Chapter I: OVERVIEW OF TTT GRANTEES, PARTICIPANTS and Teachers

Highlights

· The FY 2002 cohort of TTT grantees was the largest in number in the history of the program thus far. Half of the 92 grantees were IHEs, 25 percent were local education agencies (LEAs), 17 percent were state departments of education (SEAs), and 7 percent were nonprofit organizations.

· In total, grantees reported 939 LEAs hired TTT participants in their third project year. A relatively small proportion of all LEAs working with FY 2002 TTT grantees were urban (26 percent); 69 percent were described as rural. Nationally, 51 percent of districts are rural, 41 percent are suburban, and 8 percent are urban. Some grantees served single large urban districts and others, multiple small rural districts.

· As a group, TTT teachers hired in the last three years confirmed the grantee reports that their participants were racially and ethnically more diverse than teachers in the current teaching workforce with three or fewer years of experience; for example, 30 percent of TTT teachers reported they were black, compared with 19 percent of teachers in the general workforce certified through alternate routes and 9 percent of teachers in the workforce trained in traditional routes (SASS, 2003–04). 

Purpose of the TTT Grant Program

To serve high‑need schools in high‑need districts, Congress established the Transition to Teaching (TTT) program, which is authorized under Title II, Part C, Subpart 1, Chapter B of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) (Pub. L. No. 107‑110).

The program provides five‑year grants to a range of eligible applicants, including a high‑need local education agency (LEA), a state education agency (SEA), institutions of higher education (IHE) or for‑profit and nonprofit organizations in partnership with high‑need LEAs or an SEA, a regional consortium of SEAs, or a consortium of high‑need LEAs. The program’s stated purposes are “(a) to recruit and retain highly qualified midcareer professionals (including highly qualified paraprofessionals) and recent graduates of an institution of higher education, as teachers in high‑need schools, including recruiting teachers through alternative routes to certification; and (b) to encourage the development and expansion of alternative routes to certification under State‑approved programs that enable individuals to be eligible for teacher certification within a reduced period of time, relying on the experience, expertise, and academic qualifications of an individual, or other factors in lieu of traditional course work in the field of education.” All participants in TTT projects are considered highly qualified since they meet ED’s requirements for alternate routes as specified in NCLB. 

Specifically, the TTT grant program was designed to address three policy issues:

1.
Increasing the pool of qualified candidates by recruiting nontraditional candidates into teaching;

2.
Bringing flexibility into the teacher preparation system by encouraging the creation and expansion of alternative routes or pathways to teacher certification and lowering barriers of time and cost of preparation, while raising standards and program rigor; and

3.
Improving the retention rate of new teachers by supporting strong mentoring programs and induction and including a three‑year commitment to teach in high‑need schools in high‑need LEAs as part of the program requirements.

As of February 2006, a total of 120 TTT grantees, located in 37 states, were participating in the federal program. (An additional four states were served by current regional grants.) This group included 89 grantees who had received continuation grants and 32 grantees who had received new grant awards in fiscal year FY 2004 (one of these was terminated in year 1). Of these 120 grants, 62 were administered by IHEs, 33 by local school districts, 16 by SEAs and nine by nonprofit organizations. In FY 2006, a new competition produced 31 new awards. The FY 2002 cohort that is the subject of this evaluation report began with 95 awards and was financed with $35 million. Ninety‑four of these awards were continued in FY 2003, and 92
 grantees within this cohort are the focus of this evaluation.
 

This chapter provides an overview of FY 2002 TTT grantees, using descriptive data to illustrate the ways grantees varied by type of recipient, scope, participating LEAs and other partners, and budget, which parallels the variation found in alternate routes more broadly (Feistritzer, 2006). This discussion situates TTT in the overall landscape of alternate routes for teacher preparation, providing a basis to examine participant experiences, project features and outcomes in later chapters. The chapter draws upon four resources: the Annual Performance Report (APR) for the third project year administered online, interim evaluations submitted by FY 2002 grantees in 2005, the TTT Teacher Survey, and descriptions from eight case studies conducted in 2004–05.

The TTT Project and Its Components

TTT grants are awarded to a range of entities (as specified in the authorizing legislation above). Brief descriptions of the ways in which a few of the FY 2002 grantees work illustrate the partnering arrangements they have initiated and their focused objectives: (1) an IHE seeks a coordinated effort among three western states, developing an online preparation program aligned with state standards and recruiting broadly for openings in high‑need LEAs; (2) an urban school district reaches out to paraprofessionals within its staff, facilitating their degree completion and hiring them as teachers of record; (3) a state department of education working with an IHE develops tutorial modules, assisting individuals as they assemble portfolios for review by an alternative licensing board. 

TTT project objectives speak to the hiring needs of their schools and districts and to the preparation needs of their participants seeking certification as teachers, as shown in this graphic (see Exhibit 6). All TTT projects recruit and select participants. The activity in these other components differs across projects, depending on the individuals and their education and backgrounds: these characteristics influence what participants need from the program. Each component is described briefly below.

Exhibit 1.  Grantee Component Framework: Addressing Participant Needs

TTT Project Components
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*Certification component: timing to certification may vary according to state requirements and individual candidate’s fulfillment of requirements.

Framework reads: TTT project activities begin with recruitment and selection of participants from a wide range of applicants. Some projects provide training and support for certification prior to hiring, while others support participants as soon as they are hired and placed in schools at levels and subjects corresponding to their specialization. Projects support teachers of record and participants through orientation, field experience, internships, and focused course work. Some projects provide mentoring and others facilitate it through existing sources. If a project achieves its goals for participants, satisfaction is expressed through retention for three years, certification, and recommendations by “word of mouth” to other prospective applicants.

The TTT projects begin by designating a target population (midcareer professionals, recent college graduates, or paraprofessionals) and setting goals for their recruitment. Many projects recruit from more than one of these populations, sometimes expanding their recruitment goals over the first few years to include multiple groups, changing scope with ED approval. Some projects have multiple cohorts participating each project year, but many recruit in the spring so participants can begin preparation in the summer, and begin teaching in the fall.

TTT projects have selection processes articulated with district and school policies. In some projects, individuals became participants when they have been officially hired by a school district and they begin teaching immediately; while in others, participating organizations collaborate on the selection, participants take part in orientation and other classes, and hiring takes place at a later time, after preparation is completed or partially completed. Another unique aspect of the TTT projects is that in a given year, there may be one or more cohorts of participants being recruited and hired. Thus the number of TTT participants is fluid over a project year. 

The training or preparation of TTT participants is one area in which flexibility and innovative practices are frequently demonstrated. Some TTT grantees provide the preparation through courses or seminars; in others, participants enroll in a partnering IHE where they fulfill academic requirements for certification. In still other grantees, for example, some state‑administered grantees, a system of preparation modules has been devised for all participants or participants compile a portfolio which is reviewed for the acquisition of competencies required. 

Every TTT participant who is teaching is seeking certification. Some participants achieve certification in their field earlier because of their qualifications or specialization. Because many participants begin teaching immediately after joining a TTT project, they may have a provisional certificate until they have completed further requirements. TTT projects offer a variety of types of assistance to participants as they progress through the certification process.

When individuals “enroll” in a TTT project, many already have a contract to teach. In other TTT projects, individuals are placed as interns with the expectation that schools will hire them. Still others do not guarantee a position, but facilitate hiring through participating LEAs. 

Many TTT projects focus on developing mentoring and other support opportunities for their participants to help them succeed in teaching. It is also frequently the case that TTT participants, once hired in a district, qualify for a district‑ or statewide mandated mentoring program and take advantage of this source of support.

TTT projects are able to offer monetary incentives up to $5,000 for participants who commit to teach for three years in high‑need schools in high‑need LEAs (all are asked to commit to teaching for three years). This incentive, combined with training, support, and certification assistance is a unique feature of the federal program compared to many other alternate route options available throughout the country. 

TTT projects attract many more applicants than are found eligible and sometimes they are unable to place every one of their participants. Still few participants leave on an annual basis. TTT teachers express their satisfaction by recommending the project to others and by completing the project requirements successfully. While some participants leave due to personal reasons and others due to dissatisfaction with project components or school conditions, generally speaking, TTT one‑and two-year retention rates have been within the retention ranges reported nationally.

The rest of this chapter highlights the variation within the FY 2002 TTT cohort in terms of their objectives, grant type, scope, size, budget, and participating organizations. Later chapters will focus in on the distinctive project components and elaborate on the challenges projects have faced.

Unique characteristics and goals of the TTT cohort participating in this evaluation are further illustrated in Appendix C by snapshots of the eight sites visited. These snapshots were taken during the third year of the FY 2002 grant periods to correspond roughly with the data being collected for the APRs. Because projects are making key adjustments in line with the TTT program requirements and the needs of their school and district constituencies, some features presented in the appendix may have since changed.

Type of Grant Recipient 

The FY 2002 cohort of TTT grantees was the largest in number in the history of the program thus far. This cohort is a microcosm of the larger population of alternate approaches to teacher certification across the country: grantee types range from universities to a regional education center (nonprofit); scope from local school districts to a regional and even national recruitment, and size from small annual cohorts (60 or less) to large cohorts (500 or more over five years).
 

The grant recipient is the entity with overall project responsibility and fiscal control: the recipient is held accountable for several aspects of TTT, including progress reports to the U.S. Department of Education, managing financial matters, ensuring that participants meet program obligations and maintaining productive relationships with and among program partners.

Half of the 92 grantees in FY 2002 were IHEs, 25 percent were LEAs, 17 percent were SEAs, 7 percent were nonprofit organizations. These percentages parallel the sponsorship of other alternate routes across the United States; about half of all alternate routes were administered by colleges and universities (IHEs), about 20 percent by school districts and smaller numbers by community colleges, regional service centers, State departments of education, partnerships and other organizations (Feistritzer, 2006). Exhibit 7 depicts the FY 2002 TTT grantees by recipient type. 

Exhibit 2.  Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees,
by Grant Recipient
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Exhibit reads: Twenty‑five percent of FY 2002 TTT grantees are LEAs.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

The 92 grantees whose data were reported in the 2004–05 online APR were located in 37 states and the District of Columbia. While they represent numerous states, their geographic scope, in terms of the schools and districts served, ranged from a single district to multiple states.
 Most grantees (60 percent) had a local scope. Thirty percent had a state‑level scope and 10 percent had a regional or national scope (see Exhibit 8).

Exhibit 3.  Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees,
by Scope
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Exhibit reads: Sixty percent of the FY 2002 TTT grantees described themselves as local in scope.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

IHEs were the grant recipients of 53 percent of TTT projects with a local scope, while LEA grantees administered 38 percent of these locally oriented projects. This relationship makes sense considering the tradition of the IHE and LEA partnership around placement of interns and hiring of new teachers from traditional programs. Similarly, some of the earliest alternate route programs were begun in districts, where local hiring needs were the primary focus.

As Mayer et al. have reported (2003), in the universe of alternative certification programs, multiple approaches to sponsorship are typical. Unfortunately, the literature on alternative certification programs provides no guidance on which type of sponsorship is most effective, nor does it identify the problems associated with each. In the TTT evaluation, site visits to grantees of various types highlighted that different perspectives are taken according to sponsorship; however, the interim evaluations and APR responses did not indicate strong differences in outcomes according to sponsorship. Still, the existence of some differences indicates additional exploration of this relationship might be worthwhile.

As grantees, SEAs tend to have a broad view; they have the authority to bring overall flexibility to the certification eligibility process, within the context of state standards for teachers. State‑based alternate routes may also have the kind of leverage to both tap the provider interests of IHEs and to use state mentoring programs in support of alternative certification participants. They can set the standards for course content, training requirements, and license eligibility. 

Two examples of state grantees are South Carolina’s Program of Alternative Certification for Educators (PACE) and the TTT grant managed by the Maryland State Department of Education, the Maryland Alternative Routes to Certification Options (MARCO). These two also highlight the diversity among SEA grantees: PACE recruits and trains statewide; MARCO is focused on one large school district. The location of PACE in the SCSDE permits the preparation and certification of candidates to be centrally administered. The SCSDE draws on the expertise of national board teachers throughout the state to develop and deliver a single body of content through modules at university and school sites in the state. MARCO builds on an existing alternative certification program: the Resident Teacher Certificate program. The new TTT grant is designed to infuse more resources into the recruitment process and create the type of links within a centralized system that permit the coordination of the additional professional development and certification processes that teachers need. 

School district‑sponsored projects—such as Orange County (Florida) Public Schools (OCPS), Baldwin Park (California) Unified School District (BPUSD), and Newport News (Virginia) Public Schools (NNPS)—tend to have a local reach. These district‑initiated projects focus specifically on (a) midcareer or recent college graduates, helping them become credentialed teachers who will remain in the district and (b) paraprofessionals, who already work in its schools, and need support to move into credentialed status. 

Some IHE‑based projects (such as Montana State University) and nonprofit entities that work with universities (including Green River Regional Education Cooperative with Western Kentucky University [GRREC‑WKU] and the Intercultural Development Research Association [IDRA]) focus on regional needs and draw on the experience of IHEs’ traditional programs. 

Montana’s Northern Plains Transition to Teaching (NPTT) project developed an online program to facilitate a regional partnership among Montana, Wyoming, and South Dakota and brought each state department of education together around a common goal. 

GRREC, a regional service center for school districts, involves a collaborative and longstanding relationship with WKU. WKU’s model of teacher preparation serves as the source for preparing all GRREC’s TTT participants.

IDRA, which administers the Texas‑Teacher Excellence for All Students (T‑TExAS) and administered Project BECA (Bilingual Education Collaborating Alliance) from 2001 to 2004, is a nonprofit organization with a record of experience preparing teachers for bilingual education and English as a Second Language (ESL). While serving as the primary fiscal agent that provides general leadership and program oversight, IDRA relies on school districts to place candidates and on individual IHEs to prepare participants with the course delivery system of their choice. 

Participating LEAs

The primary goal of TTT projects is to realize the hiring and placement and certification of participants as teachers of record in high‑need schools in approved high‑need LEAs that have agreed to work with TTT grantees. Because they are in approved alternate route projects, TTT participants are considered highly qualified under NCLB, thus assisting high‑need schools in high‑need LEAs to meet the federal goal for placing a highly qualified teacher in every classroom. 

In their grant applications, prospective projects indicate those high‑need LEAs with which they will partner or, if an LEA, show how they qualify. In total, grantees reported the involvement of 939 LEAs that hired TTT participants in their third project year. While the number of LEAs involved with a single project varied, 74 percent of grantees reported placements of participants in 10 or fewer LEAs and involvement with just one LEA was reported by 27 percent of grantees. Fifty‑nine percent of all grantees reported five or fewer LEA partners and another 15 percent of grantees worked with between six and 10 LEAs (see Exhibit 9). Some grantees were working with one large urban district; others were addressing the needs of multiple, small rural districts. 

Exhibit 4.  Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting
Number of Participating LEAs

	[image: image4.png]4%

15%

Wot10
Bl 11to020
[ 21 t0 30
[[]31+







Note: Some grantees are LEAs.

Exhibit reads: Seventy‑four percent of FY 2002 TTT grantees reported working with between 0 and 10 participating LEAs. 

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

A relatively small proportion of all LEAs working with FY 2002 TTT grantees were urban (26 percent); 69 percent were described as rural (see Exhibit 10). Nationally, about 50 percent of districts are rural.
 This represented a concerted effort by grantees to address what has been noted as a concern in states with rural districts: the relative lack of teacher applicants who are highly qualified in all academic subjects they teach.

Exhibit 5.  Percentage of Participating LEAs by Type of LEA
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Exhibit reads: Twenty‑six percent of LEAs working with FY 2002 TTT grantees were identified as urban by grantees.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

Meeting the recruiting and hiring goals of partner districts, according to TTT projects, required substantial resources and key participating organizations that played important and often multiple roles. Projects reported that almost three‑quarters (71 percent) of participating organizations assisted with recruitment, and nearly as many provided assistance with training and course work (64 percent) and advice and governance through service on an advisory board (50 percent). About half of the organizations were reported to be supporting the retention goals of the grantee (52 percent) and mentoring and induction (50 percent), and 42 percent were occupied with candidate placement; 23 percent were reported to assist with a range of other responsibilities (see Exhibit 11). 

Exhibit 6.  Percentage of Participating Organizations with TTT Responsibilities
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Note: Advisory/governance refers to participation on advisory boards created by the grantees. 
Exhibit reads: Seventy‑one percent of participating organizations assisted the TTT project with recruitment activities.
Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

Project directors reported that grantees benefited most when participating organizations contributed community knowledge, skill and experience, and the wisdom required to negotiate state and district regulations. In addition, TTT projects reported that the accomplishments that could be made by their relatively small staffs were augmented when these organizations shouldered their commitment and assigned staff to fulfill these commitments. 
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Project Budget Resources

TTT project annual budgets over the five years range from just under $100,000 to nearly $800,000 (two grantees reported larger budgets for specific project years of between $1 million and $2 million). In the third project year, the FY 2002 cohort budgets ranged from a relatively small contribution or no new funds for the year (due to unexpended funds from the previous year) to a maximum grant of $724,300. As illustrated by Exhibit 12, the majority of TTT grantee budgets (63 percent) approved for the third project year might be characterized as “medium‑sized” (relative to all 2002 grants) within the range of $250,000–$499,999. In addition, the budgets for 23 percent of grantees were less than $249,999 and 14 percent were $500,000 or more. The total investment in grant awards in 2002 was $35 million.

Exhibit 7.  Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting
Third Year Budgets, by Size of Budget
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Exhibit reads: Twenty‑three percent of FY 2002 TTT grantees received approved allocations for the third project year under $249,999.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report and Interim Evaluations, 2004–05.

Forty‑two percent of grantees who provided responses in the APR survey indicated they were not finished expending their funds for the current year (see Exhibit 13).
 The program office can approve a roll‑over of unexpended funds, which is common for multiyear grantees. Some of the reasons for unexpended funds highlighted the challenges of operating alternate routes. 

Unexpended funds resulted when projects overestimated the costs of the program (20 percent), or had fewer than expected qualified participants applying for the grant (29 percent). Nearly 17 percent had carryover funds because their project started behind schedule. One project director explained why the project had purposely reserved money from previous years, “Purposefully, we have rolled over funds from project years 1 and 2 in order to be able to support the tuition scholarships introduced during project year 2 and afforded to cohorts 2, 3, 4 and 5 and mentoring costs (due to increased numbers) during projects years 3–5.” Only one grantee responded to the survey stating that he did not have any unexpended funds.

Exhibit 8.  Status of Unexpended Funds

	

	Comment
	Percentage of grantees who gave category response 

	Not finished expending budget*
	42

	Fewer than expected enrolled participants**
	29

	General costs were lower than expected
	20

	Project started behind schedule/after funding started
	17

	Other
	12

	N/A
	6

	Fewer than expected LEAs applying for grant
	2

	Did not have unexpended funds
	1

	Budget period changed
	1


*Still using the funding—fiscal budget year did not correspond with school year. Contracts, invoices, scholarships etc. still to be paid. Will expend or nearly expend all funds.

**Either fewer participants were recruited or hired, or they dropped out. This also affected the budget by decreasing the number of stipends and scholarships that were provided.

Exhibit reads: Nearly 42 percent of grantees who responded to the question about unexpended funds reported they had not finished expending their budget for that year.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

More than a third (39 percent) of grantees wrote that they would spend unexpended funds on general project activities, administrative purposes, and working toward the project objectives. More specific plans included recruitment (24 percent), improving the mentoring program (19 percent), professional development (20 percent), supplies and materials for participants (10 percent), more staff hires and raises (15 percent), and more scholarships and incentives to participants (23 percent). These activities are all approved within the scope of the TTT program. Three grantees (4 percent) wrote that they were anticipating more participants the following year and they were planning on using the money to accommodate and support them (see Exhibit 14).

Exhibit 9.  Plans for Use of Unexpended Funds

	Plan to use the unexpended funds over the next year

	Comment
	Percentage of grantees who gave category response 

	Other general project activities/working towards goal/administration and operation of grant
	39

	Recruitment
	24

	Provide more scholarships/incentives
	23

	Professional development
	20

	Mentoring program
	19

	Staff raises/hires
	15

	Supplies/materials for participants
	10

	Continue paying this year’s costs
	9

	Anticipate more participants next year
	4


Exhibit reads: Of those grantees who reported unexpended funds, 39 percent indicated plans to use unexpended funds for general project activities.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

Project Objectives: Progress and Challenges Over Three Years

At the end of Year 3, grantees submitted both the year 3 APRs and interim evaluations in which they described progress over three years toward the objectives set forth in their grant applications. TTT grantees proposed objectives that were integral to (1) the needs of their participating school districts (or their own needs if the grantee was a school district) and (2) met the overall TTT program goals. 

In both of these progress reports, TTT grantees reported undertaking refinements for recruitment and selection processes, for training approaches and content, and for mentoring activities. Changes were made only with the approval of the ED project officer and in keeping with the scope and objectives of the original application. In many projects, changes were informed by outside evaluations and were evidence of a process of continuous assessment. 

In their APR year 3 reports, 39 percent of the grantees reported success in meeting their objectives for the third project year; 2 percent stated that they had not met their objectives. Remaining responses encompassed a range of goal achievement, including grantees that exceeded their goals (6 percent), completed most of their goals (13 percent), completed some of their goals (7 percent) and did not meet most of their goals (1 percent) (see Exhibit 15). 

Some of the grantees (6 percent) responded that it was too early to be definitive, but they expected to meet their goals by the end of the reporting year (see Exhibit 15). 
Exhibit 10.  Progress in Meeting
Project‑Established Objectives in Year 3

	To what extent has your project met its objectives this reporting year?

	Category
	Percentage of grantees who gave category response 

	Met goal(s)
	39

	Response focuses progress made, but does not refer to the actual project goals (unable to tell if they are fulfilled)
	14

	Met most of goals
	13

	Met some goals
	7

	Exceeded goal(s)
	6

	Projected that they will meet goals by end of year
	6

	Goals are partially met
	3

	Only mentioned one goal (met)
	3

	Only mentioned one goal (partially met)
	3

	Did not meet goal(s)
	2

	Did not specify goals
	2

	Most goals not met
	1

	Only mentioned one goal (exceeded)
	1

	Other
	1


Exhibit reads: Thirty‑nine percent of grantees indicated that project goals were met.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

In their interim evaluations, also, grantees elaborated on issues and changes that had occurred within the project as well as the external factors that had influenced these. The most frequently reported issues were related to the sites and positions into which participants were placed (indicated by 42 percent) and the applicant or candidate pool (indicated by 41 percent). In addition, 34 percent reported issues with recruitment methods, 30 percent with the organization or structure of the project, and 29 percent with project personnel. The nature of the issues and changes for these four categories are detailed in the table below (see Exhibit 16).

Exhibit 11.  Issues and Changes Made to Meet
Project‑Established Objectives

	Type of issue or change 
	Nature of issue or change

	Sites/positions
	Positions expanded by:

· Adding new LEAs

Working with LEAs to identify vacancies sooner
Positions limited by:

· Failure to meet LEA qualifying definition

· Budget cuts

· Decreased student enrollment

· Location or organization

· Low demand for participants’ areas of certification

· Participants seeking out positions in non‑qualifying LEAs

	Applicant or candidate pool
	Pool expanded by:

· Seeking other target groups

· Using online recruitment and application methods

Offering additional grade levels or subject areas

Pool limited by:

· Military deployment

· Few paraprofessionals meeting prerequisites

· Few candidates meeting prerequisites

· Uncertainty about LEAs (see sites and positions, above)

· Competition with other alternate routes or districts

	Recruitment methods
	Effective recruitment methods include: 

· Web‑based tools (e.g., enhanced Web sites, online applications, advertisements)

Face‑to‑face interaction (e.g., job fairs, informational sessions)
Recruitment challenged by:

· Project organization (e.g., small staff, relocation)

· Uncertainty about LEAs (see sites and positions, above)

	Organization/structure
	Changes to improve organization by:

· New partners (LEAs, IHEs)

· Development of committees to evaluate and advise

New/expanded project location 

Changes to improve structure by:

· New grade level or subject area focus

	Personnel
	New or proposed personnel as:

· Coordinators for recruitment, certification, and mentoring

· Project directors

· Support staff

Academic advisers

Loss of personnel through:

· Resignation by individuals

· Eliminated positions


Note: The number of instances was based on 90 interim evaluations with details on issues and changes.

Source: Grantee Interim Evaluations, 2005.

Grantees responded to the challenges they faced in meeting their objectives in many different ways; however, three key methods mentioned in 60 percent of grantee responses to this survey question on the APR were confirmed in the interim reports: (1) networking and collaborating with LEA partners, education and community agencies, other alternate route projects and schools; (2) providing more or improving professional development; and (3) increasing recruitment efforts. 

About 39 percent of grantees reported that they had worked on networking and collaborating with LEAs, SEAs, partnering agencies and other projects, schools, and teachers. These efforts increased communication and understanding; personal contacts proved to be invaluable resources for problem solving and were especially helpful in hiring and recruitment. 

Some grantees reported receiving assistance with more specific problems from persons who were not participating in day‑to‑day decisions about the project. For example, after the most recent restructuring of one public school district, a grantee there contacted school principals to make sure that paraprofessionals in the TTT project would be able to keep their jobs while they worked toward certification. 

Grantees worked to make the program experience more successful for participants by improving professional development opportunities and offering more support. To accommodate the inflexible nature of teachers’ schedules and participants living and working in rural areas, grantees adapted courses for accessibility. Many of these projects offered options such as online courses, night classes, summer courses, and internships. Grantees also worked to improve their mentoring component by spending more time and money on recruiting and training mentors for the project. One grantee reflected, “Our most effective strategy has been to increase the mentorship provided through the use of mentor consultants. These mentors coach, model, observe, and provide feedback [to participants] on a consistent, ongoing basis.” This improvement in training helped provide the support participants needed to stay with the project and become successful. 

Grantees addressed the issue of participant dropout in part by clarifying and reiterating the program’s requirements and financial obligations: “The TTT participants have been involved in trainings throughout the year. Participants now have a more comprehensive understanding of their responsibilities for meeting the guidelines of the grant requirements,” said one project director. By maintaining an understanding of what is involved in completing the project requirements and being more aware of what was involved in financial planning for their expenses during their TTT involvement, grantees found that participants were more likely to remain and were more prepared for the demands of training and the career ahead of them. 

Overall, grantees reported in their APRs that they experienced varying degrees of success with addressing challenges: three stated outright that their efforts had not been effective, some reported continuing efforts to confront issues, and a few acknowledged that they did not know how to tackle the problems that confronted them (see Exhibit 17). 

Exhibit 12.  Approaches to Resolving Difficulties or Barriers

	How are these difficulties or barriers being addressed?

	Category
	Percentage of grantees who gave category response 

	Networked/collaborated with other/current LEAs, agencies, projects, schools, teachers, etc.
	39

	Increased professional development and opportunities*
	36

	Increased recruitment efforts**
	25

	Other
	16

	Improved communication
	11

	Reduced program cost, provided incentives and/or stipends
	9

	Made staff adjustments
	8

	Clarified requirements
	7

	Incorporated more high‑need districts as LEA partners
	7

	Refined selection process
	5

	Expanded capacity to include more candidates
	2


	Situation has changed so the initial challenge is no longer an issue
	1


*Including recruiting and training mentors and improving the mentor program, providing more flexible courses for participants (e.g., summer or Internet‑based)

**Such as interest sessions, encouraging current participants to recruit, developing the Web site, expanding geographical location, attempting to reach more types of participants not originally targeted (e.g., nonmilitary participants)

Exhibit reads: Thirty‑nine percent of grantees indicated they relied on networking or collaborating with LEAs and other entities to resolve difficulties or barriers.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.


TTT Teachers

This evaluation gathered information about TTT participants who became new teachers from two sources: the APR submitted by grantees described the participants in the third project year and a few questions sought data on new teachers of record, for example, the number hired each year; the TTT teacher surveys were administered to teachers who had been hired since 2002 and up to 2004. In this survey, teachers reported on their own backgrounds and experiences. This section provides data from both sources regarding the participants who became teachers.

The literature provides some support for the premise that alternate routes tend to attract greater percentages of minority candidates (Allen, 2003; Clewell and Villegas, 2001; Lutz and Hutton, 1989; Shen, 1997). Further, for 2005, the National Center for Education Information (NCEI) reported 32 percent of new teachers from alternate routes as non‑white, compared to just 11 percent of the total teacher workforce in that year. However, Humphrey and Wechsler (2005) suggest that in terms of race and ethnicity, participants in alternate route programs generally reflect the demographic composition of the local labor markets. 
Grantees reported about half of participants in the third project year were white and half represented other categories: 27 percent black, 13 percent Hispanic and 9 percent in several other categories. Little difference was reported when these data were broken down by target group for midcareer professionals and recent college graduates. In both groups, more than half of the participants were white and close to 30 percent were black. The race and ethnicity reports for paraprofessionals, however, indicate that more paraprofessionals were Hispanic than among other participant groups. This was likely due to the concentration of paraprofessionals in TTT projects located in districts with a large proportion of Hispanic residents.

As a group, TTT teachers hired between 2002 and 2004 confirmed the grantee reports that they were racially and ethnically more diverse than teachers in the workforce with three or fewer years of experience; for example, 30 percent of TTT teachers reported they were black, compared with 19 percent of teachers in the general workforce coming through alternate routes and 9 percent of teachers in the workforce trained in traditional routes (SASS, 2003–04). In addition, 62 percent of TTT teachers described themselves as white (compared with 77 percent of teachers who came through alternate routes generally and 89 percent of teachers trained in traditional routes); 12 percent reported that they are Hispanic compared to 6 percent of teachers in the workforce trained in traditional programs (see Exhibit 18). 

Exhibit 13.  Percentage of TTT Teachers, by Ethnicity and Race
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	Exhibit reads: Twelve percent of TTT teachers are Hispanic.

Source: Transition to Teaching TTT teacher survey, 2005–06.
	Exhibit reads: Sixty‑two percent of TTT teachers are white.

Source: Transition to Teaching TTT teacher survey, 
2005–06.


TTT teachers differed notably as to their ethnicity when examined by target group: 18 percent of paraprofessionals reported their ethnicity as Hispanic, compared to 12 percent of the total participant sample (see Exhibit 19). 

Exhibit 14.  Percentage of TTT Teachers Who Are Hispanic,
by Target Group


[image: image11.emf]
Exhibit reads: Eighteen percent of TTT teachers who were paraprofessionals described their ethnicity as Hispanic.

Source: Transition to Teaching TTT teacher survey, 2005–06.

When TTT teachers identified themselves according to target group for the TTT teacher survey, the smallest percentage reported they were paraprofessionals (13 percent) and the largest percentage reported they were midcareer professionals (50 percent) (see Exhibit 20). 

Exhibit 15.  Percentage of TTT Teachers, by Target Group
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Exhibit reads: Thirteen percent of TTT teachers in FY 2002 grantees described themselves as paraprofessionals.

Source: Transition to Teaching TTT teacher survey, 2005–06.

Although some alternate routes focus on recruiting individuals from specific occupations related to educational backgrounds in mathematics, science, and technology, studies of alternate routes have found relatively limited occupational diversity among participants as a whole. These studies indicate that many participants have backgrounds as students or other school‑related areas, or in other fields, rather than the anticipated professional backgrounds (Humphrey and Wechsler, 2005; Shen, 1997; Zientek, Capraro, and Capraro, 2006). Among the participants in the third project year of the FY 2002 grantees, prior occupations ranged from professional to service: 29 percent of participants worked in professional occupations, 22 percent worked as K–12 school staff (including paraprofessionals) (see Exhibit 21).

Exhibit 16.  Percentage of 2004–05
Participants by Occupation Prior to TTT
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Exhibit reads: The prior occupation of 11 percent of participants in the third project year of FY 2002 grantees was reported as “other.” See footnote below for details of category development.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.


[image: image14]


[image: image15]
2. Preparation and Certification* 




















Attraction of TTT


In making the decision to pursue teacher certification through TTT, 47 percent of recent college graduates indicated that they were influenced by the incentives offered by TTT projects, while 45 percent noted the promise of support while teaching and 34 percent the location of the TTT project were influential factors.


TTT Preparation and Outcomes


Thirty�seven percent of recent college graduate participants engaged in student teaching as part of their preparation, and 99 percent reported finding full�time (rather than part�time, itinerant, or substitute) positions as teachers of record. Among teachers of record in this recent college graduate group, 25 percent reported positions in mathematics, 15 percent in special education, 13 percent in science, and 13 percent in general K–5 positions. Ninety�one percent of these teachers of record reported holding certification that matched their main teaching assignment; however, 26 percent also indicated that they taught classes outside of their main teaching field. 


Who are midcareer professionals, and what are their experiences in TTT? 


Recruitment


Eighty�seven percent of grantees reported targeting this group in their recruitment efforts, aiming for a total of 2,022 midcareer professional participants. However, 8,513 midcareer professionals submitted applications and 64 percent of these (5,467) were deemed eligible for acceptance into TTT. Midcareer professionals, or those who transitioned to teaching from a career outside of education, form the largest group of TTT participants.


Demographics


The midcareer professional group was reported as 54 percent white, 29 percent black, and 10 percent Hispanic. Seventy�four percent of these participants held bachelors’ degrees as their highest degree, and 15 percent held masters’ degrees. Forty�five percent of midcareer professionals held professional occupations prior to their participation in TTT; 26 percent were in service occupations, and 26 percent worked in other or unknown occupations. 


Attraction of TTT


More than their paraprofessional and recent college graduate counterparts, midcareer participants were influenced to participate in TTT by the guarantee of employment (43 percent). In addition, 46 percent were influenced by the offer of incentives, 46 percent by the support provided by the project as they worked toward certification, and 37 percent by the support provided during teaching. 


TTT Preparation and Outcomes


Thirty�nine percent of midcareer participants reported they took part in student teaching as part of the TTT program, and 95 percent reported holding full�time positions as teachers of record. Among teachers of record in the midcareer group, 25 percent reported teaching positions in mathematics, 23 percent were in special education, 12 percent in science, and 9 percent in general K–5 classrooms. Eighty�eight percent of these teachers of record indicated that their certification is appropriate to their main teaching assignment; however, 20 percent reported that they teach subjects outside of their main teaching field. 





Source: Transition to Teaching Evaluation, Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05 and TTT Teacher Survey, 2005–06





Examples of Assistance Provided by Participating Organizations for FY 2002 Grantees


Assistance in meeting recruitment objectives: A grantee in Washington, D.C., working with American University stated, “The relationship with these partners has brought in top quality candidates to the program who are dedicated to continuing work in the D.C. Public Schools.” At another project with many partners the project director commented on how the multiple organizations were able to work together and strategize to cover the most ground for recruiting, “Central Missouri State University (CMSU) and Northwest Missouri State University (NWMSU) collaborated to recruit and place candidates in the joint TTT initiative. CMSU catered more to candidates in the south and east parts of the Kansas City while NWMSU catered more to candidates in the north and west parts of Kansas City. This helped cut candidates’ travel time and make class locations more easily accessible. NWMSU utilized the services of the Northwest Regional Professional Development Center for providing materials and training for candidates.”


Contributions to retention in high�need LEAs: Organizations sometimes also had an advantage of having participated in similar programs which meant that they not only had experience in that area, but they also had relevant contacts there. “Wayne State University’s experience with designing and delivering educational programs in the urban setting has allowed Detroit Public Schools to recruit from a pool of program participants who have a higher probability of teaching in urban settings,” wrote a project director in his APR submission.


Assistance with licensure requirements: The Ohio Department of Education was reported to have supplied staffing support for a TTT project and provided more information, including direct linkages, to licensure requirements and state standards for curriculum. Sometimes grantees were able to seek help from the department in more specific areas, for example, the Office of Bilingual Pupil Services at the New York City Department of Education helped to find and recruit participants for their programs.


Assistance with placement and hiring: TeachOregon has developed an online program that matches teachers seeking employment with school districts with open positions and has added a new search feature focusing on high�need schools (incorporating schools that are eligible as high�need through the Transition to Teaching program as well as a Title II Teacher Quality program). This system is intended to match highly qualified newly licensed teachers with high�need schools in high�need LEAs that have open positions. 


Contribution to mentoring component: Texas A&M Universities as a partner developed an e�mentoring program that was available at all nine campuses. In Oregon, Western Oregon University “ran a highly successful” Teacher Mentor Institute summer 2004 with 47 experienced teachers learning how to better mentor new teachers. 


Assistance with knowledge of the community: A TTT grantee in California explained how its partnership helped train participants: “We work closely with a community�based organization called Hope Community Services, Inc. We place our project participants there in their afterschool and summer school programs. Our project participants develop their teaching skills and experience working with students from low income, diverse cultural and language backgrounds.” According to the grantee, community members know their communities better than anyone else, and an experience such as this provides a valuable introduction to contacts in the community and helps teachers know what to expect as they plan to teach in that community.





Seeking Broader Outcomes 


Reach to Teach in Georgia�2002 Transition to Teaching Project�Georgia Professional Standards Commission


A number of TTT grantees were developed at the state level and, according to their project directors, have developed approaches that have had broader implications for state certification or workforce policy. The following example is provided by the Reach to Teach grantee in Georgia.


Results of Reducing Barriers: More Candidates


Alternative route teachers accounted for 19.2 percent of all new Georgia teacher hires in 2005. (This is slightly higher than national statistics reported in 2005, which show that 35,000 plus individuals completed alternate routes compared to about 300,000 certified through traditional routes.) This percentage has increased from 7.1 percent since 2000 and is predicted to rise annually. Recent changes in Georgia certification policies have significantly reduced or eliminated barriers to enable schools to attract, prepare and certify teachers from alternative routes into both high�need and all other schools. Since winter 2002, the Reach to Teach in Georgia Program (RTT) at the Georgia Professional Standards Commission has recruited and supported over 550 qualifying alternative route teachers of record in eligible high-need schools. These teachers have achieved or are candidates for full certification through the Georgia Teacher Alternative Preparation Program (GATAPP) and other state�approved alternative programs. The RTT participants are in 23 high-need LEAs and 472 schools selected from over 70 qualifying Georgia LEAs. Some participating LEAs hired more than 70 percent of new hires and 40 percent of the teacher workforce from RTT targeted candidates. Retention among RTT participants exceeds the state retention average of all traditional and alternative route teachers in the first three years of employment. Project participation for LEAs and teachers is restricted only by eligibility criteria, program and staff capacities, and by funding resources. 


Maximizing Outreach


From inception the RTT planning group recognized the need to maximize outreach and impact, and to ensure that successes are sustained and perpetuated beyond federal funding. Project staff and participants work with a Transition to Teaching Committee of the Statewide School Human Resources Task Force to implement an ongoing plan and coordinate allowable funding and resource allocations to disseminate information about the Transition to Teaching purpose, programs, strategies, pitfalls and successes. The result is increasing capacity among Georgia superintendents, human resource officers, principals and peer teachers to effectively staff and retain highly qualified teachers from a variety of alternative sources into high�need schools and to raise student achievement by improving teacher performance in the classroom. The RTT program joins with Georgia’s Troops and Spouses to Teachers Programs, Title IIA and Georgia Department of Education teacher quality initiatives, the GATAPP and other approved alternative preparation programs, the state’s TeachGeorgia recruitment program, and with TeachGeorgia.org official electronic application and educator job placement Web site, etc., to sponsor and conduct Best Practices Institutes in recruiting, preparing, retaining and assessing the performance of alternative route teachers. 


Mixed Model of Delivery


An RTT Academy Faculty comprised of selected National Board Certified Teachers in critical content fields has developed and facilitates a mixed model face�to�face, virtual support and training network and delivery through Livetext. The faculty trains teacher participants in content knowledge and skills, classroom management development, classroom culture and diversity, lesson planning, and conducts regular content dialogue groups with RTT cohort members across Georgia. The RTT staff has completed educator workforce analysis and planning [Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats (SWOT)] sessions in project LEAs and communities. Participants are replicating the SWOT process by training non�project LEAs to conduct workforce analysis and planning activities. Evolving evidence of the project’s infusion into Georgia school staffing priorities and State level participation is seen in project years three and four. Representatives from the Human Recourses Task Force, RTT and other LEAs, the business community and higher education are currently engaged in a Statewide Effective Schools Staffing Task Force to devise and recommend to the governor and legislature, a Georgia Effective Staffing Plan: Recruiting to Retain the Highest Quality Educators in Georgia Public Schools, 2007–2010; and to approve a common recruitment, employment and retention definition of the ‘Hard�to�Staff’ Georgia School. The workgroup emphasizes effective educator staffing in high-need schools as priority among recruiting and retaining high quality teacher performance in all schools. 











Who are paraprofessionals, and what are their experiences in TTT?


Recruitment


The smallest group of TTT participants, paraprofessionals were targeted for recruitment into TTT by 52 percent of grantees. Grantees reported receiving 1,642 applications from paraprofessionals, of which 1,068 proved eligible for entry into TTT teacher preparation. TTT participants in the paraprofessionals group have at least two years of experience in K–12 classrooms (as a teacher’s aide, for example) and a minimum of four semesters of postsecondary education or demonstrated competence in an academic subject. 


Demographics


Paraprofessional participants proved a more diverse group than their counterparts in the midcareer and recent college graduate groups. Grantees reported the highest percentage of paraprofessional participants as Hispanic (32 percent), with 28 percent white, 22 percent black, and 13 percent in “multiracial” or other categories. Half of paraprofessionals held bachelors’ degrees as their highest degrees, 23 percent held no degree, and 20 percent held two-year degrees.


Attraction of TTT


In deciding to participate in TTT, 61 percent of paraprofessional participants indicated that they were influenced by the incentives offered, 31 percent by the location of the project, 27 percent by the method of delivery (such as online or on weekends), and 36 percent by the guarantee of employment.


TTT Preparation and Outcomes


Because many paraprofessionals have no bachelors’ degrees, it makes sense that 61 percent of grantees reported requiring that paraprofessionals take courses for credit toward one. More paraprofessional participants reported receiving support in the form of common planning time (66 percent) and extra classroom assistance (34 percent) than their midcareer and recent college graduate counterparts, and 42 percent engaged in student teaching. Eighty�eight percent of paraprofessional participants reported holding full�time positions as teachers of record. Among former paraprofessionals who were working as teachers of record, the largest groups worked in special education (30 percent) and general K–5 (20 percent) positions, with 12 percent in mathematics positions and 10 percent in science. Twelve percent of paraprofessional participants working as teachers of record indicated that they were teaching in subjects outside of their main field, but 86 percent reported that their main teaching assignment matched their certification area.


Who are recent college graduates, and what are their experiences in TTT?


Recruitment


Seventy�nine percent of grantees reported targeting recent college graduates as they recruited applicants to their TTT projects. Grantees reported receiving 4,075 applications from recent college graduates, and 75 percent of these were deemed eligible for teacher preparation. Recent college graduates include individuals who graduated from a college or university within three years of their application to a TTT project. These participants hold at least a bachelor’s degree in a field other than education.


Demographics


More than half (55 percent) of recent college graduate participants are white, 27 percent are black, and 10 percent are Hispanic. As might be expected given their status as recent college graduates, 87 percent were reported as holding a bachelor’s degree as the highest degree earned, while 5 percent held a master’s degree and 8 percent had some other degree as the highest earned. Twenty�one percent of recent college graduates reported being students as their prior occupation, 18 percent held professional occupations, 17 percent were K–12 school staff, and 15 percent were in service occupations. 











4. New Teacher Satisfaction





3. Hiring, Placement and Support for Retention



































Participant Characteristics





1. Recruitment and Selection of Participants








� A “high�need” LEA is defined as an LEA that serves not fewer than 10,000 children from families with incomes below the poverty line; for which not less than 20 percent of the children served by the agency are from families below the poverty line; and for which there is a high percentage of teachers not teaching in the academic subjects that the teachers were trained to teach; or for which there is a high percentage of teachers with emergency, provisional, or temporary certification or licensing.





A “high�need” school is defined as a school which is located in an area in which the percentage of students from families with incomes below the poverty line is 30 percent or more; or located in an area with a high percentage of out�of�field teachers; within the top quartile of elementary schools and secondary schools statewide, as rated by the number of unfilled, available teacher positions at the schools; located in an area in which there is a high teacher turnover rate; or located in an area in which there is a high percentage of teachers who are not certified. Accessed on Oct. 23, 2006 from the Web at http://www.teacher�now.org/Federal_Section/Transitions�to�Teaching/TTT_e.asp.


� When the evaluation began, there were 94 grantees in the survey population. However, two grants were removed from the data file prior to data analysis when their grant status changed.


� Appendix D contains a description of the evaluation methodology and the evaluation questions.


� AIR visited the following eight TTT grantees in fall 2004 and winter of 2005 during the third year of the grant implementation:


1.	Maryland State Department of Education Project MARCO


2.	Green River Regional Education Cooperative (Kentucky) Project GRREC


3.	Baldwin Park Unified School District (California) BPUSD—Project ACE


4.	Orange County Public Schools (Florida) Project—ACP


5.	Intercultural Development Research Association (Texas) Project—T-TExAS


6.	South Carolina State Department of Education Project—PACE


7.	Montana State University, Bozeman Northern Plains Transition to Teaching (NPTT)


8.	Newport News Public Schools (Virginia) NNPS/ODU Partnership


� Eligible applicants for TTT awards are an SEA; a high�need LEA; a for�profit or nonprofit organization that has a proven record of effectively recruiting and retaining highly qualified teachers, in a partnership with a high�need LEA or an SEA; an institution of higher education (IHE) in a partnership with a high�need LEA or an SEA; a regional consortium of SEAs; or a consortium of high�need LEAs. 


� For the APR, grantees indicated the “type” of project as local, state or regional or national. This report also refers to this as “scope,” meaning the geographic reach of TTT in terms of the potential impact on LEAs, whether in the local area, in multiple areas of a state, or across the region or country. The ED categories for scope are: national or regional projects that serve eligible high�need LEAs in more than one state; statewide projects that serve eligible high�need LEAs statewide or eligible high�need LEAs in more than one area of a state; and local projects that serve one eligible high�need LEA or two or more eligible high�need LEAs in a single area of a state.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/RuralEd/definitions.asp" ��http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/RuralEd/definitions.asp� for detailed codes.





� The online APR was used to gather data up to May 2005 of the third project year. Project directors updated their information in September 2005 and many had not completed expending funds for scholarships and salaries.


� Occupations were collapsed into six variables. The “other” category consists of retired, unemployed, and other unspecified occupations. K–12 school staff includes both instructional and noninstructional staff. Service occupations include protective, food, and personal care services, per the U.S. Department of Labor categorization. Service occupations also include production, craft or repair, health�related technicians, and technician or research assistants. Professional occupations include scientist, mathematician, engineer, lawyer or other legal professions, technology sector occupations, nonprofits, human resources, social worker or counselor, and health�field worker. The “unknown” variable refers to participants whose prior occupation was not known by grantees.
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		Exhibit 3. TTT Teachers' Choice of Preparation Pathway Without TTT
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		Exhibit 4. Number of TTT Participants Who Were New Teachers of Record in High Schools in High-Need LEAs, by Grade Level and Year and Subject Area in 2002, 2003 and 2004

						Elementary/Middle		General		Middle		Elementary		High						Foreign Language		Social Studies		ESL		English Language Arts		Science		Mathematics		Special Education

				2004		235		592		688		922		1,125				2002		46		38		66		104		185		208		359

				2003		131		409		670		763		1,099				2003		42		121		330		291		419		612		881

				2002		37		232		260		363		405				2004		55		186		423		270		492		505		903

		Exhibit 5. Percentage of Participants Who Became Teachers of Record in 2002 and 2003 and Their Retention Status, by Year Entering the TTT Project (2002 and 2003)
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		Exhibit 13. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting 3-Year Budgets, by Size of Budget
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		Exhibit 19. Percentage of TTT Teachers, by Ethnicity and Race
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