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Executive Summary

Introduction

Countless reports have analyzed the impact of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 on teacher 
quality and student achievement. What many of these reports truly leave behind, however, is 
the reality that state governments—not the federal government—have the strongest impact on 
the work of America’s 3.1 million teachers.

With that in mind, three years ago the National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) began the process 
of analyzing states’ teacher policies. NCTQ analysts sifted through tens of thousands of pages of state 
codes, regulations and rules, regularly corresponding with state officials who graciously provided their 
important knowledge and perspectives. Truthfully, what began as an exercise motivated by a mixture 
of three parts--naiveté, hubris and a strong desire to do some good--ended up as an important lesson in 
humility and respect for the work of states. To wrestle with the same enormous challenges that states 
face on a daily basis is to realize how hard it is to achieve the right balance between rigor and flexibility, 
authority and accountability, inputs and outputs—all within the context of a moving target, the teacher 
labor market.   

The State Teacher Policy Yearbook is the first project of its kind to provide a 360-degree detailed analysis 
of any and every policy that states have that impact the quality of teachers, specifically their recruitment, 
preparation, licensing, evaluation and compensation. In all, the Yearbook project is an encyclopedia of 
individual state reports, totaling more than 5,600 pages of analysis and recommendations in 51 separate 
reports. 

What sets the Yearbook apart is not just its daunting length, but how we frame the analyses. We were not 
interested in producing yet another report from our perch in the nation’s capital lecturing states about 
what they are doing all wrong; we wanted to be more constructive, providing specific recommenda-
tions for making state policies better. While some will (and already have) accused NCTQ of inordinate 
arrogance for this decision, we can live with that aspersion if the Yearbook succeeds in focusing more 
attention on the contribution and culpability states share for teacher quality.

Informed by research and extensive consultation, strengthened by reflection and a willingness to revise 
no matter how long it took to get it right, the Yearbook offers a blueprint for reform contained in the 
admittedly awkward number of 27 goals. While we do not pretend that everyone will agree with us, the 
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Yearbook provides workable and cost-neutral models for reform. It presents an unapologetic, ‘reformist’ 
agenda because this is what the nation’s teacher-quality problem demands. For the most part, the current 
system is a mixture of broken, counterproductive and anachronistic policies in need of an overhaul. It’s 
time to turn in the gas-guzzling clunker in exchange for the hybrid.

With the results now in from our first edition, we know that the work ahead is significant and daunting. 
States as a group meet or come close to meeting just 21 percent of the goals, with no state meeting even 
half of the goals. The top-performing state is New Jersey, which meets or nearly meets 44 percent of the 
goals. New Jersey is closely followed by Massachusetts, Tennessee and Texas. The lowest-performing states 
are Alaska and Maine, with Hawaii, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska and Nevada not far behind. 

Reflecting on this, one question surfaces. Are we suggesting that states like Alaska and Montana have 
lower-quality teachers than does New Jersey or Massachusetts? No. There are a number of factors to also 
consider. 

First, while states have more authority and impact over the teaching profession than any other entity, 
other factors still contribute to teacher quality, such as the overall quality of PK-12 schooling in the state 
(from which future teachers are produced), a state’s poverty rate, the quality of school leadership, and 
the salaries districts can afford to pay, to name a few. There are always some factors largely outside the 
purview of states to change. However, sound teacher policies can mean the difference between having a 
good teaching force and a mediocre one. It can even mean the difference between a superior force and 
a good one. Sound policies accommodate the realities that cannot be changed and, in doing so, get the 
most bang for the buck.

Second, improving teacher quality requires a cohesive strategy. For any number of practical or political 
reasons, a state may have adopted various strategies for improving teacher quality, but the result is too 
often scattershot.  

The 27 goals presented here, while they may raise dissention, represent a tightly woven approach to 
solving the nation’s teacher-quality problem. The goals are interdependent, meaning that adopting only 
one, a few or a handful of the 27 goals may do little to change the teacher-quality equation in a state. For 
example, one of the Yearbook’s goals (Goal 3-C) calls for teachers to be evaluated on an annual basis, a 
goal that seven states including the District of Columbia meet. However, many of these same states still 
do not require that these annual teacher evaluations consider a teacher’s effectiveness in the classroom 
as the preponderant criterion for rating a teacher’s performance (Goal 3-A). Needless to say, it does little 
good to evaluate a teacher each year if the teacher is not judged on classroom effectiveness. 

Having committed ourselves to the task of producing no fewer than 1,377 individual analyses (51 states 
x 27 goals), we found ourselves looking longingly at the more centralized systems preferred by other 
countries such as France and China. While we’ll admit to a certain amount of self-interest in this regard, 
we also came to a point in our knowledge of state policy where we could not identify the philosophical 
justification for the nation’s cherished decentralized system. If states still believe that there are 51 distinct 
systems for the teacher profession, it is illusion. In fact, there are generally two or three systems, at most 
four versions. There are inevitable twists. There are regulatory remnants of times gone by that need to 
go off the books. There are a few stand-out states that have accomplished remarkable policies such as 
Massachusetts on teacher preparation and Florida on teacher compensation. But for the most part, states 
look remarkably similar to one another. We have created in some ways the worst combination of systems, 
believing our system to be decentralized and erecting the barriers necessary for such a system, but real-
izing in the end that we’re all in the same leaky boat after all. 
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Methodology 
Goals

NCTQ formulated the Yearbook’s policy goals through a lengthy and comprehensive development and 
review process. 

The Yearbook goals were initially developed three years ago by our Board of Directors and distinguished Ad-
visory Board (see our inside back cover for a list of names). These goals were sent out for comment to more 
than 150 groups and individuals, including education policy groups, foundations, researchers, economists, 
leading innovators (like the TAP program and Teach For America), and most importantly, teachers. 

Influential groups such as the American Federation of Teachers, the Council of Chief State School Of-
ficers, the National School Boards Association, NCTAF, Teach For America, the National Governors 
Association and NCATE were provided the goals for review. While some groups did not always agree 
with every one of our goals, their perspectives made the goals stronger and more balanced. 

Analyses 

NCTQ’s analyses are rooted in reviews of official state policies. Specifically, NCTQ defines policies as 
state laws, regulations, statutes, administrative code, state board of education rulings and teacher licens-
ing commission rulings. NCTQ took great care to utilize the most recent policies, seeking multiple 
sources to validate that the policies we cite as the basis for our analyses are current. Policies enacted after 
April 2007 will not be reflected in this edition. 

Additional sources of information were also utilized in developing analyses, including information re-
quested by NCTQ from state departments of education, research and data from the National Asso-
ciation of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC), and the Data Quality 
Campaign. Individual states’ Title II reports were also used as bases for certain analyses. When analyzing 
state teaching standards, NCTQ also reviewed the standards of professional teaching associations and 
those of the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC). 

NCTQ performed additional research that shaped our analyses as well. For example, we conducted a 
comprehensive survey of school district personnel officials to gauge the flexibility of state policies regard-
ing teacher reciprocity. 

For the most part, the Yearbook does not assess states on the quality of policy implementation. Much 
could be said about what states do or do not do with the laws and regulations that they approve. We came 
across many regulations that are on the books, particularly in regard to alternative certification, that are 
rarely practiced or poorly implemented. Analyses may comment on what appears to be a little-used 
or poorly implemented policy, but these observations do not determine a state’s rating. The Yearbook 
reflects policy, not practice.

State Collaboration

Of the many groups consulted about the Yearbook, states provided the most helpful information. At times, 
they went beyond the call of duty, providing NCTQ’s front-line researchers with a tutorial in State Educa-
tion Policy 101. On two occasions, NCTQ requested that states provide a formal review of their state’s anal-
ysis. Regardless of whether state officials agreed with the goals that NCTQ articulated, most states proved 
consistently responsive and helpful in providing information, suggestions and citations. Their collaboration 
was essential. States were provided with their final analysis one month before the release of the Yearbook. 
To the extent possible, even comments resulting from this late-hour review were incorporated.



executive summary

:  State Policy Yearbook 2007�

The Future of the Yearbook

We recognize the value that comes from tracking progress, which is why the Yearbook will be updated 
each year. From year to year, NCTQ intends to measure the movement of states toward meeting the 
goals outlined in the Yearbook, with the mission of continuing to collaborate with state leaders and en-
couraging meaningful progress. As our knowledge and experience grow, so too will the goals. While we 
expect our core vision and approach to be relatively consistent, we recognize that just as state teacher 
policies must change with the times, so too must the Yearbook. Our commitment to states is fairness and 
full collaboration throughout this process. 

About the Yearbook Goals

The Yearbook goals meet five criteria:

1. They are supported by the best research available.

The Yearbook relies on the best teacher-quality research available. We only considered research that was 
presented in a refereed journal, book or from a research institute. The research had to be at least quasi-
experimental, excluding case studies, adhering to acceptable research methods. The outcome measure 
had to be improved student achievement. In particular, goals addressing the preparation of teachers and 
alternate routes relied heavily on research (Goals 1-B, 1-C, 5-A, 5-B, 6-B and 6-C). All of the research used 
to support the goals is posted on the NCTQ website (www.nctq.org), linked specifically to each goal.

2. They offer practical, not pie-in-the-sky, solutions for improving teacher quality. 

While NCTQ does not necessarily disagree with the many reports calling for dramatic and costly changes 
in how teachers are prepared and compensated, the agenda presented here is feasible regardless of new 
infusions of funding. In some cases, implementing certain goals requires that states just be willing to be 
more specific, such as improving their teaching standards (Goals 2-A and 6-A). In other cases, the goals 
require updating policies to reflect 21st century practices such as annual evaluations of teachers (Goal 
3-C) and portability of licenses among states (Goals 2-C and 5-D). Goals call for states to eliminate loop-
holes that add unnecessary burdens to the teacher preparation process (Goals 1-D, 2-B, 5-B and 6-D). 

Central to this philosophy, each goal of the Yearbook honors the state earning a “Best Practice” designa-
tion. These designations provide the clearest evidence that the Yearbook goals are realistic and doable. 

3. They take on the teaching profession’s most pressing needs. 

Policymakers seek answers to particular problems with both shortages and quality. Six goals would have 
a significant impact on a state’s ability to attract talented individuals to teach mathematics and science, 
areas of significant shortages (Goals 1-A, 2-C, 3-D, 5-A, 5-B and 5-D). A whole area (Area 6) is dedicated 
to the problem of severe shortages and poorly prepared special education teachers. Equally important, 
the Yearbook calls on states to focus much more attention on the need of elementary teachers to receive 
a broad, liberal arts education (Goal 1-B) and know how to teach reading (Goal 2-D). 

4. They are relatively cost neutral.

Without disregarding the need for compensation reform as reflected in our Area 3 goals, the Yearbook 
does not require large commitments of new financial resources. In some cases, implementing these 
recommendations could be considered reasonable cost-saving measures. In other cases, if implemented 
concurrently, the recommendations prove cost neutral. On compensation reform, we think that states 
should at least get out of the way of districts wanting to innovate (Goal 3-D). We do not call for more 
preparation; we call for more focused preparation (Goals 1-B, 1-C, 4-D, 6-B and 6-C). We urge states to 
do more screening up front of aspiring teachers, avoiding the significant investment of public tax dollars on 
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persons who are accepted into schools of education but who do not possess the most basic skills acquired 
in middle school (Goal 4-A).

5. They respect legitimate constraints on states.

The Yearbook goals focus on areas that are within the state’s authority to regulate. States often claim that 
they cannot address certain topics, because they are matters of “local control.” This is frequently a matter 
of tradition more than statute. Many states are extremely reluctant to tell districts (or teacher preparation 
programs for that matter) what to do. While school districts need and deserve autonomy in many aspects 
of their operation, local control too frequently becomes a way for states to relegate responsibilities that 
are most appropriately and efficiently addressed at the state level. 

The alternative to “anything goes” does not have to be “one size fits all.” By setting clear guidelines and 
standards and then enforcing them, states signal their minimum expectations. For example, states need 
not dictate how teacher evaluations are to be conducted, but they can and certainly should insist on 
annual evaluations and provide basic criteria that must be addressed, such as ensuring that student learn-
ing is the preponderant criterion (Goals 3-A and 3-C). Similarly, tenure is a contractual matter between 
districts and their teachers. Without mandating specific requirements, states can ensure that districts do 
not provide teachers tenure in too few years to have demonstrated their effectiveness (Goal 3-E).
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Executive Summary: Goals
Area 1	 Meeting NCLB Teacher Quality Objectives
Goal A	 Equitable Distribution of Teachers

The state should contribute to the equitable distri-
bution of quality teachers by means of good report-
ing and sound policies.

Goal B	 Elementary Teacher Preparation
The state should ensure that its teacher preparation 
programs provide elementary teacher candidates 
with a broad liberal arts education.

Goal C	 Secondary Teacher Preparation
The state should require its teacher preparation 
programs to graduate secondary teachers who are 
highly qualified.

Goal D	 Veteran Teachers Path to HQT
The state should phase out its alternative 
“HOUSSE” route to becoming highly qualified.

Goal E	 Standardizing Credentials
The state should adopt the national standard defin-
ing the amount of coursework necessary to earn a 
major or minor.

Area 2	 Teacher Licensure
Goal A	 Defining Professional Knowledge

Through teaching standards, the state should articu-
late and assess the professional knowledge of teach-
ing and learning that new teachers need, but steer 
clear of “soft” areas that are hard to measure.

Goal B	 Meaningful Licenses
The state should require that all teachers pass re-
quired licensing tests before they begin their second 
year of teaching.

Goal C	 Interstate Portability
The state should help to make teacher licenses 
fully portable among states—with appropriate safe-
guards.

Goal D	  Teacher Prep in Reading Instruction
The state should ensure that new teachers know the 
science of reading instruction.

Goal E	 Distinguishing Promising Teachers
The state license should distinguish promising new 
teachers.

Area 3	 Teacher Evaluation and Compensation
Goal A	 Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness

The state should require instructional effectiveness 
to be the preponderant criterion of any teacher 
evaluation.

Goal B	 Using Value-Added
The state should install strong value-added instru-
ments to add to schools’ knowledge of teacher ef-
fectiveness.

Goal C	 Teacher Evaluation
The state should require that schools formally eval-
uate teachers on an annual basis.

Goal D	 Compensation Reform
The state should encourage, not block, efforts at 
compensation reform. 

Goal E	 Tenure
The state should not give teachers permanent sta-
tus (tenure) until they have been teaching for five 
years.

Area 4	 State Approval of Teacher Preparation  
Programs

Goal A	 Entry Into Preparation Programs
The state should require undergraduate teacher 
preparation programs to administer a basic skills test 
as a criterion for admission.

Goal B	 Program Accountability
The state should base its approval of teacher prepa-
ration programs on measures that focus on the qual-
ity of the teachers coming out of the programs.

Goal C	 Program Approval and Accreditation
The state should keep its program approval process 
wholly separate from accreditation.

Goal D	 Controlling Coursework Creep
The state should regularly review the professional 
coursework that teacher candidates are required to 
take, in order to ensure an efficient and balanced 
program of study.

Area 5	A lternate Routes to Certification
Goal A	 Genuine Alternatives

The state should ensure its alternate routes to cer-
tification are well structured, meeting the needs of 
new teachers.

Goal B	 Limiting Alternate Routes to Teachers with Strong 
Credentials
The state should require all of its alternate route 
programs to be both academically selective and ac-
commodating to the nontraditional candidate.

Goal C	 Program Accountability
The state should hold alternate route programs ac-
countable for the performance of their teachers.

Goal D	 Interstate Portability
The state should treat out-of-state teachers who 
completed an approved alternate route program 
no differently than out-of-state teachers who com-
pleted a traditional program.

Area 6	P reparation of Special Education Teachers
Goal A	 Special Education Teacher Preparation

The state should articulate the professional knowl-
edge needed by the special education teacher and 
monitor teacher preparation programs for efficiency 
of delivery.

Goal B	 Elementary Special Education Teachers
The state should require that teacher preparation 
programs provide a broad liberal arts program of 
study to elementary special education candidates.

Goal C	 Secondary Special Education Teachers
The state should require that teacher preparation 
programs graduate secondary special education 
teacher candidates who are “highly qualified” in at 
least two subjects.

Goal D	 Special Education Teacher and HQT
The state should customize a “HOUSSE” route for 
new secondary special education teachers to help 
them achieve highly qualified status in all the sub-
jects they teach.
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Executive Summary: Key Findings
1.	 State policies are remarkably inflexible and outdated.

Considering that human capital is the essential component of the teaching profession, states still 
cling to policies that reflect neither the flexibility nor the reality of today’s workforce. 

n	 Most states do not require that teachers receive annual performance evalua-
tions, which is counter to the norm in most professions. Only 14 states require 
annual evaluations, and only 7 direct districts that they can dismiss teachers 
after two unsatisfactory evaluations. 

n	 Pay reform has advanced, with 28 states supporting programs that tie teacher 
pay to district and school needs (differential pay). However, only 12 states 
fund programs rewarding teachers for classroom effectiveness. 

n	 While significant advancements have been made in developing value-added 
methodologies, only 15 states have put the necessary components in place to 
fairly evaluate a teacher’s effectiveness through a value-added model.

n	 Despite the promise of new alternate routes to teacher certification for tal-
ented liberal arts graduates and mid-career professionals, only 6 states offer 
genuine alternate routes. 

n	 In 23 states, current teachers who want to move to other states must navigate a Byzantine path 
to earn licensure, often having to complete additional coursework or even repeat preparation 
programs. Only 27 states have set appropriate standards on what constitutes a major for teacher 
graduates, further complicating the process. 

2. 	 States are not paying enough attention to who goes into teaching. 
States provide significant funding to teacher preparation programs, particularly in state-funded univer-
sities, yet there is little oversight of candidates’ academic caliber.

n	 Although 41 states require programs to administer a basic skills test, 24 of 
these states delay testing until completion of the preparation program. Pro-
grams that accept aspiring teachers who cannot pass a basic skills test may 
lower the rigor of their courses, remediating basic skills instead of preparing 
teachers for the classroom.

n	 States set insufficient requirements for the academic selectivity of alternate 
route programs, despite the fact that these programs are premised on the con-
cept that nontraditional candidates must have strong subject-area knowledge 
and/or above-average academic backgrounds. Only 12 states set a sufficient 
academic standard for alternate route candidates, one that is higher than what 
is expected of traditional candidates.

n	 Only a handful of states recognize new teachers who bring superior academic 
caliber into the profession. 47 states do not confer beginning teacher licenses 
that distinguish candidates’ academic performance.

14
states require  

annual teacher 
evaluations.

12
states fund 

performance pay 
programs.
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states do not confer 
licenses that identify 

superior new teachers.

12
states set sufficient  

academic standards for 
alternate route teachers. 
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3.	 States do not appropriately oversee teacher preparation programs.
A major weakness in the teacher-quality equation is linked to the fact that states fail to hold teacher 
preparation programs accountable for their admissions standards, efficiency of program delivery or, 
most importantly, the quality of their graduates.

n	 States do not ensure that preparation programs only admit teacher candidates with 
sufficient basic skills to enable them to complete the program. Only 17 states re-
quire programs to make basic skills testing a condition of admission.

n	 States do not hold preparation programs accountable for the quality of the teachers 
they produce, but rather continue to use ineffective program approval processes 
that emphasize inputs. Only 18 states collect any meaningful objective data that 
reflect program effectiveness. States do an even poorer job of holding alternate 
route preparation programs accountable. 

n	 11 states further weaken their approval processes by connecting program approval 
to accreditation, which is almost wholly focused on inputs rather than outcomes.

n	 States also fail to prevent programs from requiring excessive professional course-
work. NCTQ found programs in 36 states that require the equivalent of more than 
two full majors of education coursework, which leaves little room for electives and 
adequate subject-matter preparation.

n	 States provide even less guidance in the area of preparation of special education teachers. NCTQ 
found programs in 16 states that require the equivalent of more than three full majors of education 
coursework—and these were not programs training teachers to work with severely disabled children.

4.	 States use false proxies as measures of teacher quality.
Across many policy areas, states rely on inappropriate indicators that do not provide meaningful in-
formation about teachers’ qualifications or effectiveness.

n	 The majority of states rely on site visits and syllabi review to determine approval 
of teacher preparation programs. Only 18 states include any meaningful objective 
data in their approval process, such as programs’ graduates’ first-year evaluations or 
the academic achievement of graduates’ students.

n	 17 states rely on reviews of college transcripts to decide whether to award licensure 
to a teacher already licensed in another state. Licensing tests are a more valid way 
to verify teachers’ qualifications; yet only 16 states require all out of state teachers 
to pass their licensing tests.

n	 While it is important to define the attributes and attitudes that teachers should 
have—known as teacher dispositions, they cannot be measured by a licensing test 
and thus should not be included in state standards. 28 states’ standards place too 
much emphasis on dispositions, rather than focusing on what teachers must know 
and should be able to do.

5.	 States do not appreciate the dual nature of licensing tests. 
Licensing tests can serve both as the gatekeeper on minimum qualifications and as a tool that helps 
states to be more flexible. However, while European and Asian systems depend heavily on tests, states 
in this country are often reluctant to do so.

n	 At best, states screen only for the most minimal standards when individuals apply to undergradu-
ate teacher preparation programs. Only 17 states require teacher candidates to pass a common 
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test in basic reading, writing and arithmetic that is estimated to assess middle school level skills. 
No states require subject-area tests as a criterion for entry, a useful mechanism that would also 
allow programs to exempt qualified candidates from some core academic requirements.

n	 While many states require that a teacher have a major in the intended sub-
ject area, a rigorous test could serve the same purpose. Only 16 states allow 
teachers going through an alternate route to take a test to demonstrate subject-
matter knowledge, failing to accommodate the diverse backgrounds of the 
nontraditional candidate. 

n	 While some states require elementary teachers to take a reading course, states 
have no assurance that these courses deliver the scientifically based reading 
instruction that teachers need. A test would solve this problem, but 40 states 
have yet to adopt this simple solution and another 7 have put in place inad-
equate tests. 

n	 NCLB currently requires middle school teachers to earn a major or pass a 
test, but the law is problematic. Many teachers are reluctant to take a test after 
they have been out of college for a while. States could alleviate this problem 
by requiring programs to prepare and then test middle school teachers in two 
areas, but only 15 states currently do so. 

n	 While all states have teaching standards, most states do not follow up to make sure teachers learn 
these standards. 32 states require a test of professional knowledge and only 9 of these states have cus-
tomized a test to match their own standards. Standards are meaningless unless they can be tested. 

n	 Licensing tests represent the minimal knowledge teachers need. Yet 20 states give some teachers 
up to three years (or even more!) to pass these tests. That is three years of students being taught 
by someone who may not possess the basic knowledge needed for the job.

n	 When deciding what license to grant a teacher from out of state, states are generally reluctant to 
waive their coursework requirements, but instead grant liberal waivers of testing requirements. 
34 states exempt veteran teachers from tests, as if experience could serve as an adequate substi-
tute for subject-matter competency.

6.	 States continue to neglect content preparation for teachers. 
Despite continuous concern about improving the content preparation of America’s teachers, states are still 
failing to ensure breadth, depth and relevance to the classroom in content preparation. 

n	 States’ content standards and coursework requirements for elementary teach-
ers fall well short of the mark, omitting critical areas of knowledge. For exam-
ple, 18 states make no mention of geometry and 42 states make no mention 
of American history. Only 3 states require the study of American literature, 6 
require children’s literature and only 3 require the study of art history.

n	 While NCLB has succeeded in shoring up much of the content preparation 
of secondary teachers, states still struggle with middle school teacher qualifica-
tions. 23 states still allow some teachers trained for the elementary classroom 
to teach seventh and eighth grades. 

n	 Few states are doing enough to make sure that future elementary teachers know 
how to teach reading, arguably the most important job of a teacher. Only 19 
states require programs to prepare teachers in the science of reading. 

4
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7.	 States do not ensure that special education teachers are well- 
prepared to teach students with disabilities. 
States contribute to special education teacher shortages by providing too little guidance to teacher 
preparation programs and not taking steps to assist special education teachers in meeting highly 
qualified requirements.

n	 State standards for the preparation of special education teachers are woefully inad-
equate. A mere 4 states have strong standards that are clear, explicit and compre-
hensive about what teachers should know in order to teach students with disabili-
ties.

n	 Few states require special education teachers to have subject-matter knowledge. 
States shortchange special education students by providing them with teachers 
who are not prepared to teach them content.

n	 States are not requiring that teacher preparation programs assume any responsi-
bility for ensuring that secondary special education teachers are highly qualified, 
leaving the task up to districts instead. Only 14 states require secondary special 
education teachers to graduate highly qualified in even one content area.

n	 Unlike most other teachers, a HOUSSE route is needed for secondary special edu-
cation teachers, so that they can achieve highly qualified status in all the subjects 
they teach. Not one state has a customized HOUSSE route for new secondary 
special education teachers.

n	 States give teacher preparation programs free rein over the professional coursework they require 
special education candidates to take. Programs that require the equivalent of three majors of 
professional coursework may be a deterrent to those considering a career in special education.

8.	 State policies are not geared toward increasing the quality and 
quantity of math and science teachers. 
While states have put in place many boutique initiatives to address these shortages, structural adjust-
ments would provide greater yield.

n	 By not focusing on the equitable distribution of teachers, states shortchange the 
neediest children of qualified math and science teachers. Only 12 states have 
made even some progress to achieve this goal. 

n	 Alternate route programs provide excellent means by which to recruit and prepare 
mid-career professionals with backgrounds in science and math. 32 states do not 
allow someone to demonstrate subject-matter knowledge by means of a test in lieu 
of their requirement of a major in the subject. 

n	 The harder it is for teachers to move between states, the harder it is for a qualified 
math and science teacher to find a new job. Yet 23 states attach lots of strings before 
issuing an equivalent license to a teacher moving from out of state. Even worse, a 
qualified math and science teacher trying to find a new job but who was prepared 
in an alternate route may be greeted with an unwelcome sign in 38 states. 

n	 Perhaps most key is the reality that there is such a shortage of math and science 
teachers because they can earn so much more money in other professions with these 
skills. 28 states support differential pay initiatives for teachers in shortage areas. 

4
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9.	 States’ alternate routes to teacher certification lack  
“truth in advertising.”
Despite the perception of a proliferation of alternate routes, in reality, alternate routes 
often mirror traditional routes or appear to be emergency certificates in disguise. 

n	 Of the 48 states that claim to offer alternate routes, only 6 states offer a genu-
ine alternate route to licensure. 15 states offer alternate route programs that 
need significant revision, while 27 states offer disingenuous alternate routes 
that more closely resemble traditional or emergency routes than alternatives. 

n	 By and large, alternate routes are not designed to meet the needs of nontradi-
tional candidates. Only 16 states have admissions criteria that are flexible and al-
low individuals to demonstrate content knowledge by passing an examination. 

n	 Only 4 states require alternate route programs to measure and report the aca-
demic achievement of the students of alternate route teachers. 

10.	The interests of adults frequently come before the needs of  
the children. 
Far too many accommodations are made for teachers in the areas of testing, tenure and evaluations, risk-
ing the possibility that too many children could suffer significant academic harm from a bad teacher. 

n	 Only 3 states require teachers to pass licensure examinations before beginning 
to teach, with many states allowing three or more years to pass exams. This 
proves unfair to the students in these teachers’ classrooms, who may not be 
learning from knowledgeable educators.  

n	 Only 4 states require classroom effectiveness to be the preponderant criterion 
for evaluating teacher performance, with other states giving equal weight to 
factors such as attending faculty meetings. 

n	 With the exception of only 2 states, teachers are not required to work for at 
least 5 years before earning tenure—which makes it much more difficult to 
dismiss them if they are ineffective.

n	 By not judging teacher preparation programs on the classroom effectiveness 
of their graduates, states are allowing failing programs to continue to produce 
teachers who may do more harm than good in the classroom. Only 9 states 
use data regarding the effectiveness of program graduates as a means of deter-
mining whether to approve the programs. 

n	 Perpetuating the vicious cycle of poverty, few states have set any benchmarks for recruiting and 
retaining teachers for high-needs schools.

48
states claim to offer 
an alternate route to 
teacher certification.

6
states offer a  

genuine alternate route  
to teacher certification.

3
states require teachers to 
pass licensure tests before 
entering the classroom.

4
states require classroom 
effectiveness to be the 
preponderant criterion 
for evaluating teacher 

performance.
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Figure 1	 Executive Summary
States Successfully Addressing Teacher Quality Goals 
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Tennessee

Pennsylvania 

Florida

Indiana, Missouri

Area 1	 Meeting NCLB Teacher  
Quality Objectives

	Goal A	 Equitable Distribution of Teachers

	Goal B	 Elementary Teacher Preparation

	Goal C	 Secondary Teacher Preparation 
 

	Goal D	 Veteran Teachers Path to HQT  
 
 
 

	Goal E	 Standardizing Credentials 

Area 2	 Teacher Licensure

	Goal A	 Defining Professional Knowledge

	Goal B	 Meaningful Licenses 
 
 
 

	Goal C	 Interstate Portability 

	Goal D	 Teacher Prep in Reading  
Instruction

	Goal E	 Distinguishing Promising Teachers

Area 3	 Teacher Evaluation and  
Compensation

	Goal A	 Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness

	Goal B	 Using Value-Added

	Goal C	 Teacher Evaluation 

	Goal D	 Compensation Reform

	Goal E	 Tenure

	

Connecticut

California, Oregon

Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Louisiana,  
Massachusetts, Mississippi, Ohio, South Dakota,  
Virginia, West Virginia

Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Georgia,  
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Utah, 
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, New Jersey, Utah, 
Vermont, West Virginia

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, 
District of Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, New Jersey, 
New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming

Alabama, Hawaii, Maine, Massachusetts, South 
Dakota, Texas, Washington

Tennessee, Texas 

Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia

 

South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas

Ohio

Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Idaho,  
New York, Oklahoma, Washington

Iowa

Best Practice States Meeting Goal
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	 1	While no state met this goal, this state came close.

Figure 1 (continued)     Executive Summary
States Successfully Addressing Teacher Quality Goals 
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Georgia

Area 4	 State Approval of Teacher  
Preparation Programs

	Goal A	 Entry Into Preparation Programs 

	Goal B	 Program Accountability

	Goal C	 Program Approval and  
Accreditation 
 
 
 
 
 
 

	Goal D	 Controlling Coursework Creep

Area 5	A lternate Routes to  
Certification

	Goal A	 Genuine Alternatives 

	Goal B	 Limiting Alternate Routes to  
Teachers with Strong Credentials

	Goal C	 Program Accountability

	Goal D	 Interstate Portability 
 

Area 6	P reparation of Special  
Education Teachers

	Goal A	 Special Education  
Teacher Preparation

	Goal B	 Elementary Special  
Education Teachers

	Goal C	 Secondary Special  
Education Teachers

	Goal D	 Special Education Teachers  
and HQT

Connecticut, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, West Virginia

Alabama1, Louisiana1

Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado,  
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, 
New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, 
Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, 
Wyoming

 

Arkansas, Connecticut, Georgia, Kentucky,  
Louisiana, Maryland

Arizona, Arkansas 

Kentucky1

Alabama, Colorado, Maine, Missouri, New 
Hampshire, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, 
West Virginia

 

New Mexico1, North Carolina1, Texas1,  
Virginia1

Massachusetts, Oregon 

Michigan1, New Jersey1 

Best Practice States Meeting Goal



Figure 2	 Area Summary 
Grade Chart 

Alabama	 C	 B	 D	 C	 C	 D	 Weak but Progressing 
Alaska	 D	 D	 D	 F	 F	 F	 Last in Class
Arizona	 C	 C	 D	 D	 C	 F	 Unsatisfactory
Arkansas	 D	 C	 C	 D	 B	 D	 Weak but Progressing 
California	 C	 C	 D	 D	 C	 D	 Needs Significant Improvement
Colorado	 D	 B	 D	 D	 C	 D	 Needs Significant Improvement
Connecticut	 C	 D	 C	 C	 C	 F	 Needs Significant Improvement
Delaware	 C	 D	 C	 D	 C	 D	 Needs Significant Improvement
District of Columbia	 D	 C	 D	 F	 D	 F	 Languishing
Florida	 C	 C	 B	 C	 C	 F	 Weak but Progressing 
Georgia	 C	 C	 C	 F	 B	 D	 Weak but Progressing 
Hawaii	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 F	 Last in Class
Idaho	 D	 D	 D	 F	 D	 F	 Last in Class
Illinois	 C	 D	 D	 D	 D	 D	 Unsatisfactory
Indiana	 D	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 Languishing
Iowa	 D	 D	 C	 D	 F	 D	 Languishing
Kansas	 C	 D	 D	 D	 D	 D	 Unsatisfactory
Kentucky	 D	 D	 D	 D	 B	 F	 Unsatisfactory
Louisiana	 C	 D	 C	 C	 C	 D	 Weak but Progressing 
Maine	 D	 D	 F	 F	 D	 F	 Last in Class
Maryland	 D	 C	 D	 F	 B	 F	 Unsatisfactory
Massachusetts	 B	 B	 D	 D	 C	 C	 Weak but Ahead of the Class
Michigan	 C	 C	 D	 D	 D	 D	 Unsatisfactory
Minnesota	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 F	 Last in Class
Mississippi	 C	 C	 D	 C	 C	 D	 Weak but Progressing
Missouri	 D	 D	 C	 D	 C	 D	 Unsatisfactory
Montana	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 F	 Last in Class
Nebraska	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 F	 Last in Class
Nevada	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 F	 Last in Class
New Hampshire	 D	 D	 D	 D	 C	 D	 Unsatisfactory
New Jersey	 B	 C	 C	 D	 B	 C	 Weak but Ahead of the Class
New Mexico	 C	 D	 C	 D	 D	 D	 Unsatisfactory
New York	 C	 C	 C	 D	 D	 D	 Needs Significant Improvement
North Carolina	 C	 D	 C	 C	 D	 D	 Needs Significant Improvement
North Dakota	 C	 D	 D	 D	 F	 D	 Languishing
Ohio	 D	 C	 D	 D	 D	 F	 Languishing
Oklahoma	 C	 C	 C	 D	 C	 D	 Weak but Progressing
Oregon	 C	 D	 D	 D	 F	 D	 Languishing
Pennsylvania	 D	 D	 C	 D	 D	 F	 Languishing
Rhode Island	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 D	 Languishing
South Carolina	 C	 C	 B	 C	 D	 F	 Weak but Progressing
South Dakota	 C	 D	 D	 D	 D	 D	 Unsatisfactory
Tennessee	 C	 C	 C	 B	 C	 D	 Weak but Ahead of the Class
Texas	 C	 B	 C	 D	 C	 C	 Weak but Ahead of the Class
Utah	 C	 D	 D	 F	 D	 D	 Languishing
Vermont	 C	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 Languishing
Virginia	 C	 B	 D	 C	 C	 D	 Weak but Progressing
Washington	 C	 C	 D	 D	 C	 F	 Unsatisfactory
West Virginia	 C	 C	 D	 C	 D	 D	 Needs Significant Improvement
Wisconsin	 C	 F	 D	 D	 F	 D	 Languishing
Wyoming	 D	 D	 D	 D	 F	 D	 Languishing

						    
	  	  	  	 State Approval		  Preparation 			    
	 Meeting NCLB		  Teacher	 of Teacher	 Alternate	 of Special 
	 Teacher Quality	 Teacher	 Evaluation and	Preparation	 Routes to	 Education 
	 Objectives	 Licensure	 Compensation	 Programs	 Certification	 Teachers



Figure 3	 Goal Summary
Progress Toward Meeting Teacher Quality Goals

Alabama	 0	 5	 3	 6	 8	 5	
Alaska	 0	 1	 4	 0	 6	 16
Arizona	 0	 4	 1	 4	 8	 10	
Arkansas	 0	 4	 6	 3	 8	 6	
California	 0	 2	 3	 9	 5	 8
Colorado	 1	 4	 1	 6	 9	 6	
Connecticut	 0	 7	 1	 4	 6	 9	
Delaware	 0	 4	 3	 5	 8	 7	
District of Columbia	 0	 2	 4	 1	 5	 15
Florida	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	
Georgia	 1	 5	 1	 7	 6	 7	
Hawaii	 0	 2	 2	 2	 8	 13
Idaho	 0	 1	 2	 8	 3	 13
Illinois	 0	 2	 3	 3	 10	 9
Indiana	 1	 2	 0	 2	 6	 16
Iowa	 0	 2	 0	 6	 9	 10
Kansas	 0	 1	 2	 6	 7	 11
Kentucky	 0	 2	 3	 4	 9	 9
Louisiana	 0	 4	 6	 4	 6	 7
Maine	 0	 3	 0	 3	 2	 19
Maryland	 0	 2	 2	 7	 5	 11
Massachusetts	 2	 6	 3	 4	 5	 7
Michigan	 0	 2	 3	 8	 7	 7
Minnesota	 0	 2	 1	 6	 3	 15
Mississippi	 0	 3	 3	 4	 11	 6
Missouri	 1	 2	 4	 2	 7	 11
Montana	 0	 1	 1	 1	 7	 17
Nebraska	 0	 1	 2	 1	 11	 12
Nevada	 0	 1	 2	 5	 3	 16
New Hampshire	 0	 2	 2	 4	 5	 14
New Jersey	 1	 3	 8	 6	 3	 6
New Mexico	 0	 3	 1	 7	 8	 8
New York	 1	 2	 6	 6	 5	 7
North Carolina	 0	 2	 3	 8	 3	 11
North Dakota	 0	 2	 2	 4	 5	 14
Ohio	 0	 4	 1	 3	 8	 11
Oklahoma	 0	 5	 4	 4	 8	 6
Oregon	 0	 3	 2	 2	 6	 14
Pennsylvania	 1	 1	 2	 6	 9	 8
Rhode Island	 0	 1	 3	 3	 6	 14
South Carolina	 0	 4	 4	 5	 7	 7
South Dakota	 0	 4	 0	 2	 8	 13
Tennessee	 2	 5	 3	 2	 8	 7
Texas	 1	 5	 4	 4	 9	 4
Utah	 0	 2	 1	 5	 6	 13
Vermont	 0	 2	 2	 3	 6	 14
Virginia	 1	 3	 7	 4	 9	 3
Washington	 0	 4	 4	 4	 6	 9
West Virginia	 0	 6	 2	 4	 9	 6
Wisconsin	 0	 2	 1	 5	 5	 14
Wyoming	 0	 3	 2	 4	 4	 14

	 	 	 	 	 	

	 Best practice	 Fully meets	 Nearly meets	 Meets in part	 Meets	 Does not 		
					     small part	 meet 
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