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Education Department’s handling of the NCLB
law’s teacher-quality provisions, such as Ross
Wiener, the policy director of the Education Trust,
a Washington-based advocacy group for poor and
minority students. He said that the threat of pun-
ishments for not meeting the deadline had helped
create an “unfortunate dynamic” that made honest
and accurate information a liability.

“You’d hope honest information would lead to
talks with the legislature and higher education in-
stitutions, with state school officials saying here’s
what we need to bridge the gaps,” Mr. Wiener said.

Instead, low numbers tended to get the wrong
kind of attention from the news media and law-
makers, he said. And once a state had posted high
numbers, a downward revision was hard, he added.

Mr. Rheault, the Nevada superintendent, said
that legislators in his state had wanted explana-
tions for the low teacher-quality numbers. Seventy-
one percent of Nevada’s classes overall, and just 65
percent of its classes in high-poverty schools, were
taught by highly qualified teachers last year, ac-
cording to the state’s figures. Those proportions
were up slightly over the previous two years.

With more than two-thirds of Nevada’s new
teachers coming from out of state, districts have
problems making sure the recruits have passed the
state’s multisubject test required for highly quali-
fied status, Mr. Rheault said.

In Delaware, education officials don’t expect to be
able to produce teacher-quality figures for classes
until the end of this school year.

“We have tried to meet all the reporting require-
ments we can,” said Robin Taylor, the associate su-
perintendent for assessment and accountability.
“But we have limited resources in terms of [money]
and personnel and programming.”

Initially, some Delaware districts told the state
that 100 percent of their classes were taught by
highly qualified teachers. “I knew that wasn’t
right,” Ms. Taylor said. The state now has a process
for verifying such data.

Complicated Effects

Education Department officials cited four states’
teacher-quality data systems as particularly sound:
Colorado, Georgia, Kentucky, and Ohio.

In Ohio, state officials said they benefited from an
extensive data system already in place. “We were
able to build the high-quality-teacher data on top of
that,” said Marilyn B. Troyer, the associate superin-
tendent for teacher quality. Ohio reported that 82
percent of classes overall and 78 percent of classes in
high-poverty schools were taught by highly qualified
teachers in the 2002-03 school year. Those propor-
tions had risen to 93 percent and 85 percent, respec-
tively, last year. “I still don’t anticipate reaching 100
percent by the end of this school year,” she said.

She said she thought that the state’s numbers had
been helped by schools’ greater care in assigning
teachers to classes and by new professional-develop-
ment opportunities that had helped teachers win
highly qualified status. A just-launched pilot pro-
gram that offers bonuses to some teachers working
in shortage fields in high-poverty schools might help
shrink Ohio’s teacher-quality gap, Ms. Troyer said.

Across the country this year, districts are grap-
pling with the effects of the nearly 4-year-old federal
law. They are also seeing its complications play out

If they meet a set of criteria showing progress,
states can get a year’s reprieve in meeting the

requirement for ‘highly qualified’ teachers.
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Notes: A dash (—) indicates data were not available. Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
1A majority of states provided data for 2004-05, but a significant number of states were only able to provide information for the
2003-04 school year at the time of publication.

2Data represent the 2003-04 school year. Nebraska's data represent the 2002-03 school year.
3State does not collect “highly qualified” teacher data by class. Instead, data represent the percent of teachers or full-time 
equivalencies (FTEs) designated as “highly qualified” by the state.

4Wyoming is in the process of refining its “highly objective uniform state standard of evaluation” (HOUSSE) procedures for vet-
eran teachers. Therefore, these figures reflect data as of October 2005 and are not final.
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