
 
 
To: U.S. Department of Education  
From: The Learning Policy Institute 
RE: Docket No.: ED–2019–ICCD–0119, Mandatory Civil Rights Data Collection  
Date: November 15, 2019 
 
The Learning Policy Institute (LPI) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the U.S. 
Department of Education (the Department) regarding the mandatory biannual Civil Rights Data 
Collection (CRDC) and the proposed elimination of key questions. LPI conducts and 
communicates independent, high-quality research to improve education policy and practice. 
Working with policymakers, researchers, educators, community groups, and others, LPI seeks to 
advance evidence-based policies that support equitable and empowering learning for each and 
every child. LPI is deeply concerned with the Department’s proposal to eliminate critical data 
collected by the CRDC and strongly urges the Department to maintain the collection of these 
data. 
 
To shed light on the extent to which inequities in opportunities to learn exist at the state and local 
levels, and inform the appropriate remedies, the Department’s Office for Civil Rights collects 
data on a variety of information pertaining to school resources and student experiences. This 
dataset has been collected every 2 years from all public schools and school districts in the United 
States since 1968. The CRDC collects a wide range of data that can be used to measure 
opportunities to learn and examine equitable access for students. These opportunities include 
children’s access to early education programs and student access to a college preparatory 
curriculum, resources, staff, and inclusive learning environments. These data are reported overall 
and disaggregated by race/ethnicity, disability status, gender, English learner status, and other 
student characteristics, which allows researchers and policymakers to monitor potential 
inequities in access to learning opportunities. Under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 
many of these data are also included on state and local report cards providing useful information 
for parents, advocates, and practitioners. However, not all states and districts are currently 
reporting all of the data required under ESSA. Maintaining this information within the CRDC is 
critical to supporting state and district compliance with ESSA and to ensuring this information is 
easily accessible to the public. 
 
Despite the importance and utility of the data collected to researchers, advocates, and 
policymakers, the Department is proposing to limit the data collected through the CRDC, 
including eliminating questions related to educator experience and attendance, school funding, 
and children’s access to high-quality early childhood, preschool, and kindergarten programs. 
These indicators provide crucial data on access to general early childhood and preschool services 
and programs. The loss of these data would negatively impact the availability of important 
information to the public. The public uses these data for a variety of purposes, including 
effectively targeting resources, closing gaps in educational opportunities, and informing school 
improvement efforts.  
 
For these and the following reasons, LPI strongly recommends that the questions proposed for 
elimination be retained in the CRDC.  
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Student Access to Quality Teachers 
 
Teacher Experience 
 
Teachers are the school-based staff who spend the most time with students, and research shows 
that their qualifications and experience matter for students’ learning opportunities, well-being, 
and academic outcomes.1 Not all teacher characteristics have the same impact, and not all of the 
characteristics that matter are represented in national datasets. However, two important teacher 
characteristics—certification and experience—are represented in the CRDC. Nevertheless, the 
Department is proposing to eliminate from the CRDC information regarding one of these 
important characteristics—the number of full-time teachers in their first or second year of 
teaching.  
 
Research shows that a teacher’s years of experience in the classroom have an impact on student 
success. A synthesis of 30 studies analyzing the effect of teaching experience on student 
outcomes found that teaching experience is positively associated with student achievement gains 
throughout a teacher’s career.2 Gains in teacher effectiveness associated with experience are 
steepest in teachers’ initial years.3 Multiple studies show that novice teachers with fewer than 
three years of experience are associated with lower student achievement and that these teachers 
are concentrated in high-poverty schools.4  
 
A recent study in California examined the factors most strongly associated with student 
achievement in school districts, taking into account several measures of student socioeconomic 
status. This study identified California positive outlier districts—those in which students of 
color, as well as White students, consistently achieve at higher levels than students from similar 
racial/ethnic backgrounds and from families of similar income and education levels in most other 
districts. These results are predicted, in significant part, by the qualifications of districts’ 
teachers, as measured by their experience and certification. The study found that teaching 
experience is associated with increased achievement, especially for students of color.5 
 
There are additional benefits to teacher experience beyond student achievement. Students benefit 
from being taught by experienced teachers not only in academic performance, measured by test 
scores, but also in other measures of success, such as school attendance.6 Experienced teachers 
also benefit other teachers in their schools. Teachers whose colleagues are more experienced are 
more effective than those whose colleagues are less experienced, suggesting that more 
experienced teachers provide important additional benefits to their school communities beyond 
increased learning for the students they teach.7 Schools with large proportions of inexperienced 
teachers (often the highest-poverty schools) have limited numbers of experienced mentor 
teachers to support the development of new teachers.8 
 
The CRDC provides data on the extent of any inequities in student access to experienced 
teachers. For example, a forthcoming report by LPI based on an analysis of the CRDC—using 
the same data currently proposed for elimination—shows that from 2014 to 2016, first- and 
second-year teachers composed a greater share of the teaching staff in schools with high 
proportions of students of color compared to schools with low proportions of students of color. 
In schools with high enrollment of students of color, nearly one in every six teachers is just 
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beginning his or her career compared with one in every ten teachers in schools with low 
enrollment of students of color. In addition, the proportion of new teachers in the profession 
grew for schools with high percentages of students of color between 2014 and 2016. The 
proportion did not change for schools with low percentages of students of color.  
 
The availability of these data allows researchers to reveal inequities in student access to 
experienced teachers and provides the information needed for advocates to seek changes in 
policy. Policymakers can in turn use these data to target the necessary resources to support high-
quality teacher preparation, induction, and mentoring programs for early career teachers that 
have proved effective in improving teacher effectiveness and retention.9 
 
Teacher Chronic Absenteeism  
 
Another measure of student access to quality instruction is the extent to which a student’s teacher 
is present to provide instruction. The CRDC collects information on the percentage of teachers 
who are chronically absent, meaning they miss 10 or more school days.10 A teacher is considered 
absent if he or she is not in attendance on a day in the regular school year when the teacher 
would otherwise be expected to be teaching students in an assigned class. This includes days 
taken both for sick leave and personal leave but does not include professional development.11 
 
Data on teacher absenteeism is important, as research demonstrates a relationship between 
chronically absent teachers and lower student outcomes.12 When teachers are absent, students are 
taught by substitute teachers who do not provide the same level of instruction as full-time staff.13 
Analysis of the data by the Education Week Research Center show that more than 6.5 million 
students in 2013–14 attended a school where at least half of the teachers were chronically 
absent.14 The concentration of schools with over 50% of teachers missing 10 or more days was 
revealed again in the 2015–16 CRDC data, with a similar analysis finding that nearly a quarter of 
a million students attended schools at which most teachers were deemed to be chronically 
absent.15 In the 2015–16 school year, 28% of teachers were chronically absent (up from 27% 
during the 2013–14 school year).16  
 
Finding and placing qualified substitute teachers for these classrooms can be a particular 
challenge when a large number of teachers are absent, putting a strain on school districts.17 These 
staffing decisions can impact student safety, school climate, and teacher retention. Collecting 
data on the number and concentration of chronically absent teachers provides important 
information for states, districts, and schools to address any teacher attendance issues by 
providing the resources and supports needed to ensure all schools are sufficiently staffed 
throughout the year. 
 
School Finance 
 
Research shows that public schools in the United States are among the most inequitably funded 
of any in the industrialized world.18 These funding inequities result in differences in a student’s 
opportunity to learn, including access to quality instruction. To help reveal these inequities, the 
CRDC provides extensive school-level funding data, including information on teacher and other 
school personnel salaries, staff-to-student ratios, and personnel and non-personnel expenditures. 
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Despite the importance of these data for revealing funding inequities, the Department is 
proposing to eliminate all school finance–related data.  
 
Teacher Salaries 
 
The school finance data the Department proposes for elimination includes teacher salary 
information. Research shows that federal, state, and local investments in instruction, especially in 
high-quality teachers, appear to leverage the largest marginal gains in student performance.19 
There is a demonstrated relationship between the ability to attract and retain high-quality 
teachers and teacher salary. Studies show that variations in teacher salaries result in differences 
in teacher quality at that school level. These variations in teacher quality, in turn, are associated 
with differences in student outcomes.20 Studies show that skilled teachers are the most critical of 
all schooling inputs, and while overall expenditures have a positive effect, investments in teacher 
salaries leading to more qualified teachers have a larger marginal effect on achievement gains 
than other uses of the dollar. 21  
 
Teacher salaries influence the extent to which a district or school can attract and retain quality 
teachers. Research shows that district starting salaries and structures can influence whether the 
district is an attractive employer for new and experienced teachers22 and their decision to either 
enter or remain in the profession.23 Teacher salaries also have an effect on the quality of 
preparation teachers bring with them.24 For example, states in which teachers’ salaries rose the 
most during the 1980s witnessed the greatest increase in the quality of teachers relative to non-
teachers as measured by the quality of undergraduate education.25 Information on teacher salaries 
can be used to set salaries at a level that supports all schools in attracting and retaining high-
quality teachers and close any within state gaps in teacher salaries across districts.  
 
Per-Pupil Ratios 
 
In addition to salary information, the Department’s proposal would eliminate the data on per-
pupil ratios for teachers and aides. A sizable body of research has illustrated the connection 
between staffing qualities and quantities and student outcomes.26 For example, a significant body 
of research points to the effectiveness of class-size reduction for improving student outcomes 
and reducing gaps among students, especially for younger students and those who have been 
previously low-achieving.27 These reductions for young children have long-term effects on 
outcomes many years into the future.28 Often, studies find that the effects of class-size reduction 
on achievement are greatest when certain smaller class thresholds (such as 15 or 18) are reached 
and are most pronounced for students of color and those in schools serving concentrations of 
students in poverty.29  
 
The Department’s proposal would also eliminate data on per-pupil ratios for support services in 
addition to other school-based staff. Research on meeting students’ social, emotional, and 
academic needs identifies how important it is to develop strong adult student relationships and 
for students to receive multi-tiered systems of support.30 For example, these supports ensure that 
children who have faced serious adversity and trauma have sufficient access to student support 
teams, such as on-site pupil services personnel (e.g., social workers, school psychologists, 
counselors, and nurses) who are skilled in culturally competent academic and behavioral 
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assessment, care coordination, and family engagement. Developing these types of relationships 
and providing these types of services are challenged when staff-to-student ratios are high. Data 
on the staff-to-student ratios provides information on the opportunities students have to receive 
personalized instruction, develop strong relationships, and receive the appropriate services based 
on their needs.  
 
Non-Personnel and Personnel Expenditures 
 
The school finance data proposed for elimination also provides information on non-personnel 
and personnel expenditures. Inequities in per-pupil spending matter greatly for educational 
outcomes. Research shows that, in the aggregate, per-pupil spending is positively associated with 
improved student outcomes.31 Specifically, the availability of state and local datasets and 
advances in statistical methods have supported a number of studies that show that when more 
money is spent on education, especially for students from low-income families, achievement and 
graduation rates improve, along with life outcomes such as employment, wages, and reduced 
poverty rates.  
 
The amount of money a district is able to spend on operations determines the staffing ratios, 
class sizes, and wages a local public school district is able to pay.32 In most cases, a district’s 
ability to raise revenues is a function of both local taxable property wealth and the incomes of 
local property owners, thus their ability to pay taxes on their properties. Without sufficient 
targeted investments from the state, then, school revenues vary by the wealth of those who live in 
different districts—with wealthier districts having more money to spend than poor ones. States 
have the ability to offset these inequalities through increased investments in the education system 
and by implementing school finance systems that equitably allocate funds across functions and 
different districts. Therefore, understanding the extent to which federal, state, and local funds are 
available and how they are used is vital to closing gaps in student access to a quality education.  
 
While the Every Student Succeeds Act requires states to report the per-pupil expenditures of 
each district and school, including actual personnel and non-personnel expenditures, 
disaggregated by source of funds (federal, state, and local), these data are not as comprehensive 
as the data collected by the CRDC. And unlike the CRDC, there are fewer parameters regarding 
how key elements are defined, collected, and reported, making it difficult to compare data across 
states. Further, while estimates of some of these data can be roughly calculated from information 
collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the raw data would no longer 
be available to researchers, limiting the extent of any analysis. These types of funding analyses 
are vital to advocacy and policymaker efforts to create more equitable funding systems that 
ensure that every district and school has the resources they need to invest in quality teachers.  
 
Children’s Access to Early Childhood Services and Programs 
 
Access to ECE Programs 
 
The CRDC collects information on the extent to which districts provide early childhood services 
or programs to children birth through age 5. There is overwhelming evidence that children’s 
early years are a crucial time for their development. Researchers across a wide range of 
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disciplines—program evaluators, neuroscientists, geneticists, and economists—agree that early 
childhood education (ECE) has the potential to support optimal development and ensure all 
children start kindergarten ready to succeed.33 High-quality ECE can give children a strong start 
on the path that leads to college or a career, fostering meaningful advantages in school readiness 
as well as long-term benefits, such as lower rates of special education placement, reduced grade 
retention, and higher graduation rates.34 These benefits are especially pronounced for children 
experiencing poverty or those who are dual language learners.35 As a result, access to early 
childhood and preschool services and programs are critical civil rights indicators for access to 
educational opportunity. Without these data, there will be no way to estimate how many children 
and families have access to public ECE services or programs—information that is particularly 
useful for federal, state, and local policymakers when making decisions regarding how much to 
invest and where to make those investments.  
 
ECE Program Coverage and Cost to Families 
 
The CRDC also collects information on whether a district’s preschool services and kindergarten 
programs are full or partial day and whether there is full, partial, or no charge. These indicators 
provide information on educational opportunity revealing the extent to which infants, toddlers, 
and young children have full-time access to affordable services and programs as it relates to 
coverage and cost.  
 
Regarding service and program coverage, there is strong and mounting evidence that current 
half-day, partial-year programs offer too little learning time to produce strong child outcomes. 
Research suggests that a 3.5-hour day is too short for children to receive the targeted instruction 
they need in order to be prepared for kindergarten. Numerous studies on kindergarten find 
children learn more in full-day kindergarten than half-day kindergarten.36 It is very difficult for a 
half-day program to provide sufficient time for teachers to conduct learning activities and 
intentional instruction in small-group and one-on-one interactions in the areas of skill 
development experts believe are important to later school success. For example, one study found 
that children who attended prekindergarten for 8 hours per day for 45 weeks had improved 
almost twice as much on vocabulary and math skills compared with the children who attended 
2.5 to 3 hours per day for 41 weeks.37 Additional research has also found that full-day 
kindergarten particularly helped narrow the achievement gap for dual language learners.38  
 
Program cost and length of day can also be serious barriers for many families to accessing the 
educational opportunities of preschool and kindergarten programs. Regarding cost, early care 
and education is one of the most significant expenses in a family’s budget. Across the nation, the 
cost of early care and education exceeds the cost of housing, college tuition, transportation, or 
food for many families.39 Without support, high-quality early education and preschool programs 
are unaffordable for low-income families.40 Additionally, partial-day programs do not meet the 
needs of working families because preschool and kindergarten programs also serve as their child 
care.41 For most parents, it is infeasible to pick their children up after a half-day preschool or 
kindergarten session and take them to another provider for the afternoon. Without this data, there 
will be no way to estimate how many children and families have access to programs that have 
been shown to reduce disparities in educational opportunities.  
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Equity and Inclusion in Early Childhood Education 
 
The CRDC also includes information regarding access to services and programs for historically 
underserved children. This includes data regarding the extent to which a district’s preschool 
services or programs are offered to all children, specifically children with disabilities, from low-
income families, and attending Title I schools. Studies that have examined the long-term 
outcomes of children’s participation in high-quality early education find evidence of positive 
impacts on reducing grade retention and special education placements in late elementary and 
middle school.42 Moreover, children from disadvantaged backgrounds, including children with 
disabilities and those experiencing poverty, have been found to reap the largest, most long-
lasting benefits from participation in high-quality early education programs.43  
 
These data are fundamental to understanding inclusion in preschool services and programs. 
There is a large body of research evidence that indicates that inclusion in early childhood and 
preschool programs is beneficial to children with and without disabilities.44 Without these data, 
there will be no way to analyze how many children have access to inclusive preschool services 
and to assess exclusive preschool services and programs that violate children’s rights to 
educational opportunities.  
 
In addition, research has found that children in inclusive, diverse classrooms are likely to show 
greater gains in their academic skills and greater social acceptance than children in homogeneous 
classrooms, regardless of their own socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity.45 Although research 
on classroom-level diversity in ECE is somewhat limited, studies have found that segregated 
programs serving children of color, especially in communities of concentrated poverty, are more 
likely to be lower in quality than diverse classrooms.46  
 
Information related to program and service access based on race, gender, or disability status 
would also be lost were the proposed questions removed. The Department’s proposal to no 
longer collect total preschool student enrollment count by sex and race/ethnicity, English learner, 
and IDEA status would remove data critical to identifying gaps in access to such programs. 
Understanding the extent to which children are served would also be limited. Without subgroup 
counts, this data cannot be analyzed for disparities and disproportionality in who is able to access 
services and programs. This data is also critical for assessing compliance with several civil rights 
statutes, including the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination based on race, 
color, and national origin; Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, which prohibits 
discrimination based on sex; and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, which prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of disability. 
 
Discipline Disparities 
 
The Department is also proposing to eliminate disaggregated preschool enrollment data. The 
elimination of these data would make it extremely difficult to determine any disparities in 
preschool suspension and expulsion rates. Children who are disproportionately suspended or 
expelled miss instructional time and are at greater risk of disengagement and diminished 
educational opportunities.47 Early expulsions and suspensions predict later expulsions and 
suspensions, and children who are expelled or suspended are as much as 10 times more likely to 
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experience academic failure and grade retention, drop out of high school, and face juvenile 
incarceration than those who are not.48 These negative associations suggest that exclusionary 
discipline policies in early childhood provide a point of entry into the school-to-prison pipeline 
well before children enter kindergarten.49  
 
Not only are these exclusionary policies ineffective, but they are often applied in a 
discriminatory manner, including in preschool settings. According to disaggregated data 
provided by the CRDC, during the 2013–14 school year African American children represented 
19% of public preschool enrollment and 47% of those who received more than one out-of-school 
suspension. By contrast, White students represented 41% of public preschool enrollment and 
28% of such children who received more than one out-of-school suspension.50 A study that 
includes both private and public preschool programs reveals similar disparities—African 
American preschoolers are 2.2 times more likely to be suspended or expelled than are other 
children.51 
 
Research has found that these racial disparities in discipline rates are not explained by actual, 
observed differences in children’s behavior; they are instead a function of program and teacher 
factors.52 Studies show that preschool and kindergarten teachers are more likely to rate 
relationships with students of their same ethnicity more positively53 and that African American 
children are more than twice as likely to be recommended for suspension or expulsion than are 
their white peers for similar behaviors.54 The CRDC is the primary source of data on the extent 
to which students of color, and other historically underserved students, are suspended or expelled 
from preschool settings. These data are necessary to identify where disparities in the use of 
exclusionary discipline policies exist to target the appropriate interventions and supports.  
 
The data proposed for elimination, including data related to teacher experience, expenditure, and 
chronic absenteeism and access to early childhood services and programs, including 
disaggregated preschool data, provide information to researchers, advocates, and practitioners on 
where progress is being made and where gaps in opportunity still exist. For policymakers, these 
data can be used to identify where best to target federal, state, and local resources. LPI strongly 
urges the Department to maintain the collection of these critical sets of data, and we appreciate 
your consideration.  
 
Please contact Jessica Cardichon at jcardichon@learningpolicyinstitute.org for any additional 
information.  
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