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executive summary

Congress established the Transition to Teaching (TTT) program to serve high‑need schools in high‑need districts (local education agencies or LEAs).
 The program 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 purposes of TTT are “(a) to recruit and retain highly qualified mid‑career 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.” 
This report presents the findings of the TTT interim evaluation—an effort to gather data to describe to Congress the progress at the three‑year interim point of five‑year grants awarded in FY 2002. 

Four primary data sources were used as the basis for the report: 

· An online Annual Performance Report (APR) to document project‑level characteristics and outcomes was developed and administered in 2004–2005, covering the third year of project activities; 

· Eight case studies of FY 2002 projects were conducted in 2004–2005;

· A survey of participants from the first three project years who were hired as teachers of record during that time period was conducted in 2005–2006; and

· Interim reports submitted by grantees in the FY 2002 cohort in 2005 were the basis for a review of objectives, progress made, and challenges in the first three years.

Data from the 2003–2004 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) were also used to compare the characteristics, teaching assignments, perceptions and future plans of TTT teachers and teachers in the workforce with less than three years of experience. 

The resulting report brings together data from all of these sources to describe the overall implementation picture of the FY 2002 grantees, describing each component of the TTT projects: recruitment and selection, preparation, certification, placement, support while teaching, and retention. 

TTT grantees are a microcosm of the alternate routes implemented in approximately 600 program sites in 48 states and the District of Columbia (Feistritzer, 2006). Of the 92 FY 2002 TTT grantees whose progress at the third year of project activity were analyzed in this evaluation, fully half were institutions of higher education (IHEs), 25 percent were LEAs, 17 percent were state departments of education (SEAs), and 7 percent were nonprofit organizations.
 Nearly two‑thirds of FY 2002 grantees (60 percent) had a local (rather than statewide or regional or national) focus. 
 All TTT grantees focus on serving the needs of high‑need schools in high‑need LEAs, as defined in the legislation (see footnote 1). A relatively small proportion of all LEAs working with FY 2002 TTT grantees were urban (26 percent); 69 percent were described as rural by the TTT projects.

TTT projects recruit from one or more target groups, as spelled out in the authorizing legislation, addressing the needs of school districts and schools that have met the “high‑need” designation. In most TTT projects, participants become teachers simultaneously with their “enrollment” in the project; however, some projects require course completion and even a lengthy internship prior to becoming a teacher of record. 

TTT projects offer flexibility to participants as they complete state teacher certification requirements. The approaches used by various projects are structured to meet the NCLB standards for approved alternate route projects; thus, TTT teachers are considered highly qualified teachers, according to NCLB guidelines. Projects seek applicants who meet the content knowledge provisions outlined for all teachers in NCLB. In the FY 2002 projects that focus on paraprofessionals, some individuals are matriculating to earn their first bachelor’s degree, but nearly all other participants already have an earned bachelor’s. 

Preparation for teaching is a primary concern, once participants are selected. Some participants enroll in academic courses through local IHEs; others participate in seminars and professional development activities where they demonstrate competencies. Online courses and online mentoring components are incorporated in a number of TTT projects. While much of the content is similar to what a typical teacher studies in preparation for her role, in some TTT projects, the emphasis at the beginning of preparation is on the craft of teaching and on classroom management. Many TTT projects require a student teaching experience during the summer prior to teaching or for an entire year. About 40 percent of teachers participating in TTT projects (FY 2002) reported they had a student teaching experience. 

Once hired and teaching, participants in TTT projects find an array of supports available to them. Some TTT projects create and implement mentoring and other induction programs; in others, participants gain access to induction programs currently in place and supported by the state or district. 

Interim Report Findings

The findings from this interim report underscore the ways in which the TTT grantees (and the program) have addressed three key NCLB policy issues related to this federal grant program. Based on one project year’s performance report and interim evaluations of varying depth and detail, this report stops short of a comprehensive program evaluation, because grantees continue to make improvements and changes to their projects and many expected to have a no‑cost extension year. 

Increasing the pool of highly qualified teachers by recruiting nontraditional candidates into teaching

Each TTT grantee specifies the target population it plans to recruit and sets recruitment targets for the grant overall and for each project year: most projects target more than one applicant group. Recruitment strategies and information dissemination about the project are key, because the populations being targeted may be uncertain about how to become a teacher and may not be aware that there are (within their state) many alternative routes to meeting state teacher certification requirements. Also, with its focus on high‑need schools in high‑need LEAs, TTT projects face more of a challenge to identify unfilled positions and recruit and place individuals with the appropriate credentials for these positions.

TTT grantees reported they learned that the most powerful way to reach people is by “word of mouth,” that is, informal and formal presentations by project administrators and presentations by TTT participants in schools and IHEs. TTT teachers, in turn, agreed that the approach through which they gained the most information was by “word of mouth.” Targeted recruitment efforts for specific populations were highly recommended by TTT grantees; however, more costly measures, such as TV advertising, were not as productive because, while the level of interest received was high, many of those expressing interest were not qualified. Web site content was found to be very valuable to prospective participants. Disseminating full information about the project and the expected commitment proved effective, according to participants, as was establishing a reputation as a strong project. 

As a cohort, the TTT FY 2002 grantees were highly successful in attracting a large number of applicants for targeted positions in the third project year: TTT grantees set targets to hire nearly 4,000 teachers and they reported receiving applications from 14,000 prospective candidates. One unique aspect of a TTT project is that it may have more than one recruiting period in a calendar year and be serving two or more cohorts of participants in one year. 

TTT projects also report generally succeeding in finding placements in high‑need schools in high‑need districts for eligible participants, however, they reported many challenges associated with this process, including budget shifts that reduced positions, changing state requirements, competition from other routes to teaching, some negative views toward alternate routes, and a lack of LEAs in their areas that meet the program standard for high‑need. As a result, in their three‑year interim evaluations, many grantees recalled that the challenge of meeting recruiting and placement goals for those specific districts was felt each year.

Overall, in the first three years of the grant, the FY 2002 grantees have facilitated the hiring of an estimated 7,000 new teachers. Projects gradually ramped up in terms of the number hired, with a fairly large jump from year 1 to year 2. 

The following tables describe the level of recruitment for the grantee cohort of FY 2002 as a whole, highlighting three findings: TTT grantees tend to recruit more than one type of participant; midcareer professionals make up the largest portion of teachers recruited and hired through the TTT grantee projects; and TTT recruitment efforts yield many more applicants than are eligible to become highly qualified teachers (see Exhibits 1 and 2).

Exhibit 1.  Percentage of Grantees Reporting Target Groups and
Percentage of Year 3 Participants from Each Target Group

	Target Group of Grantees
	Percentage of Grantees Targeting This Group
	Percentage of Total 
Year 3 Participants From Each Target Group

	Midcareer professionals
	87
	59

	Paraprofessionals
	52
	14

	Recent college graduates
	79
	27


Exhibit reads: Eighty‑seven percent of FY 2002 grantees targeted midcareer professionals, and fifty‑nine percent of participants were midcareer professionals. Not shown in this exhibit is the small percentage that target one of the three groups alone; 4 percent of TTT FY 2002 projects target paraprofessionals exclusively.

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

Exhibit 2.  Number of Participants Targeted, Total Applications Received, and Total Applicants Determined as Eligible as Reported by FY 2002 TTT Grantees for the Third Project Year, by Target Group 

	Target Group of Grantees
	Goal (Number of Participants to Recruit)
	Number of Applications Received
	Number of Applicants Determined as Eligible
	Percentage of Applicants Determined as Eligible
	Ratio of Eligible Applications per Slot

	Midcareer professionals
	2,022
	8,513
	5,467
	64
	2.7 to 1

	Paraprofessionals
	781
	1,642
	1,068
	65
	1.4 to 1

	Recent college graduates
	893
	4,075
	3,062
	75
	3.4 to 1


Exhibit reads: Across all FY 2002 grantees, the total number of individuals from the midcareer target group sought was 2,022; 8,513 applications were received; 5,467 applicants (64 percent of the total applications received) were determined to be eligible through the selection and screening process. The ratio of eligible applications per slot was 2.7 to 1 in the third project year.

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

Bringing increased flexibility to 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
At the time of the awarding of these grants, nearly three‑quarters of states had already at least one approved alternate route. The rest were expected to follow suit, stimulated by the NCLB expectation that states eliminate all emergency or provisional certificate and waiver programs (Feistritzer, personal communication, 2006). Approximately one‑third of the TTT FY 2002 awards were provided to entities seeking to build on existing programs (under state‑approved alternate routes) and approximately two‑thirds of the awards went to entities initiating new programs. As a federal grant program, TTT has enhanced and sustained the approved alternate routes in states, and, in some states and districts, it has been the source of the first alternate route option for those entering teaching and the first program.

Participants in TTT projects report that financial incentives offered, an employment guarantee, and support while obtaining certification are the three most attractive features of TTT projects. Through the TTT grant, projects were able to offer financial incentives, which could include scholarship or tuition reimbursement of up to $5,000 for the grant period for those committing to teach in high‑need schools in approved high‑need school districts for at least three years. This assistance is compelling for many individuals who do not have the resources to return to school and want to remain continuously employed while preparing to be certified. 

TTT teachers who became teachers of record during the first three years of the FY 2002 grant primarily reported they made the decision to become a teacher because of their desire to work with young people (64 percent). TTT teachers also reported they perceived the project to add value through its requirements for study, and more than two‑thirds said they felt well prepared to teach their subject area. TTT teachers reported that their projects followed through on their commitments. Still, these teachers experienced challenges in their first few months of teaching, noting that the administrative, classroom management, and time demands of teaching were very challenging. These challenges, it should be noted, are similar to the ones experienced by many new teachers.

Like teachers in the workforce today, about half of the TTT teachers who have been teaching in the first three years of these grants reported they planned to stay in teaching for as long as they were able. These teachers also suggested that, while working conditions and administrative‑related issues could be a factor in a decision to leave teaching, they were anticipating the level of these challenges would be moderate with respect to their long‑term teaching plans.

Twenty percent of TTT teachers indicated they would not have entered teaching, if the TTT option were not available in their area. Among targeted groups, paraprofessionals were least likely to say they would not have taught without the TTT alternative (14 percent) compared to recent college graduates (22 percent) and midcareer professionals (24 percent). Teachers who were born in the 1980s were much more likely to say they would have simply not taught if TTT were not available. Incentives were the top‑ranked influence on a participant’s decision to participate in TTT; for those who placed this as the top influence, if TTT was not available, they indicated they would have chosen a traditional program. Finally, teachers of social studies and foreign languages were least likely to have expected to find another alternate route and most likely to have simply not taught. No pattern was discernible for mathematics or science teachers (see Exhibit 3).

Exhibit 3.  TTT Teachers’ Choice of Preparation Pathway 
Without TTT
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Exhibit reads: Thirty‑three percent of TTT teachers reported they would have participated in a traditional teacher education program if the TTT project had not been available.

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

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

Over the first three years of the FY 2002 grants included in this evaluation, an estimated 7,000 participants were hired to teach and were working in areas designated by school districts of greatest need: middle and high school and in the subject areas of science, mathematics and special education. TTT projects have been generally able to increase the number of participants recruited and hired in each project year (see Exhibit 4). The largest percentage of TTT teachers were hired to teach mathematics (21 percent) and special education (21 percent).

Exhibit 4.  Number of TTT Participants Who Were New Teachers 
of Record in High‑Need Schools in High‑Need LEAs, 
by Grade Level and Year and Subject Area in 2002, 
2003 and 2004
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Exhibit reads: In 2004, 1,125 new teachers of record were hired in participating LEAs for high school placements.
Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.

TTT teachers have been generally assigned to teach in the field in which they are seeking certification but at least 20 percent overall reported they have also been assigned to teach subjects outside of their main teaching area. Eighty percent or more of TTT teachers in the first three years reported their certification matched their main teaching assignment.

Calculating a three‑year retention rate for TTT teachers was not possible for this interim evaluation, because the data were not available at the time of the grantee reports. However, data for the first two groups of teachers hired in 2002 and 2003 were available and show that the retention rate is relatively high, even with some attrition in a single year or over two years. Seventy‑four percent of those who entered the project in 2002 were still teaching in 2004 (see Exhibit 5). As a comparison to this retention rate, the most recent national estimates (from SASS data in 1999–2000) indicate 29 percent of first‑time teachers either changed schools at the end of the year (15 percent) or left teaching (14 percent) (Smith and Ingersoll, 2004). These analyses also found that beginning teachers comparable to the TTT teachers in high‑poverty schools were “less likely than their counterparts in medium‑poverty schools to move after a year but were more likely to leave teaching (16 percent as opposed to 9 percent)” (Smith and Ingersoll, 2004). Additional research on mobility was recently released which complements these findings (Marvel et al., 2006).

The importance of TTT support and mentoring to new teachers was explored, especially in light of research that shows a combination of supports can be significant in reducing teacher turnover (Smith and Ingersoll, 2004). Retention rates were not found to be associated with the number of years over which TTT projects provided mentoring assistance. The percentage of TTT teachers reporting they had a mentor (63 percent in the surveyed year) was slightly lower than that reported by other new teachers in the workforce (approximately 70 percent) (SASS, 2003–04). This was likely due to two factors. First, all TTT projects did not provide the same kind of support to new teachers, thus mentoring was not a universal component. Second, in many TTT projects mentoring support was the responsibility of the district and was not provided for all years. Thus in any given year, some TTT teachers were participating in a mentoring program, while others were not. This variability may have affected the perception of some TTT teachers who reported some dissatisfaction with the quality and quantity of mentoring and this feeling was reinforced by the reports of project directors who found it difficult to ensure a high quality of this and other supports when they were depending upon existing induction programs administered by districts in their states.

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)


[image: image4.emf]
Note: TTT projects may enroll more than one cohort of participants in a given project year.

Exhibit reads: Ninety‑four percent of participants who entered the TTT project in 2002 and became teachers of record in 2002 were reported to still be teaching in 2003.

Source: Transition to Teaching Annual Performance Report, 2004–05.
Challenges and Lessons Learned

In their approaches to facilitating recruitment, selection, preparation, hiring, placement, certification, and support while teaching, TTT grantees have developed approaches that might differ with respect to recruitment strategies, involvement of school principals and district administrators, number and background of participants, and the nature and extent of support. Still, TTT grantees report that they share certain challenges in starting up and sustaining these components in alternate routes to certification.

Recruitment. The most critical challenge identified by grantees was that of recruitment, which was cited by almost one‑third of the grantees. This category encompasses attracting qualified participants to teaching and to committing to a placement in high‑need LEAs for three years. Recruitment was complicated by external factors, such as changes in state or district certification policies that affected alternate route participants, isolation of rural school districts, labor market conditions in some cities, competitive programs in the region, and the expense of living and working in urban districts. TTT projects attract many applicants with their focused recruitment efforts, but applicants are not all eligible and there is some attrition over time.

Selection. Some grantees reported receiving applications from individuals who were not adequately qualified and found it necessary to refine the participant selection process. A few projects instituted candidate screeners. Others established extensive selection and placement processes through which district administrators and IHE faculty were involved. By taking steps to be more selective and setting higher standards for entry, the grantees were also establishing a reputation as a selective program, which, it was believed, would eventually facilitate both recruitment and hiring.
Retention. A number of participants were unhappy with the working conditions in high‑need schools, and still others who were eligible, would not commit to the project because they wanted to select the location where they would work and did not find the needs of specific types of LEAs compelling. Still others signed up originally, but then left because of difficulty in maintaining their performance, balancing work and course commitments, and financial considerations. Projects reported that participants felt LEAs in rural locations were simply harder to access, and they were not able to recruit as well for these districts or attract mentors, so instead focused on preparing training components that could be conveniently delivered. 

Definition of High‑Need LEAs Provided in the Authorizing Legislation. One quarter of the grantees cited problems with meeting the TTT program constraints regarding the definition of high‑need LEA and high‑need schools in terms of the level of poverty and the highly qualified teacher requirement. In their applications, TTT projects identified the districts that would meet the requirements and then worked with the program office if any changes were requested (e.g., adding an LEA to the list). Besides finding the districts and schools within the definition, some TTT projects found that their participants wanted to teach in other schools and districts that did not meet the definition, resulting in some attrition. Other projects reported that some high‑need LEAs dropped out of their arrangement or had fewer openings than anticipated. As a result, projects maintained an ongoing discourse with the TTT program office about the LEA definition.

Grantees responded to the challenges they faced in meeting their objectives in many different ways; three key methods were mentioned in 60 percent of grantee responses: (a) networking and collaborating with LEAs, agencies, projects and schools; (b) providing more or improving professional development and support; and (c) increasing recruitment efforts, including more targeted efforts to reach individuals who were eligible.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The Transition to Teaching grant program supports a wide variety of alternate route approaches which exist within the broader population of state-, district- and university-provided options for those wishing to become teachers. As the data on the third project year activities were being collected through the APRs, the case studies, and the interim reports, it became clear that changes were being made to improve on the approaches. In conjunction with project monitors and through participation in grantee meetings, project management received support, particularly in the areas of recruitment and evaluation. Still, some lessons learned and challenges faced in the first three years of operations indicate the potential for some changes and new directions for the TTT program as a whole. Some of these are more appropriately addressed to the Congress as it plans for reauthorization of NCLB and considers options to strengthen the TTT program within the Office of Innovation and Improvement (OII).

1.
In deliberations leading to reauthorization, consider giving the program office (OII) the authority to award shorter planning grants to prospective entities. Awarding one‑year planning grants to entities planning to create new alternate routes would allow them the time to develop a business plan, pilot effective recruitment approaches, and obtain formal commitments from participating LEAs. Many FY 2002 projects indicated that the first year was a start‑up and planning year, in terms of operations. Recruitment takes time and substantial resources and the yield is small each year considering the effort made. During this planning year, TTT projects could be asked to establish more of a “business plan” and finalize the targeted number of participants based on numbers of teachers needed. This planning year could also include project mentoring by program staff to establish the groundwork for evidence‑based evaluations. There is some precedent for this option. For example, in the PT3 grant program, initial catalyst grants were awarded. Many of the IHE programs awarded these used the period to build strong models planning the integration of technology in teacher preparation programs and courses. 

2.
Use discretionary funds now available to OII and TTT to invest in the documentation and dissemination of effective practices for alternate route projects. Just as the FY 2002 grants were awarded, ED also produced a book of promising practices for alternate routes and established a national clearinghouse to gather annual data and provide access to policy and research reports. These information dissemination activities have proved valuable to many in this field. Four years later, and with the accumulated experience of the more than 100 grantees being documented, it makes sense to consider establishing a clearinghouse function within the program’s Web site or within the ED’s labs and centers that focuses on effective components of alternate routes. Through such a resource, alternate route project directors and evaluators would be able to find, for example, research studies on induction (including the latest data from the Institute of Education Sciences [IES] study on induction programs) and descriptions of effective induction activities in TTT projects, along with evidence about their success.

3.
Encourage OII and TTT grantees to collaborate at the state and district level about policies regarding alternate routes. In their interim evaluations and in narrative APR responses about promising practices and challenges, project directors indicated the importance of working through policy differences that could affect their program options, their targeted recruitment, and their success in producing certified teachers. For example, a number of projects raised the concern that they might not be able to continue special education options due to changes in certification requirements in their states. In addition, a recent Government Accountability Office (GAO) report on Troops‑to‑Teachers indicated that additional collaboration among alternate routes that share recruiting populations might enhance recruitment success. Finally, in the case studies conducted for this interim report, we learned that such collaboration might ameliorate the confusing situation that sometimes faces applicants to teaching when there are competing routes, for example, regarding requirements to become highly qualified, costs, and mentoring. Project directors indicated that when they try to take advantage of existing mentoring and induction components in their states and districts, they face challenges in providing a high‑quality program that is most closely related to the needs of their own project participants and does not include duplicative components. 

4.
Use discretionary funds now available to OII to conduct a small‑scale investigation of the importance of the level of incentives to project participation. While the incentives provided by TTT are helpful, they do not ameliorate the high and rising cost of tuition at public and private colleges where most participants complete their academic requirements. The program could be enhanced by more information on what level of incentive is most appealing to participants and what makes sense given the cost of recruiting and supporting participants through to certification. Through this study, ED could explore some options, for example, removing the cap of $5,000 to allow flexibility to projects recruiting from different populations with varying financial needs; investigating the relationship between different levels of funding and participation; and exploring whether professional development‑type online programs are less expensive to operate and to participate in. 

5.
In deliberations preceding reauthorization, reexamine the definition of high‑need LEAs and high‑need schools. Project grantees reported several challenges in this regard, most notably, they were able in some cases to identify many districts and schools that needed teachers, but all of them did not meet the narrow definition. Projects reported many more applications than expected, but some participants did not want to teach in designated high‑need schools, so they earned certification through the TTT route, but did not make a commitment as to the school in which they would be teaching. ED could examine the impact of the current definition on total number of participants hired and retained and work with a group of experienced project directors to recommend additional criteria to assist grantees and participants. There should be a way to develop an approach so that unfilled teaching positions do not remain so and participants who wish to become highly qualified through alternate routes are not turned away, without penalizing the neediest schools. 

Organization of the Report

This report begins with an overview chapter, and each subsequent chapter addresses a key component of grantee activity. 

Chapter I: Overview of TTT Grantees, Participants and Teachers. This chapter provides an overview of TTT grantees and participants as they become teachers. Drawing on the APR for the third project year and reporting on progress toward objectives and challenges from the interim reports, project‑level data are provided which illustrate the variation in grantee type, scope, participating organizations, and budget. 

Chapter II: Recruitment and Selection of TTT Participants. This chapter focuses on the strategies and approaches that TTT projects implemented to recruit targeted participants, review their qualifications, and the results of these efforts for the third project year, addressing the first policy goal of the program: increasing the pool of highly qualified teachers by recruiting nontraditional candidates into teaching.

Chapter III: Preparation and Certification. This chapter outlines the activities of TTT projects as they prepare and support participants who are either serving as interns or as teachers of record while attending classes and professional development seminars. This chapter addresses the second policy goal related to breaking down barriers to teaching.

Chapter IV: Hiring and Placement of New Teachers. This chapter highlights the accomplishments of TTT grantees regarding hiring and placement in high‑need schools in high‑need LEAs and reviews the subject area assignments of these new teachers.

Chapter V: Mentoring and Other Supports for Newly Hired Teachers. The variety of supports provided to teachers in TTT projects are described in this chapter, addressing the policy goal of improving the retention rates of new teachers. In addition, the retention rates of TTT teachers in the early years of the FY 2002 grantees are reported in this chapter.
Chapter VI: Teacher Satisfaction and Future Plans. In this chapter we report TTT teacher data regarding their perception of TTT project preparation and support, along with the challenges faced and their future plans regarding teaching.

Chapter VII: Conclusion. This chapter draws together the evaluation findings and identifies potential refinements for the TTT program as well as questions for further investigation.





















































































� A “high�need” local education agency (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 certificates 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.teach�now.org/Federal_Section/Transitions�to�Teaching/TTT_e.asp.


� Eligible applicants for TTT awards are: a state education agency (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.


� The Department uses these definitions for projects of different scope: 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.
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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
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		Exhibit 7. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees, by Grant recipient

				District/LEA		25%

				Nonprofit		7%

				State		17%

				IHE		51%

		Exhibit 8. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees, by Scope

				Local		60%

				State		30%

				National/Regional		10%

		Exhibit 9. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees and Number Range of Participating Organizations

				0 to 2		44%

				3 to 5		38%

				6 to 8		9%

				9 to 11		6%
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		Exhibit 11. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting Number of Participating LEAs

				0 to 10		74%

				11 to 20		15%

				21 to 30		7%

				31+		4%

		Exhibit 12. Percentage of Partner LEAs by Type of LEA

				Urban		26%

				Rural		69%

				Charter		4%

				BIA		1%

		Exhibit 13. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting Third Year Budgets, by Size of Budget

				Small (Under $249,999)		Medium ($250,000–$499,999)		Large ($500,000 or greater)

				23%		63%		14%

		Exhibit 19. Percentage of TTT Teachers, by Ethnicity and Race

				Hispanic		Non-Hispanic														White		Black		Asian		Native American		Other		Native Hawaiian

				12%		88%														62%		30%		3%		3%		2%		0%

		Exhibit 20. Percentage of TTT Teachers Who Are Hispanic by Target Group
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		Exhibit 21. Percentage of TTT Teachers, by Target Group

				Paraprofessional		13%
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				Midcareer		50%

				Other		6%

		Exhibit 22 Percentage of 2004–2005 Participants by Occupation Prior to TTT
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		Exhibit 24. Percentage of 2004–2005 Midcareer and Recent College Graduate Participants, by Occupation Prior to TTT																								(Delete this one)
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		Exhibit 23. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Who Ranked Each Recruitment Method as One of Their Top Three Recruitment Methods

				Radio/TV advertising		State employment office leads		Radio/TV coverage		Distribution lists (e-mail/mail)		Community meetings		Newspaper/magazine		Other		Advertising at universities		Advertising at local schools		Web site		Word of mouth

				2%		6%		12%		15%		16%		19%		26%		31%		47%		56%		70%

		Exhibit 24. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting the Importance of Sources for Learning About TTT

				Job fair		Other		Community meetings		Radio/television ads		TV/radio/newspaper/magazine coverage		E-mail/mail distribution lists		Print ads		State offices of human resources		Universities/faculty		Local school/school boards		Web site		Word of mouth

				0%		3%		4%		5%		10%		13%		14%		16%		19%		29%		42%		90%

		Exhbit 25. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting They Offered Incentives to Participants, by Number of Incentives Offered

				No incentives offered		9%

				1 incentive offered		47%

				2 incentives offered		34%

				3 incentives offered		10%

		Exhibit 27. Average Out-of-Pocket Expenses for TTT Participants in Their First Year

				Total		Tuition Fees		Books		Miscellaneous

				$4,495		$3,775		$403		$345

		Exhibit 28. Average Out-of-Pocket Expenses Reported by TTT Participants in Their First Year, by Grantee Recipient Type

				State		District/LEA		IHE		Nonprofit

				$1,957		$4,142		$5,275		$6,705

		Exhibit 29. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Indicating Each Element Was One of the Top Three Most Attractive Elements to Participants

				High-need placement		Other		Location		Reputation		Certification support		Employment guarantee		Methods/delivery		Teaching support		Incentives

				10%		15%		25%		26%		31%		32%		41%		43%		77%

		Exhibit 30. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Influences on Decision to Participate in TTT

				Other		Reputation		Placement in high-need school		Delivery method		Location		Support while teaching		Support while obtaining certification		Employment guarantee		Incentives

				3%		15%		24%		27%		34%		38%		40%		42%		48%

		Exhibit 31:  Percentage of TTT Teacher Reporting the Amount of Time They Plan to Remain in Teaching, in Comparison With SASS Data on Alternative Route Teachers and Traditional Route Teachers

						SASS Traditional Routes		SASS Alternative Routes		TTT Data

				Leave as soon as possible		3%		2%		3%

				Until something better comes along		9%		11%		10%

				Until retirement		24%		14%		15%

				Undecided		14%		18%		20%

				As long as able		49%		55%		48%

				High-need placement		Other		Location		Reputation		Certification support		Employment guarantee		Methods/delivery		Teaching support		Incentives

				10%		15%		25%		26%		31%		32%		41%		43%		77%

		Exhibit 33. Number of FY2002 TTT Grantees Using Multiple Selection Factors

				0 Factors		1 Factor		2 Factors		3 Factors		4 Factors		5 Factors		6 Factors

				3		7		16		21		19		18		7
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		Exhibit 34. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Requiring Components of Teacher Preparation, by Component

				Professional Development		Academic Courses		Student Teaching		Field Experience

				22%		40%		63%		67%

		Exhibit 36. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Activities and Areas of Study NOT Part of Their Program

				Methods of teaching		Student assessment		Discipline and management		State/local standards		Computers for instruction		Study of content		Student teaching

				4%		5%		5%		8%		12%		20%		42%

		Exhibit 37. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Their Program Included a Student Teaching Experience

				Recent college graduate		37%

				Midcareer professionals		39%

				Paraprofessionals		42%

		Exhibit 41. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Offering Support, by Year

						Site-based mentoring		Meeting with participants		Supervisor		Workshop		Other

				1 Year		36%		28%		41%		29%		32%

				2 Years		41%		38%		31%		37%		12%

				3 Years		23%		34%		28%		34%		56%

		Exhibit 43. Percentage of Teachers Reporting Having a Mentor This Year

				TTT Teachers		SASS Alternative Route Teachers		SASS Traditional Route Teachers

				63%		73%		71%

		Exhibit 44. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Entities Providing Mentoring

				Do Not Know		5%

				Other		6%

				TTT Project		35%

				School District		54%

		Exhibit 45. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Frequency of Mentor Meetings

				Once or twice a week		32%

				Once or twice a month		27%

				Almost daily		16%

				Once or twice a semester		14%

				Other		8%

				I do not meet with a mentor		3%
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		Exhibit 46. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting Various Assignment Areas as Being Identified as High-Need In Participating LEAs, by Grade Level and Subject Area

				Middle		High (9–12)		General (K–12)		Elementary/Middle (K–6)		Elementary (Pre-K–5)						Social Studies		Other		Foreign Language		English Language Arts		ESL/Bilingual education		Special education		Mathematics		Science

				84%		90%		64%		52%		59%						34%		42%		54%		59%		67%		87%		95%		96%

		Exhibit 47. Number of TTT Participants Who Were New Teachers of Record in High-Need 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		1125						2004		55		186		423		270		492		505		903

				2003		131		409		670		763		1099						2003		42		121		330		291		419		612		881

				2002		37		232		260		363		405						2002		46		38		66		104		185		208		359

		Exhibit 48. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Main Teaching Level

				Prekindergarten		All		Elementary/Middle		Elementary		Middle		High

				2%		1%		3%		27%		29%		38%

		Exhibit 49. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Main Teaching Assignment Field

				Social Studies		Foreign Language		ESL/Bilingual		English Language Arts		Science		General K-5		Other		Special Education		Mathematics

				4%		4%		4%		7%		12%		13%		14%		21%		21%

		Exhibit 51. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Teaching Assignments Outside of Main Teaching Field

				Paraprofessionals		Midcareer professionals		Recent college graduates

				12%		20%		26%

		Exhibit 52. Percentage of Teachers Who Teach a Subject Outside of Their Primary Assignment Subject, by Primary Subject

						Yes		No

				Gen K–5		13%		87%

				Other		14%		86%

				Science		16%		84%

				ESL		16%		84%

				Special Education		17%		83%

				Total		19%		81%

				Social Studies		19%		81%

				Mathematics		23%		77%

				English		29%		71%

				Foreign Language		32%		68%

		Exhibit 54. TTT Teachers with Certification Matching Their Main Teaching Assignment, by Target Group

				Paraprofessional		86%

				Other		90%

				Midcareer professionals		88%

				Recent college graduates		91%
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		Exhibit 55. 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)

				Entered project in 2003, still teaching in 2004		Entered project in 2002, still teaching in 2004		Entered project in 2002, still teaching in 2003

				87%		74%		94%

		Exhibit 56. Percentage of Teachers Who Became Teachers of Record in 2002 and Were Still Teaching in 2004 by the Duration of Site-Based Mentoring Offered by FY 2002 TTT Grantees

				1 year		2 years		3 years

				86%		78%		87%

		Exhibit 57. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Ranking Retention Methods Among Top Three

				High-need placement		9%

				Other		10%

				Desirable placement		10%

				Proximity to TTT project		18%

				TTT project reputation		26%

				Guarantee of employment		26%

				Certification support		31%

				Preparation methods		41%

				Incentives provided		57%

				Teaching support provided		72%

		Exhibit 58. Frequency with which Grantees Reported Various Top Three Reasons for Not Completing Their Teaching Assignments and Leaving the Project

				Physical condition of building		1

				Lack of prestige		2

				Colleague issues		2

				Lack of advancement		3

				Issue with parent-teacher relationship		5

				Professional development		9

				Support Systems		18

				Low salary		20

				Student issues		27

				Working conditions		28

				Administrative issues		28

		Exhibit 59. Percentage of FY 2002 TTT Grantees Reporting Range of Participants Who Left the Project After 1 Year (2003–2004)

				0 to 3		66%

				4 to 7		15%

				8 to 11		9%

				12 to 15		2%

				16 or more		8%

		Exhibit 61. TTT Teachers' Choice of Preparation Pathway Without TTT

				Traditional Teacher Ed Program		33%

				Alternative Teacher Prep Program		33%

				Teaching position, not requiring certification		10%

				Not entered teaching		20%

				Other		4%

		Exhibit 64. Percentage of TTT Teachers Reporting Their Feelings of Preparedness for Teaching Their Subject, by Type of Grant Recipient

						Not at all prepared		Somewhat prepared		Well or very well prepared

				District/LEA		7%		30%		63%

				State		9%		27%		63%

				Nonprofit		17%		19%		64%

				IHE		2%		24%		74%

		Exhibit 67. Percentage of TTT Teacher Reporting the Amount of Time They Plan to Remain in Teaching, in Comparison With SASS Data on Alternative Route Teachers and Traditional Route Teachers

						SASS Traditional Routes		SASS Alternative Routes		TTT Data

				Leave as soon as possible		3%		2%		3%

				Until something better comes along		9%		11%		10%

				Until retirement		24%		14%		15%

				Undecided		14%		18%		20%

				As long as able		49%		55%		48%
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