQTs for this data collection that was more than two times the number of FTE teachers that it reported for the NCES Common Core of Data for 2012–13. In general, the total number of HQTs is less than the total number of all teachers because not all teachers are subject to the ESEA highly qualified provision (e.g., those who do not teach core academic subjects). Despite this difference, including Nevada in the analyses did not substantively affect the national averages. ] 

Five states reported missing some data on HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs.
Five states explicitly indicated (using the “-1” reporting convention) that some or all of their LEAs were missing data for one or more categories of HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs (Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, New Hampshire, and Ohio). Iowa reported that it was missing district-level data on special education HQTs (overall and enrolled in programs) for all districts. Indiana and New Hampshire reported that they did not have any state- or district-level data on Title III HQTs, either overall or for those enrolled in alternative route programs. Ohio reported that it was missing district-level data on Title III HQTs for 876 districts, on special education HQTS for 310 districts, and on all HQTs for 76 districts. Maryland reported that one district was missing district-level data on HQTs in all three categories. Despite the Department’s best efforts to obtain accurate reporting, it is possible that other states may have reported zeros or blank values in cases where they should have reported a “-1” to indicate they did not have information on HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs.
Only 16 states reported having Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs, and over three-fourths of such Title III HQTs were in just four of those states.
Two-thirds (33) of the responding states did not report any Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs. Three states did not report data on Title III HQTs, although they reported data on other teachers for this data collection (California, Indiana, and New Hampshire). Eight states indicated that they had no Title III HQTs; five of these states indicated that HQT status was not applicable for Title III teachers in their state (Colorado, Georgia, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington), and three states reported zero Title III HQTs (Missouri, Virginia, and Wyoming); and two states reported missing data on Title III HQTs (Indiana and New Hampshire). The remaining 22 states reported having zero Title III HQTs in alternative route programs (including three states that reported having no HQTs in alternative route programs for any type of teacher). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In addition, among the 16 states that reported having Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs, half reported very small numbers of such teachers (three states reporting having just one, and five states reported having between 4–10 Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs). Among the remaining states, four states accounted for 76 percent of all reported Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs (Florida, New Jersey, New Mexico, and Tennessee), and one of those states accounted for 32 percent of all such teachers (New Jersey). As a result, the data in this dataset for Title III HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs should be viewed with caution as they largely represent patterns in four states.
5
Appendix: Technical Documentation
FILE NAME = EDFACTS_LEA_HQT_1314
Number of variables = 18
Number of observations = 15,874
The file contains data sorted by the NCES assigned district identification code (LEAID). Data are available in Excel spreadsheet (.xlsx) format.
Table A.1. Layout for LEA-level dataset on HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs
	Variable Name
	Type
	Description

	YEAR
	AN
	The school year for which data are being reported

	FIPST
	AN
	The two-digit American National Standards Institute (ANSI) code for the state (see table 5).

	STNAM
	AN
	State name

	LEAID
	AN
	NCES local education agency (LEA) ID (7-digit district code)

	LEANM
	AN
	LEA (district) name

	HQTTCH_ALT
	N
	Number a of highly qualified teachers enrolled in alternative programs

	HQTTCH
	N
	Number a of highly qualified teachers 

	HQTTCHSPECED_ALT
	N
	Number a of highly qualified special education teachers enrolled in alternative programs

	HQTTCHSPECED
	N
	Number a of highly qualified special education teachers

	HQTTCHTITLE3_ALT
	N
	Number a of highly qualified Title III language instruction teachers enrolled in alternative programs

	HQTTCHTITLE3
	N
	Number a of highly qualified Title III language instruction teachers

	HQTALT_HQT_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCH_ALT is less than or equal to HQTTCH
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTSPECEDALT_HQTSPECED_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCHSPECED_ALT is less than or equal to HQTTCHSPECED
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTTITLE3ALT_HQTITLE3_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCHTITLE3_ALT is less than or equal to HQTTCHTITLE3
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTSPECED_HQT_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCHSPECED is less than or equal to HQTCH
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTTITLE3_HQT_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCHTITLE3 is less than or equal to HQTTCH
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTSPECEDALT_HQTALT_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCHSPECED_ALT is less than or equal to HQTTCH_ALT
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTTITLE3ALT_HQTALT_COMP_FLAG
	N
	HQTTCHTITLE3_ALT is less than or equal to HQTTCH_ALT
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank


a Most states reported HQT data in full-time equivalents (FTEs); however, Nebraska, New Hampshire, and Texas reported headcounts and Nevada reported classes at the elementary level and FTEs at the secondary level. 


FILE NAME = EDFACTS_SEA_HQT_1314
Number of variables = 15
Number of observations = 52
The file contains data sorted by the two-digit state code. Data are available in Excel spreadsheet (.xlsx) format.
Table A.2. Layout for SEA-level dataset on HQTs enrolled in alternative route programs
	Variable Name
	Type
	Description

	YEAR
	AN
	The school year for which data are being reported

	FIPST
	AN
	The two-digit American National Standards Institute (ANSI) code for the state (see table 5).

	STNAM
	AN
	State name

	HQTTCH_ALT
	N
	Numbera of highly qualified teachers enrolled in alternative programs

	HQTTCH
	N
	Numbera of highly qualified teachers 

	HQTTCHSPECED_ALT
	N
	Numbera of highly qualified special education teachers enrolled in alternative programs

	HQTTCHSPECED
	N
	Numbera of highly qualified special education teachers

	HQTTCHTITLE3_ALT
	N
	Numbera of highly qualified Title III language instruction teachers enrolled in alternative programs

	HQTTCHTITLE3
	N
	Numbera of highly qualified Title III language instruction teachers

	HQT_SUM_FLAG 
	N
	Sum of HQTTCH across all LEAs in state equals state total
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTSPECED_SUM_FLAG
	N
	Sum of HQTTCHSPECED across all LEAs in state equals state totalb
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTTITLE3_SUM_FLAG
	N
	Sum of HQTTCHTITLE3 across all LEAs in state equals state totalb
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQT_ALT_SUM_FLAG
	N
	Sum of HQTTCH_ALT across all LEAs in state equals state totalb
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTSPECED_ALT_SUM_FLAG
	N
 
	Sum of HQTTCHSPECED_ALT across all LEAs in state equals state totalb
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank

	HQTTITLE3_ALT_SUM_FLAG
	N
	Sum of HQTTCHTITLE3_ALT across all LEAs in state equals state totalb
0=Yes
1=No
-9=Not applicable because data are missing or blank


a Most states reported HQT data in full-time equivalents (FTEs); however, Nebraska, New Hampshire, and Texas reported headcounts and Nevada reported classes at the elementary level and FTEs at the secondary level. 
b Rounded to the nearest integer


Table A.3. American National Standards Institute (ANSI) state codes used in HQT datasets
	FIPST
	State/jurisdiction name
	
	FIPST
	State/jurisdiction name

	01
	Alabama 
	
	30
	Montana

	02
	Alaska 
	
	31
	Nebraska

	04
	Arizona
	
	32
	Nevada

	05
	Arkansas 
	
	33
	New Hampshire

	08
	Colorado
	
	34
	New Jersey

	09
	Connecticut 
	
	35
	New Mexico

	10
	Delaware 
	
	36
	New York

	11
	District of Columbia
	
	38
	North Dakota 

	12
	Florida 
	
	39
	Ohio

	13
	Georgia
	
	40
	Oklahoma

	15
	Hawaii
	
	41
	Oregon 

	16
	Idaho
	
	44
	Rhode Island 

	17
	Illinois 
	
	45
	South Carolina 

	18
	Indiana
	
	46
	South Dakota

	19
	Iowa 
	
	47
	Tennessee

	20
	Kansas
	
	49
	Utah

	21
	Kentucky
	
	50
	Vermont 

	22
	Louisiana 
	
	51
	Virginia

	23
	Maine  
	
	53
	Washington

	24
	Maryland
	
	54
	West Virginia 

	25
	Massachusetts 
	
	55
	Wisconsin 

	26
	Michigan
	
	56
	Wyoming

	27
	Minnesota
	
	72
	Puerto Rico  

	28
	Mississippi
	
	78
	U.S. Virgin Islands

	29
	Missouri 
	
	
	



