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Executive Summary 
 

“The measure of success is not whether you have a tough problem to deal with, 

                                           but whether it is the same problem you had last year.”           - John Foster Dulles 

 

 Closing the quantifiable achievement gap has been an unrealized goal for the majority of Title 1 public 

schools in this country. This measure in educational inequity is evident in the distant separation between 

children of poverty’s educational experience and their more affluent peers. Its adverse economic implications 

in American society are omnipresent as Title 1 students leave public school, enter the workforce, but are only 

qualified for relatively low-wage, service industry level jobs. It is the incessant educational plight of the poor, 

and it has existed since the 1954 – Brown v. The Board of Education Supreme Court decision.  

The lack of educational equity between Title 1 public schools and medium to high socioeconomic status 

schools poses an internal strain on classroom teachers as well. As student academic outcomes remain 

cyclically depressed each school year, there is heightened frustration within a school’s faculty. Despite nine 

months of focused effort and a strong desire to accomplish the contrary, the prior year’s academic results are 

unfortunately replicated. The continual lack of positive academic outcomes leads a classroom educator to 

formulate several conclusions. First, it is apparent that school and district management initiatives do not 

academically improve Title 1 schools. Second, the teaching conditions and pedagogical frustrations are much 

more recurrent in Title 1 schools in comparison to higher socioeconomic status schools – for the identical 

annual salary. Thus, the demoralizing aspect of strenuous work and incessantly depressed student 

achievement often invokes teachers to contemplate a transfer to a non-Title 1 school or seriously contemplate 

leaving the teaching profession for other employment opportunities.  

There is also a long-standing belief by many educators and education advocates that only exorbitant 

funding levels can provide educational equity in the Title 1 public schools. However, federal, state and local 

governments continue to allocate enormous sums of money to public school systems in the United States 

without consistently raising student achievement. In fact, in many states the achievement gap is not closing in 

our most challenging schools, but instead, the gap is either stagnant or widening at many Title 1 campuses. In 

short, the insightful quote by John Foster Dulles aptly describes the reoccurring annual academic performance 

in many of this country’s traditional and charter Title 1 public schools. 

Despite a lack of historical success, academic acceleration of Title 1 public elementary schools is 

possible; however, the debatable question is the length of time of the transformation. Education textbooks 

frequently estimate a period of four to five years to academically turn around struggling and chronically 

underperforming Title 1 schools. This white paper proposes a different approach and time span. With 

minimal expense, academic turnaround can be accomplished in one to two years using effective and efficient 

schoolwide systems, classroom routines and uniquely designed curricular resources. Heightening academics 

at a Title 1 elementary school requires a deliberate and intentional implementation of simply designed stop-

gap literacy and numeracy resources. These resources rapidly accelerate children of poverty back to grade 

level skill prowess, eliminating academic skill gaps – and indirectly, the achievement gap. This academic 

transformation model consistently produced immediate, heightened and sustained reading, writing, 

mathematics and science academic results within one to two school years without additional state or federal 

monies. This academic transformation model affords a common solution to the common inequity problem in 

both rural and urban American Title 1 elementary schools. 

This document and its companion white paper, Accelerated Student Achievement in American Title 1 

Elementary Schools, ‘Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources’ (Part 2 of 2) describe a practitioner’s evidenced-based 

and results-driven approach to academic transformation. The acceleration model was implemented in the 

Austin Independent School District (AISD) with typically challenging student demographics endemic in 

fixed-zoned attendance, urban Title 1 elementary schools. However, both of the urban Title 1 elementary 
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schools were the highest academically performing Title 1 schools in the State of Texas in 2014 and 2015. The 

schools were also selected as National Blue Ribbon Schools and National Blue Ribbon Profile Schools for 

Academic Excellence in 2012 and 2015, respectively. The summative objective of both white papers is to 

expound upon the key elements that accelerate student achievement. Both documents provide a blueprint for 

interested educators, so the academic outcomes at Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools in Austin ISD 

may be replicated in other urban and rural Title 1 elementary schools across the United States.   



 

Copyright © 2017. Blaine A. Helwig. All Rights Reserved      iv     www.thenew3rseducationconsulting.com 

 

 

 

 

 

Accelerated Student Achievement in American Title 1 Elementary Schools 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

Section Topic Page 

Dedication and Acknowledgement Page i 

Executive Summary ii - iii 

Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools – Two Title 1 Academic Transformation 

Success Stories 
1 

School Managerial Reformation Schematic 2 

SECTION I:       The Right Systems – Schoolwide and Classroom Systems 3 

 Establishing Schoolwide Systems and Creating School Identities 3 

 Administrative Expectations for Effective Classroom Student Management 5 

 Administrative Classroom Support, Entry-Level Teachers and Physical School 

Environment 
6 

SECTION II:      The Right Resources – Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources 7 

 Stop-Gap Literacy and Numeracy Resources 8 

 Empirical Graphical Analysis Using Literacy and Numeracy Stop-Gap 

Resources 
8 

 Empirical Necessity of Literacy and Numeracy Stop-Gap Resource 

Implementation in Title 1 Schools 
11 

 Empirical Necessity of Stop-Gap Resource Implementation: English Language 

Learners (ELLs) 
11 

 Early-Exit Language Acquisition Options: Title 1 Elementary Schools - ELLs 14 

 Blackshear and Graham: Early-Exit Acceleration Model with Daily Non-English 

Enrichment Class 
14 

 Continued Title 1 Late-Exit and Dual Language Implementation – Despite the 

Lack of Academic Results 
15 

 Rapid Numeracy Development Affords Additional Literacy Focus 17 

 Stop-Gap Resource Use in Non-Title 1 Schools and Other Benefits of 

Implementation 
17 

 Bridge Resources – A Necessity to Connect Grade Level Skills in Real World 

Applications 
18 

SECTION III:     The Right Personnel: Instructional and Classified Staff 18 

 Eight Successful Attributes of a Prospective Teaching Candidate 19 



 

Copyright © 2017. Blaine A. Helwig. All Rights Reserved      v      www.thenew3rseducationconsulting.com 

 

 

Accelerated Student Achievement in American Title 1 Elementary Schools 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Topic Page 

SECTION IV:       Administrative Leadership – The Principal 22 

 Seven Essential Title 1 Elementary Campus Leadership Skill Sets of an 

Effective Principal 
23 

 Implementation: Year One – 1 23 

 Implementation: Year Two – 2 25 

 Implementation: Year Three – 3 25 

 Summary: Principal Time Management and Prioritization to Accelerate Academics 

  

26 

SECTION V:      Academic Performance: Longitudinal and Comparative 27 

 Longitudinal TAKS and STAAR Data: Blackshear and Graham 28 

 Reading Longitudinal Data (3rd – 5th Grades): Blackshear and Graham 28 

 Mathematics (3rd – 5th Grades) and Writing (4th Grade) Longitudinal Data: 

Blackshear and Graham 
29 

 Science Longitudinal Data (5th Grade): Blackshear and Graham 30 

 Comparative TAKS and STAAR Data: Blackshear, Graham and Becker 30 

SECTION VI:     Conclusions 31 

Qualifying Final Statements 36 

About the Author 36 

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 

Longitudinal and Comparative  Academic Performance TAKS and STAAR 

TAKS and STAAR Data:  38 

Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools 

APPENDIX A: Edward L. Blackshear Longitudinal  

2004 - 2016 TAKS/STAAR Data TAKS 
39 

Reading, Writing, Mathematics and Science Yearly Results 40 - 43 

APPENDIX B: J. Walter Graham Longitudinal  

2004 - 2016 TAKS/STAAR Data TAKS 
44 

Reading, Writing, Mathematics and Science Yearly Results 45 - 48 

APPENDIX C: Comparative TAKS/STAAR Data  49 

Edward L Blackshear School Digger Comparative Data – (2004 – 2016) 50 

J. Walter Graham School Digger Comparative Data – (2004 – 2015) 51 

Herman Becker School Digger Comparative Data– (2004 – 2015) 52 



Copyright © 2017. Blaine A. Helwig. All Rights Reserved               1              www.thenew3rseducationconsulting.com 

Accelerated Student Achievement 

in American Title 1 Elementary Schools 
Over the last half century, myriad academic reformation models have targeted Title 1 elementary 

schools. However, a widening achievement gap between Title 1 schools and non-Title 1 schools remains 

evident. Despite a lack of success from these models for so many years, it can be done. As a matter of fact, 

academic transformation is possible in all Title 1 elementary schools across the United States with simple but 

effective and intentional adjustments. It can also be successfully accomplished inexpensively, with an 

additional annual campus financial expense between 3,000 and 7,000 dollars, depending on student enrollment. 

Children of poverty’s underdeveloped academic skills are the rudimentary barrier to educational 

equity in this country’s public school system. And yet, the majority of Title 1 academic turnaround paradigms 

do not directly address and remedy these academic skill gaps. Consequently, student outcomes in Title 1 

Schools remain significantly depressed, school year after school year. It takes effective school systems as well 

as literacy and numeracy stop-gap resources that directly impact students’ underdeveloped skills to ultimately 

eliminate the achievement gap between children of poverty and those born into homes of a higher 

socioeconomic status. Fortunately, at the elementary school level, academic skill gaps are relatively small; 

hence, literacy and numeracy gaps are much easier to identify, narrow, and eventually close. Implementing 

simply designed literacy and numeracy stop-gap resources affords a common solution to the common 

academic inequity problem of all Title 1 traditional and charter public elementary schools across the United 

States.  

This paper details the academic transformation of two of the most successful urban Title 1 

elementary schools in Texas. Their dramatic acceleration and sustained academic performance is presented as 

empirical evidence in support of this reformation model’s efficacy and its unique resource implementation. 

Both elementary campuses utilized a systematic and replicable approach to both classroom and school-wide 

operational and academic management providing other educators a replicable blueprint for effective Title 1 

academic reform in their schools. It is the author’s desire that other administrators and classroom teachers 

around the country employ these systems, resources and similarly effective pedagogical strategies at their 

elementary Title 1 campuses to accelerate student academic performance.    

Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools – Two Title 1 Academic Transformation Success Stories 

 Edward L. Blackshear and J. Walter Graham Elementary Schools are typical urban Title 1 schools 

(fixed-zone attendance boundaries)  with  challenging  student  demographics located in Austin, Texas.  Both  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table of the State of Texas and National Academic Recognitions 

 Blackshear Elementary                 Graham Elementary 

2013 – 3 of 3 TEA* Academic Distinctions              2009 – 2012 – TEA Exemplary Rated School 

2013 and 2014 – Title 1 TEA Rewards School              2012 – National Blue Ribbon School 

2014 – 2016 – Gold Ribbon School Award**              2012 – National Blue Ribbon Profile School 

2014 – Title 1 TEA Rewards Profile School              2013 – 3 of 3 TEA Academic Distinctions 

2014 –TEA 6 of 6 Academic Distinctions              2013 and 2014 – Title 1 TEA Rewards School 

2015 –National Blue Ribbon School               2013 and 2015 – Gold Ribbon School Award 

2015 –National Blue Ribbon Profile School              2014 – 6 of 6 TEA Academic Distinctions 

2015 – 4 of 5 TEA Academic Distinctions              2015 – 5 of 5 TEA Academic Distinctions 

2016 – 5 of 6 TEA Academic Distinctions              2016 – 6 of 6 TEA Academic Distinctions 

* TEA – Texas Education Agency 

** Gold Ribbon School – Houston based CHILDREN AT RISK non-profit education advocacy organization 
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schools’ 20% average student mobility rate, 60% Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and 90% economically 

disadvantaged, minority students are all typical statistical compositions of Title 1 elementary schools in east 

Austin. What is atypical about these two urban elementary schools is their dramatic increase and sustained 

academic performance over time.  

The primary difference between these elementary schools is the vastly differing levels of student 

enrollment. Blackshear serviced approximately 300 total students, whereas Graham’s student enrollment was 

much larger in comparison. Graham’s student enrollment peaked in 2014 at approximately 930 students, prior 

to losing all six prekindergarten classes to a newly constructed, in-district, early childhood learning center 

constructed to alleviate student overcrowding at Graham and another nearby Austin ISD elementary school. 

Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools are the most academically successful and recognized Title 

1 Schools in Austin ISD’s one hundred and twenty (120) year history. On the national level, Graham and 

Blackshear were not only independently designated as National Blue Ribbon Schools in 2012 and 2015, 

respectively, but each was recognized as one of four schools in the United States selected as National Blue 

Ribbon Profile Schools featured on the United States Department of Education website for academic 

excellence. That singular accomplishment is impressive, but the fact that these two schools’ transformative 

approach in accelerating student achievement has been replicated by other Title 1 schools with high levels of 

success demonstrates the power and transference of the methodology.  Despite challenging student 

demographics, the celebrated accomplishments at both the state and national level is evidence of the sustained 

academic success of the academic model. Each elementary schools’ academic awards, acknowledgements and 

recognitions are listed above in the ‘Table of State and National Academic Recognitions.’   

School Managerial Reformation Schematic 

An elementary school – regardless of socioeconomics – can invariably be separated into three main 

areas of management operations and functions:  Systems, Resources (Curricular) and Personnel. The School 

Managerial Reformation Schematic shown in Figure 1 provides the functional aspect of these three 

components. The three components are listed vertically on the left, and then each component is horizontally 

expanded to illustrate a secondary, more discrete breakdown.   

Effective Title 1 academic reform must be approached operationally and managerially in a specific 

order – systems first, then resources, and lastly, personnel. Too many school reformation models’ primary 

focus is to isolate, address and develop classroom teachers and/or improve pedagogy in the classroom. 

Unfortunately, those improvement efforts rapidly plateau with only relatively minor academic gains. Teaching 

personnel is critical and of paramount importance, but only after the other two functional, managerial areas 

are prioritized and addressed. By organizing and focusing the work in this specific order, campus teachers and 

paraprofessionals are trained in the implementation of highly efficient and effective classroom systems and 

unique curricular stop-gap and bridge resources. Both classroom curricular resources are unique to this 

academic transformation model and are key to accelerating student achievement in urban and rural Title 1 

elementary schools. 
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A campus principal is an exception to the priority ordering of systems, curricular resources and 

personnel. The lead administrator controls the direction of social emotional learning and academics on the 

campus along with the campus’ student and teacher accountability. Therefore, the probability for meaningful 

and sustained academic reform is significantly lessened if the principal does not possess high organizational 

and instructional acumen, analytical and interpersonal people skills, and an understanding of the need for 

rapidly heightening student academic outcomes at the campus. For this reason, a separate section in this 

document entitled ‘Administrative Leadership’ specifically lists recommended administrative prerequisite skill 

sets. This section also expatiates in detail on the campus principal’s role in the academic transformation process 

in the managerial and curricular content areas at the school.  

This paper focuses on the following three management areas:  systems, resources (curricular) and 

personnel.  As noted earlier, a key aspect of this model’s success is the use of two uniquely designed classroom 

resources – stop-gap and bridge curricular resources. These two resources are simply designed, free or 

inexpensive and are relatively easy to implement regardless of student enrollment levels or whether the state 

standards are the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) or the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). 

Both curricular resource types have different functions, but they accelerate and close language and 

mathematics achievement gaps despite children’s socioeconomic or educational backgrounds. Since these two 

curricular resources are unique to this model, a companion white paper entitled, Accelerated Student 

Achievement in American Title 1 Elementary Schools, ‘Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources’ – Part 2 of 2 expounds 

in detail on these resources’ design and pragmatic implementation. This document provides only a brief 

overview of stop-gap and bridge resources.  

Organizationally, this paper is parsed into the following six (6) sections: Right Systems, Right 

Resources, Right Personnel, Administrative Leadership, Academic Performance (Longitudinal and 

Comparative) and Conclusions. After the Conclusion Section, the author’s vita is provided along with final 

qualifying statements as a summation of the author’s perspective on both charter schools and traditional public 

elementary schools regarding the realistic implementation of this academic transformation model.   

 
 

Systems are the most important element in effective operational management of an elementary school. 

Their efficiency directly impacts student safety and the social and academic performance of a school. Thus, a 

principal’s priority is addressing the systems at a campus to establish high efficacy in schoolwide daily routines 

that smoothly transition into consistent classroom student management dynamics and expectations.  

Establishing Schoolwide Systems and Creating School Identities 

Student arrival and dismissal must be the initial schoolwide system analyzed and evaluated for student 

safety and overall effectiveness and efficiency.  If students are permitted to arrive at school without high levels 

of control and structure, then it is highly probable the instructional day in the classroom will follow suit.  Thus, 

arrival procedures must be highly organized and structured so that students proceed to the classroom and begin 

the day in an orderly and calm learning posture. Dismissal must also be organized but for different reasons.  

First, classroom teachers must establish an efficient routine to ready their students to depart with backpacks 

and daily homework, so there is not an excessive loss of instructional minutes at the end of each day.  Second, 

students must quickly and safely traverse to their afterschool destination or vehicular departure point.  Lastly, 

this is the final opportunity when teachers or administrators convey the importance of the school’s academic 

mantra, nightly reading or encouraging words to remind students to complete their homework in accordance 

with classroom and school expectations. 

Classroom and school expectations must be aligned to a shared vision or mission statement. However, 

the majority of traditional and charter public schools have vision and mission statements painstakingly crafted 

SECTION 1: The Right Systems – Schoolwide and Classroom Systems 
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and customized for their schools.  A common dilemma associated with these collective efforts is that schools’ 

overarching statements do not normally translate to a pragmatic message to campus’ stakeholders.  Frequently, 

the vision and mission statements are ambiguous, verbose, difficult to remember and do not provide a unifying 

message that focuses the campus’ social and academic work with children. Consequently, both Graham and 

Blackshear replaced their vision and mission statements with school mantras that personified the school’s 

identity and culture. 

Graham established its school culture and identity through a simple academic mantra, “Show-up, Work 

Hard, Read.” The mantra was visually displayed throughout the school on permanent, custom-made, 

professionally laminated graphic prints in its hallways. This academic mantra communicated the importance 

to the Graham faculty of a common theme that defined the school’s collective identity in its daily work with 

students.  The academic message was conveyed to students in several ways. The academic mantra, “Show-up, 

Work Hard, Read,” was displayed in classrooms on 8 ½ x 11 inch laminated placards with school colors and 

child friendly definitions. For example, “Show-up” meant that the students must be at school each day, unless 

they were ill.  “Work Hard” translated to students’ active engagement in the daily lessons.  Since reading is 

the most important skill a student masters in an elementary school, “Read” conveyed the importance of active 

and consistent literacy engagement at both home and school. While awaiting their classroom teacher each 

morning in the school cafeteria, students were required to quietly read a book. After this daily arrival routine 

and expectation was systematically established, student discipline and management issues were significantly 

lessened. Students quietly read each morning because that was the established, accountable expectation. Any 

off-task student behavior was easily redirected with either of the following simple queries, “What are you 

supposed to be doing?” or, “What is the most important skill you learn in an elementary school?” 

When Blackshear Elementary initiated its new fine arts curriculum programming in 2015, it also 

created and adopted a comparable mantra – the 4E’s – that conveyed its campus values to all campus 

stakeholders: “Educate, Enrich and Exercise to Excel.” As with the Graham academic mantra, this 

encompassing and simple theme became transferrable to all students in a similar manner. By their endemic 

simplicity and design, the cultural backbone and academic identity of Blackshear’s mantra was easily 

understood by both students and parents – regardless of ethnicity or home/native language.  Unlike the 

verbosity of traditional mission and vision statements, all stakeholders clearly understood the underlying fabric 

of the school in a simple, memorable acronym or a short identity statement. 

From a practical standpoint, culture is defined by a person’s initial reaction to something without 

thinking about it. In effect, it is their natural action or reaction.  For example, if a person’s initial reaction to 

similar situations is consistently empathy and kindness, then those specific traits represent a person’s inherent 

personal culture. A school’s culture is analogously no different, but an organization of many people 

collectively operates via group dynamics. It is important to note that both Blackshear and Graham’s cultural 

identity were not left to develop via happenstance. The constant messaging, group accountability and repeated 

exposure to the academic and cultural mantra created each school’s cultural identity from the time students 

arrived at school until the dismissal bell chimed. For example, when Graham students finished their 

independent work more quickly than their peers, without forethought, students began reading a novel without 

teacher direction. Each of these two elementary schools’ social and academic mantra was carefully crafted, 

communicated and consistently reinforced to all stakeholders entering and exiting each school day. 

Schoolwide systems consciously and unconsciously signals to campus stakeholders a school’s culture 

and identity. These systems define the organization’s accepted norms. A school’s social climate is either 

accountably maintained or ignored in common areas, and student behaviors evolve over time and become 

efficient or inefficient daily routines. The overall organization and efficacy of schoolwide systems are highly 

indicative of the principal’s personality and educational philosophy. Just as teachers are the operational 

managers of their classrooms, the schoolwide system’s operational and daily routine are in in a manner of 

speaking, the principal’s classroom.   In fact, the likelihood of heightened student outcomes at any Title 1 

campus is often immediately apparent with a visual analysis of the principal’s “classroom.” 
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Operationally, schoolwide system efficacy must be established, consistently maintained and 

accountable to both teachers and students throughout the school day – from arrival until dismissal. All common 

school areas from the playground to the gymnasium, library, hallway, cafeteria, and office must have set 

routines and appropriate student conduct expectations. Similar to the overarching school mantras that establish 

campus academic and fine arts priorities, schoolwide system functionality does not occur by accident. It must 

be communicated. Prior to the first day of school, during each school’s professional development days with 

campus faculty, the campus principal must convey the paramount importance of schoolwide system efficacy 

with specificity, and not in general terms. These are the school rules that define acceptable student transitions, 

routines and conduct throughout the campus’ common areas during the school day. Heightened structure and 

commonality of understanding in behavioral expectations during the August professional development is 

completely analogous to a teacher establishing his or her classroom routines and appropriate student conduct 

expectations on the first day of school. Consequently, one of the most critical professional development 

conversations the principal undertakes with his or her staff is establishing schoolwide organizational 

functionality and acceptable student behavior on the campus. Schoolwide systems indirectly transfer general 

expectations, academic posture, attitudes and behavior of both teachers and students into the classrooms. As 

these schoolwide systems are a priority in high social and academic functioning classrooms, they must be 

monitored and maintained for both consistency and accountability throughout the school year. 

Administrative Expectations for Effective Classroom Student Management 

A typical public school or any relatively large organization is an assembly of people and many moving 

parts, and regardless of the type of organization, it cannot operate effectively unless the moving parts 

systematically operate with efficiency and a common purpose. Since all systems drive differing levels of 

performance, public schools invariably produce at predictable performance levels based on both classroom 

and schoolwide systemic efficiency.  Along with schoolwide systems, effective classroom management must 

be a campus principal’s priority at the onset of every school year. The principal must set clear expectations 

with school faculty on the paramount importance of establishing high efficacy in both daily classroom routines 

and managing student conduct consistently, accountably and equitably. The administration must also stress 

that all classroom systems must be consistently maintained until the last school day.   

At both Blackshear and Graham, the principals used the first two days of professional development at 

the beginning of each school year to focus the faculty’s awareness on the necessity of establishing efficient 

schoolwide systems and effective student management and daily classroom routines.  Implementing quality 

daily core curriculum (i.e. adopted instructional resources based on grade level CCSS or TEKS) results in only 

marginal academic increases if the physical and instructional learning environment is unstructured and 

inconsistent from day-to-day.  Daily classroom lessons must be sequential, accountable, and structurally well 

planned for active student learning. Both principals stressed the core expectation of active student engagement 

with meaningful time on task throughout the instructional day as an absolute bedrock principle. Therefore, 

effective classroom management and efficient routines were a pivotal aspect of accelerating student 

achievement to preserve instructional minutes for active student learning.   

During professional development training, the Blackshear and Graham principals explicitly reviewed 

techniques and classroom procedures that successfully foment high learning structure. They also reviewed the 

critical aspects of lesson design elements to create and establish structured lessons and heightened student 

engagement.  While it was the teacher’s responsibility to establish their own classroom routines and student 

management rules, each classroom system was expected to possess structure, preserve instructional minutes, 

and yield heightened student outcomes.  If a classroom teacher did not maintain dynamic control of their 

classroom after the start of the school year, the campus administration quickly intervened to assist in 

reestablishing manageable structure and pedagogical success, as needed. 

Effective classroom management with predictable and efficient classroom daily routines are essential 

to increasing student learning for several reasons.  First, effective classroom systems establish a safe learning 

environment both emotionally and physically for all students.  Second, a predictable, consistent and well-
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organized system preserves instructional minutes.  If an average of fifteen (15) minutes is lost each day over 

the course of the school year due to student inactivity, poor classroom routines, or a lack of instructional 

planning, those fifteen minutes equate to a cumulative loss of almost 8.5 instructional days by year’s end. 

Furthermore, if poor system management is pervasive in the classroom that results in an overall loss of 45 

minutes each instructional day, that loss of student learning time is more than a month of school.  Students in 

those inefficiently operated classrooms may have not missed a single day of school for the entire school year. 

However, due to classroom ineffectiveness in routines, inadequate lesson planning or student behavioral 

distractions, it is as if students were physically not in attendance for a month of the school year. Third, no 

student has the right to disrupt another student’s learning.  A lack of administrative support for student 

disruptions is one of the most common teacher complaints in any school setting in the country.  One or two 

continually disruptive students adversely impact all students’ learning throughout the day.  If the misconduct 

is not immediately and appropriately addressed, other students in the classroom frequently emulate the 

disruptive behavior.  It is imperative that the school’s administration consistently, visibly and actively support 

classroom teachers to hasten learning efficacy in the classroom.  

Administrative Classroom Support, Entry-Level Teachers and Physical School Environment 

At Blackshear and Graham, school administrators were actively visible in classrooms from the first day 

of school to the last day of the school year. They assisted teachers with repeated, disruptive classroom 

behaviors to extinguish inappropriate student conduct. The majority of parents were also involved in these 

discussions to collaboratively assist school personnel to ensure the child was socially and academically 

successful at school. The administration also vehemently supported classroom teachers with the rare parent 

who appeared to believe that their children’s inappropriate conduct should be permitted without consequence.   

Students must be empowered with the choice to follow or not follow stated rules of conduct, but they 

must be consistently accountable to appropriate behavior consequences or undesirable conduct will continue.  

Student misbehavior is unavoidable in every public school setting, but it occurs more frequently in Title 1 

schools. When repeated or atypical student misconduct situations occur, it affords an administrator an 

opportunity to develop a positive working relationship with the child. Since all relationships are time 

dependent, the campus administration must slowly and consistently develop a common understanding of 

appropriate student choices with disruptive students. The child must realize that they and they alone are in 

complete control of their conduct, and he or she possesses the personal control and volition to act appropriately, 

or to act inappropriately – with an associated consequence, as needed. The administration must work diligently 

to convey and develop a positive relationship to each child so his or her social and academic needs are met. 

Campus administrators must guide students with short conversations and multiple classroom visits to 

facilitate a common understanding of classroom and school expectations and appropriate consequences via 

student empowerment.  It has been the author’s experience that a proactive approach and not a reactive one 

with challenging student behaviors is the most effective. If the campus administrator and student discuss 

expectations at morning arrival and there is continual classroom support through the day, the majority of 

students develop a personal understanding that their academic and emotional needs are important to the teacher 

and principal. In short, a trustful relationship develops. However, in all human conduct, behavioral choices are 

made independent of stated expectations and consequences. If students choose to act inappropriately, that 

behavioral choice cannot occur without an applicable, equitable, and stated consequence.   

In any public school, classroom teachers must be confident that if and when specific students choose 

to demonstrate atypical, repeated or aggressive behavioral distractions in the classroom, the campus 

administration will be supportive in assisting with the undesirable behavior and with the student’s parent. If 

the campus administration elects to not focus on establishing effective student management teacher training in 

the classrooms with consistent, hands-on support, then it is extremely likely that instead of proactively 

controlling these events, these daily disruptive events will reactively control the administration’s time. 

It is important to emphasize that all Graham Elementary teachers new to the profession were provided 

special and customized classroom situations.  Entry-level classroom teachers were assigned students with the 
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fewest academic problems as well as students without known discipline challenges from the previous school 

year. In doing so, novice teachers could focus their attention on developing pedagogical expertise and 

appropriate classroom control. Additionally, at the beginning of the school year, entry-level teachers were also 

strongly encouraged to implement simply designed lessons to ensure control of the classroom learning 

environment.  As these young teachers instructionally evolved and became more adept and comfortable in the 

classroom, they were able to experiment with lesson planning with more complex student learning dynamics 

and pedagogy. 

If administrative support is not provided to the teachers, or there is a lack of academic student success 

at a campus with continual reforms each school year, quality educators will generally not remain at the campus.  

Frequently, teachers will search for employment options with other schools that offer professional satiation 

and both offer and provide administrative classroom support.  If an exodus of classroom teachers at a school 

rises above the normal rate of ten to fifteen percent at year’s end for whatever personal or professional reason, 

the operational management and teacher training may be an arduous to insurmountable task the following 

school year.  Hence, despite the fact that both Blackshear and Graham are urban Title 1 elementary schools 

with challenging student demographics, rarely did teacher turnover exceed 10 percent in any given school year.  

Consequently, both schools’ administration maintained the capacity to train a relatively small number of 

classroom teachers while continuing to sustain high academic results as in previous school years.  In a decade, 

with anticipated ten percent teacher turnover each school year, despite sustaining high academic performance, 

a Title 1 elementary school can cumulatively turn over between sixty to eighty percent of its faculty.  Although 

this accumulative turnover is as significant as it appears, the number of departing teachers in one school year 

is always in the proximity of ten percent, and as stated above, that annual turnover rate is readily managed 

using effective schoolwide and classrooms systems as well as both stop-gap and bridge curricular resources.   

Finally, a school’s common areas and classrooms’ physical environment must convey that the school 

is a place of social and academic pride.  All classrooms, hallways, playground areas, etc. must present 

themselves as an organized place of safety and distinction. Additionally, all debris or graffiti must be removed 

immediately and any observable deficiency, repaired.  In short, the ‘broken window effect’ cannot permeate 

the school’s physical environment and subconsciously deliver a mixed message of campus apathy or indolence 

to teachers, parents and students. If these physical conditions are not remedied, it is with absolute certitude 

that those glaring deficiencies will adversely affect the campus’ cultural identity and ultimately, its social and 

academic performance. 

 

 

As shown in Figure 1, Resources (Curricular) are separated into three (3) discrete components: Stop-

Gap Resources, Core Curriculum, and Bridge Resources – a curricular resource breakdown that is unique to 

this academic school reform model. The daily core curriculum (i.e. adopted instructional resources based on 

grade level CCSS or TEKS) is a grade level staple in all public schools, and it is usually selected by campus 

or district personnel. It is invariably a commercial purchase with a four- to seven-year adoption window. 

However, both stop-gap and bridge resources are distinctive to this academic transformation Title 1 model, 

and each resource possesses an intrinsically designed singular objective. These two curricular resources do not 

replace the core curriculum – these resources are in addition to the core curriculum and allow it to function as 

it was designed. 

 This document provides an overview of these two uniquely designed resources. A companion white 

paper entitled, Accelerated Student Achievement in American Title 1 Elementary Schools, ‘Stop-Gap and 

Bridge Resources’ – Part 2 of 2 details in great the design features and pragmatic implementation of each 

resource. That companion document and all literacy stop-gap resources can be immediately downloaded for 

free at the website address located in the footer. It is important to note that the heightened academic effect of 

these two (2) literacy resources is not solely limited to Title 1 elementary schools. These two resources also 

SECTION 2: The Right Resources – Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources 
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assist classroom teachers at non-Title 1 schools with those schools’ similar student demographic, albeit a 

smaller number, of students classified as economically disadvantaged. From a general perspective, students 

classified as economically disadvantaged often possess academic literacy and numeracy skill gaps independent 

of the schools’ socioeconomic status or its geographical location. Nevertheless, with focused stop-gap resource 

implementation, the fundamental academic literacy and numeracy skill gaps may be directly addressed and 

eliminated regardless of the socioeconomic school setting. Consequently, the infamous achievement gap is 

narrowed and eventually, closed whether the inequity is between high and low socioeconomic status 

elementary schools or between two economically classified student groups enrolled at the same non-Title 1 

elementary school. 

Stop-Gap Literacy and Numeracy Resources 

The critical elements that academically separate children of poverty from their more affluent peers are 

academic literacy and numeracy skill gaps. Many students who are classified as economically disadvantaged 

enroll in Title 1 elementary schools in prekindergarten with academic literacy gaps. These literacy gaps widen 

and children of poverty frequently develop an academic numeracy skill gap as they progress through 

elementary school. In general, numeracy and literacy stop-gap resources are designed to accelerate struggling 

academic students ‘back’ to grade level curriculum by rapidly filling these academic skill gaps. The length of 

time required to accelerate students to grade level is different for mathematics than it is for reading. In a Title 

1 elementary school, mathematics skill gaps can be rectified in only one school year with the use of an effective 

differentiated numeracy program; however, grade level reading requires between one to two school years to 

significantly reduce literacy skill gaps. Accordingly, both the numeracy and literacy stop-gap resources are 

designed to dramatically remedy basic skill gaps by the time students are in the third grade.  

The importance of closing these academic skill gaps cannot be overemphasized. All grade level core 

curriculum is designed for grade level state or Common Core State Standards (Texas – TEKS or CCSS). But, 

as long as these skill gaps remain unaddressed, Title 1 classroom teachers will encounter significant numbers 

of students that are not connecting to the daily core curriculum lesson. Regardless of the classroom 

instructional technique – direct instruction or small group – the teacher will experience depressed levels of 

student achievement unless literacy and numeracy stop-gap curricular resource programs are implemented to 

eliminate academic skill gaps.  

If the academic skill gaps are not addressed and closed by or during third grade – usually, the first year 

of standardized testing in most states – the typical Title 1 intermediate classroom teacher is placed in a difficult 

instructional position. As in all schools, the teacher presents daily lessons in mathematics, reading and writing 

using the school/district’s selected grade level core curriculum. However, as stated, all grade level core 

curriculum is designed for each state’s grade level standards – whether the standards are Common Core State 

Standard (CCSS) or the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). The core curriculum assumes that 

each student is academically on-grade level and has mastered dependent prior grade level skills. For example, 

regardless of vendor or curriculum publisher, the third grade reading or math core curriculum is designed with 

the premise that a third grade student has prerequisite skill mastery of kindergarten through second grade 

standards (i.e. meaning a student possesses few to no literacy or numeracy academic skill gaps from prior 

grade levels). However, in Title 1 elementary schools, a vast majority of students possess significant literacy 

and numeracy skill gaps that have continued to widen each school year since his or her enrollment in 

prekindergarten or kindergarten. Stop-gap resources – for all practical pedagogical purposes – assist in 

eliminating or drastically reducing a typical Title 1 classroom’s daily necessity for instructional differentiation 

in core lessons. Consequently, as students are accelerated to grade level prowess, the core curriculum is 

effective for all students, as it was originally designed. 

Empirical Graphical Analysis Using Literacy and Numeracy Stop-Gap Resources 

As children’s academic skill gaps narrow, the adopted core curriculum – designed for grade level skills 

and standards – becomes connected and sequenced for students. As this transformation occurs, the Title 1 
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classroom teaching environment quickly mirrors that of a non-Title 1 elementary school setting. An empirical 

graphical model of this accelerated academic conversional progression is shown in Figure 2 entitled, “Title 1 

Academic Transformation using Stop-Gap Literacy and Numeracy Resources.” 

Diagram A depicts a typical non-Title 1 classroom or elementary school.  As is widely known and 

accepted by public education educators and advocates, most students’ prerequisite content and skill knowledge 

is above the ‘background knowledge’ line; hence, most students are academically prepared (i.e. little to no 

academic skill gaps) for daily classroom lessons using his or her school’s adopted grade level core curriculum. 

Again, since almost all instructional core curriculum resources are designed with the premise that students are 

on grade level, the vast majority of students are generally successful with the daily core lessons using the 

adopted school or district curriculum.  The students that are below the ‘background knowledge’ line will 

struggle in classroom daily lessons using grade level curricular resources.  This small group of students will 

require interventions to rectify this condition.  The interventions are generally from teacher tutoring and/or 

parent assistance at home; however, parents at non-Title 1 schools largely possess financial resources. Thus, 

many students from affluent homes receive additional tutorials and interventions several times per week from 

an external vendor specializing in afterschool tutorial services.   

In Diagram B, a similar graphic is displayed for a typical Title 1 elementary school; conversely, in this 

schematic, the mirror image of Diagram A is depicted.  Diagram B illustrates the academic dilemma of the 

typical Title 1 classroom or elementary school in this country.  It translates or shifts vertically depending upon 

the percentage levels of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch – meaning the fewer students on free 

and reduced lunch, the oval in Diagram B shifts vertically upward toward the non-Title 1 classroom depiction  
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illustrated in Diagram A. As in Diagram A, grade level core curriculum is also presented to students in Title 1 

classrooms depicted by Diagram B, but many of these elementary students are without the prerequisite 

background knowledge (i.e. academic numeracy and literacy skill gaps). However, in the Title 1 classroom or 

school, most students are not prepared to readily grasp and connect with daily core lesson content. Using a 

simple analogy borrowed from an E.D. Hirsch, Jr. article, a classroom teacher is conveying an entertaining 

anecdote or joke that all students in his or her class should find amusing. However, the vast majority of the 

students do not laugh at their teacher’s comical joke – or simply put, the students do not ‘get it.’ Many of the 

students do not understand the levity of the teacher’s joke since they do not possess the necessary background 

information to comprehend the basis of why the joke is witty in the first place. In pedagogical terms, those 

students possess academic skill gaps in both literacy and numeracy and do not readily grasp the grade level 

core curriculum – the teacher’s humorous anecdote or joke.   

There is both a short-term and a long-term consequence of Diagram B. First, if this pedagogical 

situation is left unaddressed for the typical Title 1 elementary classroom or school, those students face a long-

term, dire economic future as adults entering the work force. Second, in the short term, with so many students 

attending Title 1 schools performing academically below grade level, it is an arduous task for any teacher to 

present grade level lessons to actively engage children when so many students possess a wide scattering of 

prerequisite background knowledge. The typical Title 1 classroom teacher is generally placed in one of the 

following two, equally distasteful pedagogical situations.  Does the classroom teacher slow the daily core 

lessons to an instructional snail’s pace and include a myriad of background lessons, so students may understand 

the grade level core lesson? Or, does the teacher continue the recommended pacing guide of the core 

curriculum daily lessons and leave a significant percentage of their students academically behind? Many 

teachers often choose the latter.  This classroom situation may be even more challenging when students do not 

possess the background skills to actively participate in the lesson. Frequently, some children engage in off-

task, distracting behavior that further decelerates student learning, performance and time on task.    

Most educators are all too aware of the academic situation and the endemic problems in our Title 1 

schools.  Diagram C depicts both school types on the same schematic to clearly illustrate the mirror image of 

the two socioeconomic status schools’ academic positions. Implementing stop-gap literacy and numeracy 

programs consistently and with integrity, greatly remedies the pedagogical challenges in American Title 1 

schools.” As illustrated in Diagram D, these stop-gap programs quickly rotate the academic environment at 

the typical Title 1 School or classroom until it repositions itself as an equitable non-Title 1 school depicted in 

Diagram E. The result is that the teachers at the Title 1 School are equally as effective with student learning 

and academics as their professional colleagues in the higher socioeconomic, non-Title 1 school setting. 

Similarly, children of poverty equitably achieve on standardized assessments as do their affluent peers, and 

the learning environment is fundamentally positioned where grade level curricular resources are effective. At-

risk children’s typical numeracy and literacy gaps are narrowed and they readily understand their classroom 

teacher’s joke (e.g. grade level core content). In Diagram E, students attending Title 1 schools below the 

background knowledge line require additional intervention from instructional specialists or afterschool 

remedial tutoring. Those students’ parents usually cannot afford the cost of an external commercial tutoring 

service, unlike their more affluent peers’ parents. However, the number of students at a Title 1 campus 

requiring interventions is much more manageable. 

An effective differentiated stop-gap numeracy program academically transforms the academic status 

of a Title 1 elementary school into that of a ‘virtual’ non-Title 1 school in one year. However, the literacy stop-

gap resources time frame is between one to two years depending on the student demographics of the Title 1 

elementary school.  These same stop-gap resources are also needed in non-Title 1 elementary schools to 

address any academically struggling students as well as a small group of students classified as economically 

disadvantaged. The only real difference between economically disadvantaged students attending Title 1 

Schools to similarly classified students enrolled in non-Title 1 Schools is geography. Both socioeconomic 
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school settings of at-risk and economically disadvantaged students have identical academic literacy and 

numeracy skill gaps. 

Empirical Necessity of Literacy and Numeracy Stop-Gap Resource Implementation in Title 1 Schools 

In urban Title 1 elementary schools, regardless of race and native home language, a majority of students 

commonly demonstrate an inability to correctly spell the most rudimentary English words. Professional 

linguists estimate that approximately twenty-five (25) percent of English words do not follow a basic phonics 

spelling rule and three (3) percent are so irregularly spelled that their spellings must be rote memorized. Early 

literacy acquisition research conducted by Risley and Hart entitled ‘The Early Catastrophe’ (2003) cited a 30-

million-word gap for 4 year old children entering school between welfare families and professional families. 

Their longitudinal research findings have significant implications for at-risk children’s educations. 

As children of poverty enter public school, they possess a significant academic language word gap. For 

all practical purposes, when the literacy academic skill gap is not rectified by the end of second grade, students 

classified as economically disadvantaged or at-risk are attempting to read grade level comprehension passages 

with missing words – attempting to connect literal meaning over word omissions. Significantly increasing the 

academic literacy outcomes is a more difficult pedagogical task in urban, Title 1 school environments in 

comparison to all other core subjects. As cited in the Risley and Hart research, children of poverty enter 

elementary school with a 30-million-word gap in comparison to their more affluent peers. It is the author’s 

professional experience and opinion that approximately 80 to 90 percent of economically disadvantaged 

incoming prekindergarten and kindergarten students do not possess an academic native language regardless 

of their ethnicity or home language.  

Empirical Necessity of Stop-Gap Resource Implementation: English Language Learners (ELLs) 

A Title 1 elementary school’s pedagogical situation is more complicated when there are many students 

possessing a home or native language other than English. While these English Language Learners (ELLs) may 

speak their native language upon arrival to prekindergarten, they most likely have not developed mastery of 

that language’s academic elements. Children possess grammar and vocabulary skills that invariably mirror 

those of their parents, regardless of native language. Consequently, ELLs will possess literacy skill gaps not 

only in academic English but in their native language as well, and the number of gaps is dramatically higher 

if they are a member of an economically disadvantaged household. For many children classified as both 

economically disadvantaged and as an English Language Learning student, public school and television are 

often their only access to academic English. It is essential in the primary elementary grades, that teachers 

expose English Language Learners (ELLs) to high levels of academic English. However, this is not the 

common language acquisition approach that many Title 1 elementary schools implement for ELLs. In most 

Title 1 traditional or charter public elementary schools, school administrators may select from four (4) different 

types of bilingual language acquisition programs. These bilingual language acquisition programs vary from 

early-exit, late-exit to a one-way or a two-way dual language program. The selection of Title 1 bilingual 

programming in a Title 1 elementary school is a critical curricular choice that can affect LEP students 

academically and economically in both the short-term and long-term. Furthermore, high student enrollment of 

English Language Learners in public schools also has a dramatic impact on a Title 1 elementary school’s 

academic performance. Therefore, it is necessary to address the most frequently implemented language 

acquisition models currently in use in American Title 1 public schools and each program’s academic 

effectiveness.  

In a typical urban Title 1 elementary school with large percentages of ELL student populations, a late-

exit bilingual program is designed for a fixed, concentrated, step-down percentage each school year of the 

students’ dominant home/native language. The initial percentage of Spanish or native language instruction is 

90% beginning in prekindergarten, and the native language is decreased each school year by 10% through 5th 

grade. Thus, a late exit program progresses from 90, 80, 70 and 60 percent home dominant language 

implementation in the first four years of elementary school, beginning in prekindergarten. In this language 
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acquisition model, the home language is a maintenance language. In the late-exit model, the focus of the 

bilingual program is learning and mastering academic English. The program’s objective is not intended for the 

LEP student to learn two languages to mastery.  Due to the highly concentrated native language instruction in 

the primary grades, ELLs classified as both economically disadvantaged and LEP are not exposed to a similar 

level of academic English language development that native English speaking or students classified as English 

as Second Language (ESL) receive.  

In dual language bilingual programming, unlike the late-exit model, the program’s design and 

intention is for LEP children to master two languages – the academic home language and academic English. 

Unfortunately, a high percentage of children with a primary language other than English who enroll in public 

schools arrive without much academic mastery of their primary language. Consequently, a majority of LEP 

children are placed in the arduous position to learn two (2) academic languages to mastery – English and their 

native academic language – simultaneously. A significant number of students in dual language bilingual 

programming often fail to master either academic language, or children only master their native academic 

language. By the third grade, in either the dual language models or late-exit, LEP students are often not 

prepared for grade level academic English instruction. In those situations, campus personnel frequently opt to 

provide the “language of instruction” and assess a high percentage of ELLs in their native language so they 

can pass the standardized state reading and mathematics tests. As ELLs progress to fourth and fifth grades, 

this pattern continues, and many students are not at or near grade level in academic English; consequently, 

school personnel continue to assess significant percentages of LEP students in non-English testing languages 

for the remainder of elementary school. Then, in middle school, sixth grade language arts teachers receive 

students from feeder elementary schools that often read on grade level in their native language, but read 

multiple grade levels below in academic English. In Texas, for example, the Texas Education Agency requires 

that all sixth-grade students be assessed solely in academic English on all standardized tests. Thus, many sixth-

grade LEP students academically struggle in both language arts classes and on standardized reading 

assessments due to deficiencies in academic English spanning multiple grade levels. Finally, it is important to 

distinguish between newcomer immigrants as opposed to LEP students who have progressed grade level by 

grade level in an elementary school. A specially designed linguistic program should be used to assist those 

students in learning academic English.  

Another efficacy problem with complicated language acquisition programs is fidelity, consistency and 

implementation issues from entry-level classroom teachers. Public education is unique in comparison to most 

professional fields. There are not entry-level assignments in the teaching profession. All classroom teachers 

receive identical teaching assignments whether the teacher is a seasoned veteran or novice teacher. Two 

teachers of dissimilar pedagogical experience are often on the same grade level in adjacent classroom teaching 

the exact same lessons. LEP children’s academic skill gaps in two languages are a pedagogical challenge for 

the seasoned classroom teacher and an arduous to overwhelming task for the novice teacher. Entry-level 

teachers often require simplicity to demonstrate heightened success with students, but language acquisition 

programs are frequently too complicated for the beginning teacher to effectively organize and consistently 

implement in their elementary classrooms.  

There are also adverse social, academic and long-term economic implications associated with either 

late-exit or one-way dual language programs in Title 1 elementary schools. First, LEP students are physically 

separated into different classrooms based on their home language or native language in Title 1 elementary 

schools. For instance, Hispanic LEP students are placed in one classroom and all other ESL and English-

speaking students in another. This separate-but-equal educational separation results in missed opportunities 

for social and academic learning in the classroom, special area classes, and in the cafeteria at lunch.  The end 

result is an elementary school that is internally segregated based on language. Second, educational academic 

success often foments economic outcomes as children mature into adults. Educationally, if LEP children 

classified as both economically disadvantaged and English Language Learner (ELLs) are not provided highly 

equitable educations, these educational inequities create economic inequities later in life. Regardless of 

whether late-exit or dual language bilingual programming is implemented in Title 1 elementary schools, it 
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must be academically effective. In short, the language acquisition programs must yield equity in academic 

literacy performance outcomes.  

In urban Texas Title 1 elementary schools, these two language programs have not yielded equitable 

performance outcomes. While there is ample bilingual research available that supports the efficacy of bilingual 

language acquisition systems, the author does not believe it is an existential reality in the urban Title 1 

elementary schools. Furthermore, there are between 10 to 20 percent of ELL students enrolled in Title 1 

elementary schools that possess the cognitive processing power to overcome the academic skill gaps in both 

languages and achieve biliteracy. Unfortunately, gifted LEP students frequently do not excel to their cerebral 

ability in either late-exit and dual language bilingual programs. School personnel must focus their time and 

concentrate on the 50 to 60 percent of the students that reside in the Title 1 academic middle; hence, students 

possessing high cognitive intellectual ability ‘pass’ a standardized reading assessment with minimal teacher 

attention. Pragmatically, teachers must focus on the many, and not the exceptions. 

When the standard 90-minute elementary school language arts block is parsed into two language 

sections and a vast majority of Title 1 ELL students possess language gaps in both native and English academic 

languages, the only reasonable and logical outcome is depressed academic performance.  However, bilingual 

research currently exists that states ELLs eventually surpass native English-speaking students in academic 

English in their middle and high school years. This conclusion defies logic and practice of any known human 

endeavor. The conclusion is illustrating the following scenario: a large group of people practice a task or skill 

less than another randomly and similarly selected group, but the group that practiced less is eventually more 

adept and accomplished at that practiced task. Unless all the members of the large group that practiced less 

are intellectually or athletically gifted, this thinking is not rational. As expected from all aspects of learning 

and human practice, by third grade, many LEP students in either the late-exit or dual language programs 

struggle with both academic languages – especially English. It is the author’s professional opinion that there 

are two pragmatic remedies for the two-way dual language program, but the language arts block cannot be 

severed. In fact, it must be extended to accommodate both academic languages. Either the school day could be 

extended by at least an hour to accommodate the academic teaching of both languages, or the elementary 

primary grades social studies and science could be aggregated for further language instruction. In the latter 

case, an additional 45 minutes to an hour beyond the standard 90-minute language arts block would be 

available each school day to address the literacy gaps in both languages. In the intermediate elementary grades, 

the class would allocate less time to social studies and more to science instruction. Whatever the solution, the 

only non-negotiable aspect in a potential solution is that the elementary school’s 90-minute language arts block 

cannot be parsed and LEP students provided the opportunity to practice academic English less. 

 Conversely, dual language programs are often highly successful and effective in non-Title 1 

elementary schools (i.e. all elementary schools not classified in their district as qualifying for Title 1 Federal 

funding) for precise and opposite reasons that bilingual programs are not effective in Title 1 schools. Most 

students enrolled in non-Title 1 elementary schools enroll in public school possessing a home language that is 

academically developed to their grade level. Furthermore, their parents possess financial resources, and these 

more affluent children consequently have more literacy exposure and academic language support in their 

homes. Medium to high income parents also possess the financial means to pay for commercial afterschool 

tutoring services, if needed. Unlike the general condition in Title 1 elementary schools, when dual language 

programming is implemented in non-Title 1 elementary schools, the classroom teacher is teaching only one 

new academic language to the vast majority of students, not two.  

It is important to understand that late-exit and dual language bilingual programming are legally 

accepted bilingual options in the State of Texas and in other states as well. Regardless of a school’s selected 

and implemented language acquisition program, it must adhere to the precise legal stipulations of each state’s 

education agency. However, there is not a legal requirement in any state in the country that ensures that 

curricular programming must possess efficacy and provide equitability to all students. That sole subjective 

determination remains in the judgement and analysis of education advocates, the author, and school officials.   
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Early-Exit Language Acquisition Options: Title 1 Elementary Schools - ELL Students 

The preceding language acquisition educational opinions and statements are controversial, especially 

in Texas. However, all implemented curricular programs must be academically effective; they must yield high 

academic literacy results with all students above and below the poverty line. It has been the author’s 

professional and publicly known educational opinion after over a decade of professional work in urban, Title 

1 schools that significant numbers of ELLs are not nearly as academically successful as they are capable.  

Regarding early-exit bilingual programming, the author presents three options below that may provide 

academic success with large groups of Limited English Proficiency (LEP) children enrolled in Title 1 

elementary schools.  The first early-exit option affords that all enrolled students at an elementary school are 

provided a 20-minute daily enrichment block of a non-English academic language that aligns with the students’ 

native or home language. A principal may also elect to offer the enrichment to only the school’s LEP students, 

but all students are provided the standard 90-minute language arts blocks with an emphasis on accelerating 

academic English beginning in prekindergarten. In this option, all classroom teachers must possess the 

appropriate state accreditations – bilingual or English as a Second Language (ESL) certified. State certified 

classroom teachers must utilize their students’ home language as a linguistic transfer vehicle to learn academic 

English.  

The second early-exit option recommends creating a special gifted class to serve the language needs 

for the cognitively gifted ELLs.  Beginning in second or third grade, based on academic linguistic assessments, 

all qualifying LEP students may be placed in a dual language block of both English and their native language. 

Students admitted to this Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) classroom must possess the linguistic 

capability to master two languages despite the high potential for endemic student academic gaps in both 

languages. The classroom teacher must also possess the state’s accreditation for teaching non-English speaking 

students. All other enrolled students at the school are placed in the acceleration of academic English using his 

or her native language as a maintenance or support language, as needed. 

The last early-exit option employs that all students receive instruction in the acceleration of English 

beginning in prekindergarten. Again, classroom teachers must possess the state’s accreditation for teaching 

students with non-English speaking linguistic classifications. In all classrooms, an accredited classroom 

teacher utilizes the students’ native non-English language as a linguistic transference to comprehend the 

nuances of academic English, as needed. As with all three options listed, the stop-gap literacy resources are an 

invaluable resource to facilitate the learning process in conjunction with highly accountable balanced literacy 

and an instructional press of accountable, independent home and school reading.  All literacy resources are 

free downloads at the website listed in the footer of this document under ‘Expertise’ and ‘Stop-Gap Resources’ 

tabs. 

Blackshear and Graham: Early-Exit Model Acceleration with Daily Non-English Enrichment Class 

Both Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools had large percentages of Hispanic English Language 

Learner (ELL) groups. For example, in the 2012-13 school year, Blackshear’s ELL student group was 41% 

and Graham’s was 55% of the total student population, respectively. However, both urban Title 1 elementary 

schools’ standardized STAAR (i.e. State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness) reading performance 

was 95% passing and 20% commended performance – with almost all enrolled students testing in academic 

English. Both schools used an early-exit bilingual program model from the time students entered 

prekindergarten to accelerate academic English instruction. Each school’s principal hired only state certified 

bilingual teachers for ELL classroom instruction and used Spanish to transition students and accelerate 

academic English. In other classrooms with students classified as English as Second Language (ESL), all 

teachers possessed the required state educator certifications.  

All classrooms implemented stop-gap literacy resources, structured phonics and phonemic awareness 

programs, balanced literacy elements, novel studies and pressed accountable independent reading at both home 

and school. Blackshear and Graham were in rigorous ELPS compliance – English Language Proficiency 
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Standards. The schools also heightened performance marks on the state mandated Texas English Language 

Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS). This annual test assesses the level of academic English language 

acquisition progress that LEP students achieve each school year. In a word, both schools academically excelled 

in areas that were the most frequently practiced. In the intermediate STAAR testing grades, ELL student 

performance equaled and frequently exceeded native English language academic performance in all core 

assessed subjects.  

Graham implemented the third option of the early exit bilingual program described above. However, 

at Blackshear, the administration also implemented a 20 minute daily academic Spanish enrichment class for 

all enrolled students.  In retrospect, it is the author’s regret that the Blackshear Spanish enrichment model was 

not also implemented at Graham Elementary. 

Another important operational aspect of these schools was mixed classrooms. Since bilingually 

certified teachers are simultaneously ESL certified, classrooms with ELL students could also include students 

classified as ESL or native English speakers. Consequently, bilingual classrooms were demographically mixed 

with children of all different races; however, they were not language mixed classrooms. These Title 1 

elementary classrooms pressed academic English. Otherwise, if the bilingually certified teacher attempted to 

provide both languages in the same classroom, a lack of academic success will undoubtedly prevail as it occurs 

in the parsed language arts blocks in late-exit and dual language programming models. There are several 

beneficial reasons for an administrator to use mixed classrooms. Unlike the late-exit and the one-way dual 

language bilingual models, this action promoted school integration, not segregation. All students at the campus 

– African American students, Hispanic native English speakers, Anglo students, and ELL students – were all 

socially and academically learning in the same classroom. Hispanic LEP student classrooms were no longer 

segregated from the other student groups, thereby increasing social interaction. With students learning and 

working together each day in the classroom, racial issues that had arisen in the past now decreased 

significantly. Students learned that their commonalities were stronger than their differences. Additionally, 

from a language acquisition perspective, as students progressed through elementary school, native English-

speaking students readily served as strong academic English language models for ELL students.  

Mixed classrooms also afforded all parents more choice in selecting teachers that they believed 

matched their child’s personality. An unintended benefit of mixing classes was the ability to separate students 

for better student management pairings. For example, at Graham there could be six or seven classrooms per 

grade level, but four of the six or seven classrooms required bilingually certified teachers. However, using an 

early exit model, ESL or native English-speaking students could be readily placed in any of the six or seven 

classrooms providing a strong teacher-student personality pairing and a more structured learning environment 

for all children on a grade level. Parents, teachers and administrators alike valued this flexibility in student 

placements. The first objective of any classroom teacher or campus administrator is ensuring that all students 

are in a safe and comfortable learning environment. 

      Continued Title 1 Late-Exit and Dual Language Implementation: Despite the Lack of Academic Results 

Educators unfamiliar with bilingual programming and Title 1 urban schools with high percentages of 

enrolled LEP students may question why curriculum continues to be implemented that has not yielded 

heightened student academic outcomes over time – similar to the academic literacy performance shown in 

urban, Title 1 schools like Blackshear and Graham. There are several reasons why this occurs, despite the 

potential for adverse consequences to children of poverty’s quality of education and their long-term economic 

prospects. The following list provides some basic reasons why ineffective bilingual programming continues in 

Title 1 elementary public schools.  

 Educators have chosen ethnic, cultural reasons over academic results when implementing a late-

exit, one-way, or two-way dual language program in urban Title 1 elementary schools. Ironically, 

this decision is justified with social justice arguments. 
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 Educators and advocates believe in bilingual programs – especially two-way dual language 

programming – due to their high efficacy in non-Title 1 elementary schools. However, quite often, 

advocates are not fully cognizant of the differing dynamics between urban Title 1 and non-Title 

1 elementary schools. 
 

 Frequently, there is no objective evaluation- formative or summative- of curricular programming. 

Consequently, ineffective programs are implemented school year after school year. 
 

 Many Title 1 educators are unaware of the existence and necessity of simple, free, stop-gap 

literacy programs and their pragmatic implementation to ensure the heightened efficacy of early-

exit language acquisition programs.  
 

 Campus administrators are commonly not given programming options in their classrooms. 

Curriculum implementation decisions are made solely at the district level.  Or, in the opposite 

managerial vein, school principals are provided complete autonomy to implement curriculum in 

their school, but without associated accountability of academic results. Both of these diametrically 

opposite situations are currently occurring in the public school system. 
 

 Educators promote and advocate specific programs based on economic and/or professional self-

interest. More importantly, this same group of educators is not personally nor professionally held 

accountable for the depressed academic results of that curricular programming. 
 

 LEP children’s parents are often not well informed on the public educational process, and they 

are not politically organized nor are they connected enough to aggressively question the rationale 

of school programming. It has been the author’s experience in Title 1 schools that many LEP 

parents are satisfied that their children are attending school, and they implicitly and explicitly trust 

school personnel to make educational decisions for their children.  
 

 School board trustee members do not usually possess an understanding of the management and 

daily operations of Title 1 schools.  Hence, trustees follow the curricular guidance of central office 

administrators despite chronic academic Title 1 school underperformance, year after year. 
 

 Special interest groups and more affluent parent groups possess political influence and press 

school superintendents to implement bilingual programs in all schools, not only the non-Title 1 

schools that their children attend.  
 

 The local media does not act as a watchdog investigator for either the cost or effectiveness of 

curricular programming. Education reporters also do not have a depth of understanding of the 

normal day-to-day operations of Title 1 schools; hence, they do not always comprehend the 

significance of summative campus and district results.  In large urban districts, countless academic 

reports are produced, and it is an arduous task for an outside party to disaggregate large quantities 

of school data to comprehend the root issues. 
 

 The general public is uninformed of what is occurring in Title 1 schools, and quite frankly, if this 

situation does not largely affect their children, many people have elected not to delve into the 

public education mire to develop a better understanding.  

At least in the short term, it is highly probable that ineffective curricular language acquisition programs 

will continue to be implemented despite ELL children’s academic gaps in academic English and their home 

language. Common sense or the lack of academic results in Title 1 elementary schools due to ineffective 

bilingual curricular programming will not deter widespread implementation. Administrators, special interest 

groups and university professors continue to support curricular bilingual programs via reliance on bilingual 

research that cites heightened academic performance of these programs – despite the lack of the existential and 

empirical reality that currently exists in urban Title 1 elementary schools.  

However, the author is optimistic that charter school academic successes may significantly impact the 

language acquisition approaches used in many urban traditional public schools. Charter schools are more 

focused on academic student outcomes and less inclined to be swayed in curricular issues by special interest 
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groups and political influence. Consequently, the loss of student revenue in traditional public schools from 

parents transferring their children to charter schools may prompt superintendents to reconsider their curricular 

approach with LEP students, sooner than later. 

Rapid Numeracy Development Affords Additional Literacy Focus 

An effective differentiated stop-gap numeracy program academically transforms a Title 1 elementary 

school to a ‘virtual’ non-Title 1 school in one year; however, the literacy stop-gap resources time frame is 

between one to two years depending on the student demographics of the Title 1 elementary school.  The fact 

that the mathematics can be academically remedied in one school year is essential to the accelerated 

transformation model’s sustainability for two reasons.  

First, if numeracy is aggressively pressed as a priority in the primary grades and third grade, students 

enter fourth and fifth grade on grade level in mathematics. When this occurs, students’ mathematics concerns 

are minimized in the upper elementary grade levels, except for newly enrolled students. But, even if a school 

experiences student mobility rates as high as 25% each school year, a differentiated daily numeracy program 

affords Title 1 school personnel the ability to efficiently manage with the few newly enrolled, high-needs/at-

risk students in each classroom. With mathematics under control, intermediate grade teachers can concentrate 

much more time on writing and science in fourth and fifth grades, respectively. Thus, a teacher can devote 

more time to only two core subjects and not three at the upper elementary grade levels.  

Second, students that are capable of minimally passing mathematics standardized tests is not 

academically acceptable. Over the last three decades, the technology and engineering fields have become 

lucrative professional career options. However, technical fields require that students be highly proficient in 

mathematics and science.  If elementary students are only minimally proficient in mathematics in elementary 

school, then their academic arithmetic base is not adequate for algebraic and higher-level mathematics courses.  

These students’ lack of competitive math skills creates a barrier to entering lucrative and competitive 

technology industries upon high school and/or university graduation. If minimally passing math performance 

is accepted in the elementary grades, the long-term economic outlook for children of poverty will be chosen 

for them, and will likely mean low wages that continue a cycle of poverty. 

Stop-Gap Resource Use in Non-Title 1 Schools and Other Benefits of Implementation 

These same stop-gap resources are also needed in non-Title 1 elementary schools to address any 

academic struggling students and the usually small group of students classified as economically disadvantaged. 

The only real difference between economically disadvantaged students attending Title 1 schools to similarly 

classified students enrolled in non-Title 1 schools is geography. Both socioeconomic school settings of at-risk 

and economically disadvantaged students have identical academic literacy and numeracy skill gaps.  

As students are accelerated to grade level, the over-identification of students recommended to special 

education services decreases dramatically. When students are academically behind, they often appear to 

possess learning difficulties or disabilities, when in reality they possess correctable academic literacy and 

numeracy skill gaps. However, if only a small and manageable segment of children struggle despite stop-gap 

implementation and academic interventions, a school committee and the children’s parents can decide whether 

to diagnostically assess and determine if the root cause of a student’s academic issues are, in fact, a learning 

disability.  

Furthermore, when students are pressed to grade level academics, their core lessons and applications 

are logically connected. As a result, students readily engage in class lessons, and student management issues 

are dramatically lessened. Inexperienced teachers are also more effective and efficient in classroom pedagogy 

since the literacy and numeracy skill gaps are narrowed, and skill differentiation is significantly reduced. 

Finally, children of poverty are afforded the opportunity to compete academically and equally with their more 

affluent peers – and educational equity is not a goal, but a reality. 
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Bridge Resources – A Necessity to Connect Grade Level Skills in Real World Applications 

The core curriculum is a grade-level, state standards-based resource, and assumes all students possess 

the layered prerequisite skills to successfully engage in daily classroom lessons. However, this is not the 

empirical reality of the majority of American Title 1 classrooms and an educational need exists for stop-gap 

and bridge resource implementation. Both of these curricular resources dramatically affect student 

achievement outcomes in both non-Title 1 and Title 1 elementary schools.  

As discussed, stop-gap resources remedy academic skill gaps regardless of the geographical location 

or the school’s socioeconomic status. The stop-gap curricular numeracy and literacy resources are designed 

with a basic structure and low complexity, thus eliminating poor implementation and subsequent struggles or 

failure due to an entry-level educators’ lack of classroom experience. The objective of stop-gap resources is to 

rapidly accelerate students to grade level by focusing on rectifying specific numeracy and literacy skill gaps 

common in relatively large numbers of Title 1 students or economically disadvantaged students in a non-Title 

1 school.  The pedagogical effect of these resources is dramatic as students in both primary and intermediate 

grades are soon able to actively engage in grade-level daily lessons, allowing the classroom teacher to minimize 

or eliminate dramatic differentiation for struggling students in exchange for more global efficiency and 

effectiveness in the classroom’s daily instruction and lesson design. 

Bridge resources possess a singular academic design benefit and pragmatic objective for any core 

subject taught in any classroom. Bridge resources apply grade level standards for reading, writing, mathematics 

and science in real world or situational problems. For instance, a typical bridge resource mathematics problem 

is a word problem that requires fourth grade students to compute the area of a rectangular garden given the 

garden’s perimeter and only one known side or dimension (i.e. length or width). The student must use discrete 

addition and subtraction skills to compute the parallelogram’s missing dimension, and then use multiplication 

of the two dimensions – the length and width – to compute the garden’s area.   

In this example, a student computes the parallelogram’s area by connecting discrete math skills in a logical 

and sequential process, piece by piece, as if forming a ‘bridge’ of myriad math skills to solve the word problem. 

Highly effective grade level bridge resources afford the classroom teacher with a daily curricular tool that 

provides grade level rigor and student learning expectations as specified by either the Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS) or the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) reading, writing, science and math 

standards. Hence, students are adequately prepared and exposed to grade level rigor and problem-solving 

expectations in each core subject.  

However, a bridge resource used during the fall semester is usually of a different design than a bridge 

resource implemented in the spring. A high quality bridge resource in the fall includes specific skill building 

practice in conjunction with skill application problems. During the fall semester, students are building both 

application and discrete skills. In the spring semester, the bridge resource focuses more on grade level skill 

application problems. The creation, design and implementation of bridge resources are discussed in detail in 

the companion white paper, Accelerated Student Achievement in American Title 1 Elementary Schools, ‘Stop-

Gap and Bridge Resources’ – Part 2 of 2. 

 

 

 

 In a typical Title 1 elementary school, teachers are placed in a difficult pedagogical position. Regardless of 

students’ literacy and numeracy skill gaps (depicted in Diagram B in Figure 2), teachers are provided a daily core 

curriculum (i.e. adopted instructional resources based on grade level CCSS or TEKS) that assumes all students 

possess prior grade level skills. This situation is not reality in the vast number of Title 1 classrooms in this country. 

Teachers are then in a daily, uphill battle, attempting to design and convey grade level content despite their 

students’ lack of prerequisite background knowledge. In a typical classroom lesson, some students may know this 

prerequisite content, other students in the classroom learned this prior skill in previous grades, and other children 

know little to no prior skill content. Many Title 1 students classified as economically disadvantaged and/or as 

 SECTION 3: The Right Personnel – Instructional and Classified Staff 
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English Language Learners attempt to make logical connections in the daily core lesson, but it is if they are trying 

to assemble a jigsaw puzzle without possessing key pieces of the puzzle. These missing puzzle pieces represent 

literacy and numeracy skill gaps, and these academic skill gaps foment into the achievement gap on standardized 

assessments.   

Once the literacy and numeracy skill gaps are rectified, Title 1 classroom teachers are equally effective with 

their students instructionally as are the teachers with their children in a non-Title 1 elementary school – illustrated 

in Diagram A in Figure 2. This does not imply that any random person can be hired and placed in front of a 

classroom of children and be successful. In fact, over the last two decades as an elementary classroom teacher and 

a campus administrator, the author believes that men and women imbued with specific personality and cognitive 

attributes excel in the teaching field. A listing of those traits, albeit not exhaustive, are listed below. 

Eight Successful Attributes of a Prospective Teaching Candidate 

1. Teaching children is a calling – The prospective candidate must desire to make a positive 

social and academic difference in children’s lives. It is not just another job to earn a living. 

2. Fundamentals – The teacher must possess content knowledge in reading, writing, science and 

mathematics. It is also extremely beneficial in urban Title 1 elementary schools if the teacher 

is linguistically fluent in Spanish. 

3. Relationally adept – The most effective teachers are task masters. These men and women, 

often Type A personalities, are adept at building strong teacher-student relationships that 

nurture, motivate and press children to success. 

4. Disposition – calm demeanor in fluid and stressful situations. 

5. Skill Sets – high work ethic and possessing strong analytical, communicative and 

organizational skills. 

6. Coachable – Teaching children is a skill like any other adaptive professionally learned and 

practiced skill. Openness, self-reflection and the ability to learn from others are keys to success. 

7. Interpersonal – The teacher must be reflective, introspective and results-oriented. Teaching 

candidates must possess organizational awareness – they are part of an instructional system at 

a campus. Teachers are but one instructional piece among many instructional pieces in a large 

school. In a word, they must work collaboratively and positively with all faculty at a campus. 

Caveat Emptor to principals: Hiring rogue personalities may become an administrative 

challenge. 

8. Professionalism – Cognizant that teaching is mature, professional work – converse with others 

and dress in attire that is suitable to professional organizations.  

In 2007, the author’s first year as a campus principal, it was often difficult locating and hiring quality 

teachers in an urban, Title 1 elementary school. But, by 2011, the globalization of the world economy had an 

adverse effect on the availability of professional, salaried work in fields like communications, fine arts, 

journalism, psychology and liberal arts. After graduating university, unable to locate professional work, many 

college graduates in those fields began work in the service industry – salaried at or just above minimum wage. 

This type of work motivated many of them to consider the teaching profession to make a difference in 

children’s social and academic lives. 

These degreed, budding professionals completed alternative certification teaching programs, but they 

were only marginally prepared to work in challenging, inner city public schools. However, with specific 

training in classroom management techniques and basic pedagogy by either a campus administrator or an 

instructional specialist, alternatively certified teachers were highly proficient in minimal time. If entry-level 

teachers started as a prekindergarten or kindergarten teacher, mentor grade level teachers assisted in their 

classroom training. At Graham, a novice teacher was assimilated into a large elementary campus by teaching 

a primary grade, thus honing classroom awareness and instructional prowess while also avoiding the added 

stress of standardized testing in intermediate grade levels. Within one to two years, most of these entry-level 
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teachers were mentally and instructionally prepared to teach an intermediate grade level. This teacher training 

process guaranteed Graham Elementary confident, trained, and competent intermediate grade level teachers 

every school year.  

Entry-level, alternatively certified teachers were highly dedicated to their professional work at 

Blackshear and Graham since their previous service industry employment was predominately minimum wage 

work, did not provide insurance, sick or vacation time, and that work often required late night and weekend 

work shifts without much sense of fulfillment or purpose.  Finally, it must be noted that the amount of training 

provided to alternatively certified candidates is significant; thus, the candidate must remain at least 3 to 4 years 

at the campus to recoup the initial training time. However, specific training in classroom management and 

efficiency in classroom routines accompanied by simply designed stop-gap literacy and numeracy programs 

afforded novice teachers minimal time to be productive. These young teachers were trained with an 

understanding that their only social and academic job was to ensure that their class of children were ready for 

the next school year. Finally, as noted in the companion white paper, Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources, (Part 

2 of 2), ‘plug-and-play’ curricular resources must be designed simply, so entry-level teachers are immediately 

effective in the resource’s classroom implementation. 

Once a Title 1 school is academically successful, another river of teaching talent becomes readily available. 

Since charter schools generally pay teachers less than traditional public schools, teachers were attracted to a highly 

successful Title 1 elementary school. A similar exodus occurred as well, but not due to salary issues, with 

neighboring traditional elementary schools in the Austin Independent School District. After an initial three-year 

assignment was completed with an elementary school, teachers were ‘free agents’ and permitted to voluntarily 

transfer to another district school. Those teachers’ former elementary schools did not use stop-gap literacy and 

numeracy resources effectively, if at all, so the school’s academic performance remained chronically stagnant. 

Academically challenged Title 1 elementary schools were subjected to district monitoring and performance 

initiatives. Unfortunately, those teachers remained afterschool often, working long hours and yet continuing to 

produce low student achievement results. On the other hand, Graham and Blackshear Elementary Schools’ 

academic results equaled those of the District’s non-Title 1 elementary schools. Due to that high level of academic 

success, both schools were provided complete autonomy with little to no district supervision. Consequently, 

teachers placed transfer requests to Graham or Blackshear – an elementary school only 6 to 10 miles away. 

Transferring teachers brought three pivotal years of classroom experience.  With classroom management training, 

active administrative student management support and similar in-house stop-gap and bridge resource training 

sessions, those teachers immediately produced heightened student outcomes with minimal supervision.  

The rapid academic success and low stress of both elementary schools made them attractive locations to 

work. Entry-level and minimally experienced teachers yielded the same academic results in the classroom as 

seasoned teachers. However, each spring and summer, there were quality teaching candidates that were interviewed 

but were not hired at either elementary school. For instance, if a teacher was not interested in working with other 

teachers or disagreed philosophically with the academic or fine arts mission of the school, it was better not to 

employ them. At Graham and Blackshear, teachers planned their own core daily lessons in grade level teams. This 

assisted less experienced teachers at each grade level with core content, sequencing, and pedagogical efficacy. If a 

teacher did not want to work collaboratively, then they would not be a fit at either school on any grade level. The 

fewer philosophically moving parts in a public school, the more efficiently it operates. It is strongly recommended 

that a campus administrator carefully select staff during the hiring process that are not rogues to the school’s social, 

academic or fine arts mantra. Otherwise, needless hours are flagrantly wasted debating with one teacher that does 

not philosophically agree, and there is no amount of social or academic evidence or logical arguments that an 

administrator can offer that persuades him or her to the contrary. 

 If a Title 1 campus is allocated the Federal funds to purchase instructional specialists, it is highly 

recommended that they possess the identical eight attributes used to consider teaching candidates. However, a high-

quality instructional specialist must be able to not only provide instruction to students but also to model and train 

effective pedagogical techniques for classroom teachers. At the beginning of each school year, instructional 

specialists assist campus administrators in training novice teachers in stop-gap and bridge resource implementation, 

daily core curriculum lesson modeling, and establishing classrooms with efficient daily routines and student 
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management. When the classrooms are soundly established after the initial weeks of the school year, the literacy 

instructional specialist at both Blackshear and Graham worked with small groups of students that were academically 

below the background knowledge line in Diagram E in Figure 2 on page 9. Another instructional specialist, the 

administration, and other available campus personnel checked and entered the daily differentiated student numeracy 

assessments using Formative Loop. Non-classroom teaching personnel worked outside their normal duties for an 

abbreviated period of time each school day to ensure that each student’s numeracy development was an academic 

priority on the campus. Additionally, a system was established that ensured that each student demonstrating a lack 

of numeracy understanding on the daily assessment would receive a same day numeracy intervention, if needed. 

The literacy and math instructional specialists also worked with students using fall and spring bridge resources – 

assisting with small groups or checking students’ work in conjunction with the teacher.  

Since instructional specialists are involved in the fundamental aspects of the daily academic operations, 

their selection to work in those campus functions must be carefully considered.  If an instructional specialist is not 

engaged in direct and consistent instruction with children, he or she will have little to no impact on heightening 

student achievement at the campus. In a poignant summary of this academic transformation model, if students’ 

literacy and numeracy skill gaps are not rectified, then students will not be successful with grade level content. 

Core daily lessons and bridge resources are also based on grade level TEKS and CC State Standards. Hence, 

academic skill gaps prevent students from learning and mastering the daily lesson skill content and their (bridge 

resource) applications. 

If a Title 1 elementary school does not employ a literacy and mathematics instructional specialist, there is 

a high likelihood that the school will academically lose upwards of 15 to 20 percent of their regular education 

students. In the absence of an instructional specialist or an adult volunteer, the classroom teacher must concentrate 

on that small cadre of struggling students and press the following: stop-gap literacy fluency and non-negotiable 

word programs, as well as the differentiated daily numeracy skills to mastery; accountable and independent daily 

reading monitored using Accelerated Reader; and bridge resource accountability. There is no substitute for the daily 

academic literacy and numeracy support that students receive in a small group setting with a highly competent 

adult. Outside of afterschool tutoring and in-class small group work, the teacher should consider also implementing 

a daily spaced repetition instruction program in mathematics, science and writing. When implemented with fidelity 

and efficiency, this instructional technique ensures mastery skill level since all students are provided threshold 

repetitions in the core content areas.  A white paper expounding upon the merit of spaced repetition is available for 

free and immediate download at the website address provided in the footer.  

Finally, some school districts opt to employ their federal Title 1 monies towards funding central office 

personnel in lieu of hiring instructional specialists at the Title 1 campuses. This funding decision is a mistake that 

has academic performance implications in the Title 1 schools. Title 1 campuses require instructional specialists to 

assist in initial teacher training and direct and consistent daily work with children that are below the background 

lines in Figure 2 – or those students will be academically left behind.  

Assistant principals at the schools were selected based on the specific administrative criteria provided in 

Section 4 below. At Graham, since the principal and author of this document only possessed intermediate teaching 

experience, it necessitated that the school’s assistant principal possessed primary teaching experience to 

complement the principal’s lack of teaching experience at those grade levels. However, the reverse situation is also 

valid. If a principal’s classroom instructional and teaching experience was confined to the primary grades, then the 

assistant principal’s instructional, intermediate teaching experience must include highly successful standardized 

assessment experience.  

A professional counselor is another critically important hire at a Title 1 campus. The counselor is directly 

involved in student privacy issues and frequently is the sole manager of annual standardized assessments. Thus, 

four of the most important professional qualities that a counselor must possess are high relational interpersonal 

skills, confidentiality with all student and personnel information, professional content competence, and impeccable 

personal integrity.  Similar to the counselor, the school librarian is a specialized teacher with unique skill sets. A 

librarian supports the most important academic function on an elementary campus. He or she must promote the 

importance of literacy to students in many different facets of learning via strong instructional skills.  The school 

librarian must also operate their own department’s budget and resource needs, maintain up-to-date technology 
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multimedia skills, and he or she must be capable of operating a school’s independent, accountable reading 

‘Accelerated Reader’ program. 

 Finally, classified campus personnel include clerical, bookkeeping, teaching aides and custodial staff. The 

overarching hiring attribute of all classified personnel was trainability, collegiality, punctuality and work ethic. Due 

to the large number of immigrant and LEP students from Mexico and Central America in Texas, the other relevant 

factor that was considered in a hiring recommendation at either Blackshear or Graham was a candidate’s linguistic 

fluency in Spanish. 

 

 

The lead administrator singularly controls the social emotional learning, academic direction, and both 

the student and teacher accountability on an elementary campus. If risk is defined as uncertainty, the principal’s 

primary function is to reduce the level of risk at the campus. The principal must reduce risk by maintaining the 

environmental conditions at the campus that afford each student and faculty member’s personal safety. All 

administrative actions ranging from student safety to legal compliance to budgets to student social and 

academic performance has that one objective in mind – reducing the risk or uncertainty at his or her elementary 

school. However, if a Title 1 elementary principal is unable or unwilling to press a campus for social and 

academic betterment, the probability of realizing heightened student performance is an extremely low 

probability. The lead administrator in a Title 1 elementary school is the key to the academic success of any 

school reformation model.  

Since acceptance to university graduate programs in educational administration is not overly 

competitive and the required graduate coursework rigor is nominal, there are a slew of educators with master’s 

degrees in educational administration and principal accreditations. Despite the myriad of media accounts and 

professional articles espousing teacher shortages in this country, the author has never read one article on the 

lack of available campus administrator candidates. However, there may indeed be a limited number of high-

quality administrator candidates. 

If a principal does not possess a majority of the seven skill sets listed below, it is likely he or she does 

not possess the ability to organize, problem solve and monitor the demands of global academic reform at a 

Title 1 elementary campus. When a principal does not possess the initial personal and professional skill sets to 

instructionally and globally lead the academic reformation of a Title 1 campus, the elementary principal 

evolves into a physical plant manager. When a principal is functioning as the school’s physical plant manager, 

he or she merely ensures the school and classroom doors are open, teachers physically show-up each day, 

physical repairs are made in a timely manner, budgets are met, teacher evaluations are completed, and the 

lights and water are functional. There is absolutely no change in the school’s academic situation regardless of 

need. 

Since district leadership fails to hold a campus administrator accountable in improving the school’s 

academic performance, an ineffective school administrator is often permitted to remain at a Title 1 elementary 

campus for a sustained period of time. Or in an opposite sense, district leaders also afford Title 1 principals 

tremendous autonomy with little associated accountability for academic student performance. Thus, physical 

plant principals and autonomy without accountability campus leadership result in chronic academic student 

outcomes at Title 1 elementary campuses. Once an annually ineffective, six-figure salaried Title 1 elementary 

principal is firmly embedded at a campus, it directly and adversely influences the quality of the education and 

the long-term economic outcomes of a generation of impoverished children.  It is for these reasons that the 

superintendent must carefully select Title 1 principal candidates based on a thorough understanding of his or 

her skill sets and social and academic instructional intentions for that campus. Furthermore, the superintendent 

should clearly state and require that a principal be given a maximum of three to four years to significantly 

elevate academics at a Title 1 elementary campus. After that time span, ineffective and unsuccessful lead 

SECTION 4: Administrative Leadership – The Principal 
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administrators should no longer be permitted to remain at the school. They should be demoted to an assistant 

principal, instructional specialist or a classroom teacher.  

After more than two decades of professional work in both Title 1 and non-Title 1 elementary schools, 

the author firmly believes that a successful Title 1 elementary principal should possess a majority of the seven 

essential personal and professional characteristics listed below. An aspiring principal can be trained in many 

of these skill sets. Furthermore, this academic transformation model affords a less demanding instructional 

classroom environment. Thus, it reduces human capital demands not only in the number of new teacher hires 

each school year, but in employing teachers with minimal teaching experience. Once entry-level teachers are 

trained in these systems and resources, they produce heightened results in their first year in the classroom.  

Seven Essential Title 1 Elementary Campus Leadership Skill Sets of an Effective Principal 
 

1.) Proven capability to build positive collaborative and collegial relationships with students, parents 

and staff in challenging situations. 
 

2.) Possess a high work ethic – the principal leads by example in all facets of reformation work – a 

servant leader to staff. In short, a leader’s perspiration inspires students and teachers alike. 
 

3.) A former and highly successful academic classroom teacher possessing mastery of both instruction 

and effective classroom management. A school leader should have a thorough understanding of 

the different instructional and management demands of both the primary and intermediate grade 

levels. 
 

4.) Ability to motivate and train campus personnel in effective curricular resources and pedagogy and 

provide on-going, visibly active classroom management support. 
 

5.) Possess high cognitive, problem solving and organizational abilities as well as personal integrity. 
 

6.) Possess a goal-oriented and results-driven academic mind set and be capable of setting priorities 

for the campus – establishing a social and academic vision for the campus. Simply, “What 

specifically must be accomplished, and when is it to be accomplished at the campus?” 
 

7.) Mature, deliberate, strategic and confident personality; avoids drama and personal pettiness; treats 

all faculty equitably – and is not egotistically driven by a job title.  

 

The stage for heightening social and academic student performance is established during the initial fall 

professional development training days when teachers and staff return from summer break. The principal must 

focus on both schoolwide and classroom systems, implementation and training of stop-gap and bridge 

resources, the paramount importance of accountable, independent reading using Accelerated Reader, and core 

essential attributes of daily instructional components. These fundamental administrative tasks vary slightly 

over the first three years of the academic transformation model’s implementation. For that reason, the primary 

highlights are presented below for the first three (3) years of the reformation model’s implementation. 

Implementation: Year ONE – 1  

During the first days of professional development the principal should discuss specific classroom 

management and common area expectations with the faculty. Above all, the lead administrator must emphasize 

effective classroom discipline with detailed and specific points and examples. For instance, on the first day of 

school, every classroom teacher presents and discusses the classroom rules with his or her class to set the 

expectations for student learning and conduct. The teacher can make his or her own set of class rules, but they 

should be kept to a maximum of five rules. These rules must be equitable and consistently applied every 

instructional day throughout the school year, and each classroom must possess high time on task in active 

student learning and accountability. The principal should also provide 3 example class rules and explain the 

importance of each rule. He or she must emphasize the necessity for efficient daily classroom routines to 

preserve instructional minutes and highly consistent, predictable structure.  For example, the principal should 
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specifically convey common area expectations and procedures: hallways, recess, lunchroom, nurse and office 

pass procedures, hallway bathroom use, arrival and dismissal procedures. Procedures should also be clearly 

presented and discussed in the event of specific student behaviors that require administrative assistance and 

attention.  

In summary, it is one of the principal’s primary functions to assist teachers to be successful in the 

classroom, so they are successful with their students. Thus, the campus principal must standardize his or her 

expectations citing the paramount importance of effective and efficient daily schoolwide common area 

transitions, classroom routines and consistent and equitable student management procedures. If a teacher 

struggles in any of these areas, the administration must guide the teacher to achieve the general expectation 

level or school standard. 

After the school year begins, the administration must be actively visible to support high efficacy of 

classroom management. It is a main function of the principal’s role to assist teachers in the classroom to be 

successful similarly as it is the teacher’s job to ensure that his or her students are successful in core daily 

lessons. The campus administrators should monitor entry-level and new teachers to the campus to ensure they 

are supported. The classroom teachers and the principal should collaborate and create a viable plan to address 

any and all chronic or atypical student behavioral circumstances. It is highly recommended that the 

administration be acutely proactive with these students prior to beginning class with a strong relational 

conveyance of appropriate student behavior. A heightened behavioral issue in a classroom can create multiple 

marginal copy-cat behaviors if left unaddressed. A proactive and actively visible administration can 

significantly assist in controlling and reducing undesirable, inappropriate student behavior. Classroom teachers 

must be confident that there is daily support of the administration in assisting with challenging behavior 

problems in their classroom, so they can focus their day on pedagogy and active student learning. 

The administration must prioritize the stop-gap literacy and numeracy training and establish 

accountability procedures to directly address interventions to students’ academic skill gaps. These procedures 

are discussed in the companion white paper – “Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources” – Part 2 of 2.  It is imperative 

that the principal monitor the literacy stop-gap programs (fluency and non-negotiable word) via weekly 

classroom spreadsheets from each teacher. The principal must also organize campus personnel (classified staff 

or instructional specialists) to check the daily differentiated numeracy student work or monitor teachers to 

ensure consistency, if the classroom teachers are solely accountable for all components of daily 

implementation. At Blackshear and Graham, the daily differentiated numeracy program was checked and 

entered into the computer by non-classroom personnel to ensure high quality controls; however, other 

administrators allow all classroom teachers to implement the daily program in their classrooms. It is imperative 

that the daily numeracy program be aggressively pressed in the fall semester. Otherwise, intermediate students 

will not be sufficiently prepared for the rigor and stamina of a grade level, standardized mathematics 

assessment. Finally, the principal should also establish consistent guidelines and expectations on student 

accountability with bridge resource implementation in the classroom. 

The principal must also monitor the independent and home reading of each student. An easy means to 

accomplish this is using the Accelerated Reader (AR) web-based reading program. Independent reading 

applies both the fluency and non-negotiable words and any phonics-based or weekly spelling program in 

context. An independent accountable reading procedure used at Graham is described in a one-page document 

available for free download at the website address provided in the footer. The digital monitoring of the AR 

program affords a campus administrator confidence on the independent reading practice and habits of every 

student on campus.  If students are not reading independently after the teacher has intervened multiple times, 

the campus administrator should confer with the teacher, student, and parent as needed, to establish 

accountable weekly reading goals. Again, intermediate students must be pressed in accountable, independent 

reading during the fall and spring semesters, or they will not be sufficiently prepared for the rigor and stamina 

of a grade level, standardized reading assessment. 
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The campus administration was still required to complete school and district compliance reports, 

budgeting and payroll, parent meetings, professional development, and the list goes on. However, if the 

academics and student discipline issues can be minimized, the remainder of the administrative duties are 

readily manageable. In the first year of implementation, the principal and assistant principal may need to 

complete the normal administration reports before or after school and/or at home, so they are available to 

support the daily numeracy program, parent meetings, teacher evaluations, classroom pedagogical support and 

student management issues.  

Implementation: Year TWO – 2  

If school personnel stressed the transformation model’s methodology the previous school year, it is 

highly likely the school’s academic performance has realized large academic gains. Unfortunately, it is the 

natural tendency of a campus staff to relax after large academic gains and not press as diligently as the previous 

year. Consequently, the administration needs to congratulate the teachers and staff for their work, but the 

principal also needs to repeat and stress the importance of student management, independent reading, effective 

routines in classrooms and common areas, and the consistent use of the stop-gap and bridge resources that 

were implemented in the first year. This is key for all new teachers to the campus and a necessary reminder 

for returning staff, too. Every school year, each classroom teacher receives a new group of students. The 

teacher must begin anew and establish the conduct expectations and routines with high levels of consistency. 

The lead administrator must accomplish the same objective with his or her staff, despite the fact that there may 

be only two new teachers to the campus.  

The principal also must set up a separate and short professional development session for all new 

teachers in stop-gap resources and the accountable, independent reading program. If the new teachers are entry-

level, classroom management and routines should be directly modeled with and without children in the 

classroom.  As in year one implementation, the principal must be visibly active and support classroom teachers 

after the start of school – providing concentrated attention to new and entry-level teachers.   

Also in the second year, the principal may consider adding new pedagogical elements in a select few 

or all classrooms. These initiatives may range from novel studies with accountability, a twenty-minute Spanish 

enrichment class each day, kinesthetic vocabulary learning in math and science and/or a spaced repetition 

instruction. At this point in the transformation process, the principal must maintain the established system from 

the first year and slowly augment new curricular programming and pedagogical instruction. The process should 

be deliberate, well planned and begin in a small number of classrooms with veteran teachers. As those teachers 

master the process, they can assist in training other teachers on their grade level. Newly enrolled students must 

be academically monitored and pressed to rectify literacy and numeracy skill gaps. The principal must maintain 

a dynamic structure of change to ensure control of the process. 

Implementation: Year THREE - 3  

 As in the previous two years of implementation, the principal must be deliberate in his or her 

professional development before the start of the school year. In order for the school to continue its academic 

success, the faculty and principal must deliberately repeat the elements that brought that success. Systemic 

methodology achieves consistent, replicable and predictable outcomes. If that methodology is altered, the 

results will be impacted accordingly. As in year 2, newly enrolled students must be academically monitored 

and pressed to rectify literacy and numeracy skill gaps. 

 In the third year, the systems and resources should be soundly established. The principal can add 

pedagogical elements as in year two, or the administrator may opt to start an afterschool program in fine arts, 

a community garden, or an exercise class. If a school attempts to add major fine arts programming in the first 

two years of any academic reformation, there will be too many ‘irons in the fire’ to do any of it well. Social 

behavior and academics should be well established prior to augmenting creative programming. For example, 

it was in year three of the academic reformation at Blackshear when the campus staff, administration and the 

community decided the creative direction of the school. Blackshear’s enrollment was approximately 200 
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students, so that school’s faculty created an entire fine arts community and changed the school’s official name 

– to Blackshear Elementary Fine Arts Academy. Fortuitously, the curriculum options are open at this point in 

the transformation process to permit students to explore additional areas that pique their curiosity and interests.   

Summary – Principal Time Management and Prioritization to Accelerate Academics 

After the heavy lifting and front-end loading of the transformation work is complete, the faculty, 

students and parents become accustomed to the social and academic climate of the elementary school. At that 

point, the principal’s primary role is ‘chief maintainer’ of a simple, but dynamic system. On a practical basis, 

the work at the campus evolves similarly into that of a high socioeconomic, non-Title 1 elementary school as 

shown in Figure 2, Diagram A.   

However, the effective principal must know what makes a difference at a Title 1 elementary campus 

and what does not. Time management is crucial in any organization, and a challenging urban, elementary 

school is not an exception. The principal must prioritize his or her day, accordingly. At Graham, the author’s 

average day and week as the lead administrator was extremely consistent because it was designed in that 

manner.  For example, on a typical school day, the primary elements below list the activities of a consistent 

and highly predictable administrative day:  

 At the campus early, prior to student arrival to check if all faculty absences were filled with 

known substitutes to the campus. If not, a student with challenging behavior issues may be 

moved for the day to a different classroom to ensure learning. Meet with custodians and walk 

the campus. 

 As students arrive, in the cafeteria at the early morning duty station to greet students. Meet 

proactively with specific students to discuss the day’s behavioral expectations to ensure a 

productive learning day for both them and their classmates.  

 Monitoring specific classrooms instructionally. Also, monitoring novice and new teachers to 

the campus and/or classrooms with students that have challenging behavioral issues.  

 Picking up third grade daily numeracy classroom folders, checking and entering the data in the 

Formative Loop numeracy program – assisting instructional math specialist. Digitally 

reviewing and monitoring the other grade levels in numeracy progress and making appropriate 

inquiries as needed based on the data.  

 The remainder of the day is open. Actively walking around the school, monitoring classrooms, 

assisting teachers in daily work with bridge resources or core lesson skills, modeling math and 

science lessons for teachers. As needed, talking to students about the importance of reading, 

etc.  

 If an unexpected event suddenly arose, due to the high structure at the campus, the principal 

could readily adapt to changing demands. 

On Fridays, the Graham assistant principal and principal would review the teachers’ digital stop-gap 

fluency and non-negotiable monitoring spreadsheets and reply via email to teachers on any students that were 

not making similar language acquisition progress.  In this way, each child in a large elementary school was 

accountable as were the teachers of those students. The administrator also reviewed the Accelerated Reader 

independent reading summaries for each classroom from 2nd through 5th grades. Based on that analysis, the 

administrator would speak individually to students to create a plan of action, as needed, to rectify any student’s 

lack of independent reading engagement.  

In the end, the principal’s daily work routine was ensuring that all students were socially and 

academically learning in accordance with the established expectations of the campus. The academic results of 

both Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools provided in the next section are testament that these specific 

elements are the pivotal keys to social and academic success in an urban, Title 1 elementary school with 

challenging student demographics. 
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Student academic performance is one of the foundational reasons a public school exists. Although, 

there is an on-going contentious, constructive debate on the most effective instructional methodology and 

curricular resource implementation to achieve heightened student outcomes.  Two frequently used 

philosophical justifications for schoolwide implementation of methodology and resources are research-based 

and evidence-based. These two philosophies should be synonyms. A research-based curricular resource should 

produce predictable and replicable student outcomes that provide the evidence and justification for the 

resource’s continued implementation.  

However, over the last three decades of the author’s work in the public school system, this is generally 

not the case. Research-based education practices are not always as objective as engineering or medical 

research-based approaches. In education, it appears that all too often some or all of the following subjective 

elements, understandings, and omissions are included in educational research: personal ideology, not isolating 

pivotal implementation variables, and a lack of the dynamic understanding of the modern reality of a Title 1 

elementary school’s existential environment. Consequently, the author subscribes to an engineering or medical 

research-based definition – research methodology must yield consistent, predictable and replicable student 

outcomes. Put simply as a query, “Does the curricular system consistently and predictably yield student 

outcomes?” If it does so in well-managed Title 1 classrooms, then implement schoolwide and districtwide. If 

it does not, then redesign and adjust as many times as needed until it does consistently produce. 

As with any reform paradigm, both Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools’ academic 

performance are critical in considering the efficacy of the accelerated reformation model presented in this 

document. An effective Title 1 elementary school reformation model must demonstrate accelerated and 

sustained student outcomes to justify implementation value. There are two basic forms of data analysis that 

provide an objective view of the academic performance of public schools. One data analysis is longitudinal 

annual campus results – an accounting of standardized test performance in each core subject. Whereas, the 

other is a comparative data analysis – a yearly comparison of an elementary school’s academic results with 

respect to all the elementary schools in the State of Texas.  Accordingly, Blackshear and Graham Elementary 

Schools’ standardized TAKS (Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills) and STAAR (State of Texas 

Assessment of Academic Readiness) yearly data provided in the Appendices yields both longitudinal and 

comparative academic performance data.  

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) assessed public schools on the TAKS test from 2003 to 2011. In 

2012, TEA introduced the STAAR standardized assessment which was a more rigorous grade level 

examination than its predecessor.  STAAR reading passages focused less on basic detail question types and 

more on inference and analysis questions; whereas, the mathematics test transitioned from the single step and 

simple computational problems of the TAKS test to more difficult multi-step word problems. An additional 

change in the standardized assessment was the inclusion of a set time limit to complete the assessment. The 

TAKS assessment was not timed, but each student is given a total of four (4) hours to complete a STAAR test. 

The new four-hour time limit was an onerous requirement for many Title 1 elementary school students to 

complete a reading and mathematics assessment.  This required students to be more fluent readers and much 

more computationally numerate in mathematics, or they would not complete the STAAR assessment in the 

four-hour time limit.  One aspect that remained the same on TAKS and STAAR elementary assessments was 

that students could test in either a Spanish or an English language format, depending on a student’s linguistic 

criteria.  However, beginning in sixth grade, regardless of each student’s linguistic classification, all students 

could only be assessed in an English language format in any core subject.  

In 2015, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) shifted a significant number of the mathematics TEKS 

(Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills) standards to different grade levels. The fifth grade math STAAR has 

become a challenging assessment. The shuffling of the elementary mathematics TEKS closely aligned grade 

level sequencing to that of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). In 2016, TEA required that all 

SECTION 5: Academic Performance: Longitudinal and Comparative 
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elementary students receiving special education services would also be assessed using grade level STAAR 

tests. With few student exceptions, if students were classified as regular education or as students receiving 

special education services, all intermediate students would be assessed with grade level reading and math 

examinations, and all fourth and fifth grade students would also be assessed with grade level writing or science 

tests, respectively. 

Longitudinal TAKS and STAAR Data: Blackshear and Graham – Appendix A and B 

 Blackshear and Graham elementary school’s reading, writing, mathematics and science longitudinal 

standardized assessment results are presented in Appendix A and B. The bar graphs provide two data points – 

a student passing and commended percentage for each school year from 2003/4 to 2016.  The vertical y-axis 

on each graph indicates the academic percentage performance, and the horizontal x-axis, the school year. As 

stated above, the TAKS assessment was the staple of standardized testing in Texas from 2003 to 2011.  The 

Texas Education Agency introduced the STAAR assessment the following year – 2012 – and it is currently 

the yearly standardized assessment for Texas school children.  

The longitudinal data from each elementary school is a historical data story.  Both elementary schools 

produced immediate and heightened results in the first two years of stop-gap literacy and numeracy 

implementation. Those academic results are sustained over time regardless of whether the state assessment is 

TAKS or STAAR. Blackshear is more susceptible to higher swings of student outcomes than Graham due to 

a lower student enrollment. Small student enrollments are often a double-edged ‘data’ sword. For instance, it 

is easier to track and provide interventions with fewer enrolled students, but each intermediate student may 

represent as high as 1 to 2 percent of the total intermediate grade levels’ mathematics and reading performance. 

This situation is often more exacerbated in writing and science since those core subjects are tested in only one 

intermediate grade level. In standalone assessments, one student may represent as much as 4 to 5 percent of 

total academic performance in the writing or science test at a campus. Furthermore, since Blackshear (and 

Graham) is a fixed-zoned attendance school, there is not an academic selection process of a student based on 

his or her prior academic history as is used in specialized academic magnet schools or some charter public 

schools. Hence, with significant student mobility each year, a small number of newly enrolled students can 

dramatically impact the annual academic performance of a school with a zoned attendance boundary.   

On the other hand, Graham Elementary School’s student enrollment was four times higher than 

Blackshear’s; hence, once a systematic stop-gap process is securely founded, there are not large fluctuations 

in the Graham longitudinal data over time in any of the four core tested subjects. But, more importantly, the 

salient point in the data is that both schools had dramatic and sustained increases in student achievement 

regardless of vastly varying student enrollment levels. These impressive student outcomes are consistent each 

school year despite the challenging urban student demographics stated on the first page of this document. 

When Blackshear and Graham are compared to other demographically similar Austin ISD Title 1 elementary 

schools over the same time periods, the disparity in academic performance is striking.  Both Blackshear and 

Graham’s TAKS and STAAR performance results equaled the academic student outcomes of non-Title 1 

elementary schools in the Austin District. This academic comparison is consistent with Diagram E in Figure 

2. After the academic skill gaps have been rectified, children of poverty perform equivalently to their more 

affluent peers attending the highest socioeconomic schools in Austin ISD and the State of Texas. 

Reading Longitudinal Data (3rd - 5th Grades): Blackshear and Graham  

The longitudinal data indicates a lowered academic gain in the first year of standardized assessments 

in reading in comparison to the other three (3) core subjects. Significantly increasing the academic reading 

outcomes is a more difficult pedagogical task in urban, Title 1 school environments than it is in all other core 

subjects. As cited in the Risley and Hart research, children of poverty enter elementary school with a 30-

million-word gap in comparison to their more affluent peers. It is the author’s professional experience and 

perception that approximately 80 to 90 percent of economically disadvantaged Prekindergarten and 

Kindergarten students do not possess an academic language in their native tongue regardless of ethnicity or 
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home language. Consequently, both stop-gap literacy programs – the fluency and non-negotiable word 

programs – are critical to children of poverty regardless of race or native home language entering our Title 1 

elementary public schools.  With free stop-gap literacy programs, the word gaps are resolved for the vast 

majority of students between one and two years after implementation.  After that point students are grade level 

readers, as is displayed in the consistent academic performance at both schools.  

Although the standardized passing rates remained high at both schools, the commended student 

performance decreased significantly in 2012 when TEA introduced the STAAR assessment era. The 

commended rates rose dramatically at Blackshear, again, mainly due to high student accountability and the 

small enrollment numbers. At Graham the commended reading performance rate rose modestly in subsequent 

school years. The STAAR test is a much different literacy assessment in its design than the TAKS examination.  

STAAR reading assessments focused more on main idea, generalization and inferencing than the previous 

literacy assessment. These types of analysis questions are challenging for many elementary students, but 

especially students enrolled in Title 1 schools for a couple reasons. First, it is difficult to practice in isolation 

with this type of questioning format. Second, if students are held accountable for independent reading and 

fluency, and students read frequently, these analysis questions are manageable. If students are not held 

accountable in these areas, these types of analysis questions are exceedingly difficult. The author notes that in 

this area of the standardized testing in reading, there is much more probability of potential test validity 

concerns.  Students are being assessed on literacy analysis questions that are not easily practiced in the 

classroom. Instead, if the elementary school principal implements daily novel programming from second 

through fifth grades and an accountable, independent reading program, Title 1 students are more prepared for 

the more difficult STAAR analysis questions. Finally, reading is a learned process that takes not only much 

practice but general (developmental) knowledge and interactions with the world around them. This type of 

first-hand learning is frequently supplemented with real world events and experiences in a young child’s life. 

Children hailing from impoverished homes usually are not availed to that type of learning and experiences; 

thus, they commonly struggle more with the literal connections endemic in reading comprehension passages. 

However, if elementary students are grade level readers, those experiential differences due primarily to 

household income are readily corrected over time through secondary public school educational opportunities 

and university coursework.  

At both elementary schools, the standardized reading results are stellar for Title 1 campuses. Once 

students are pressed to grade level reading prowess, they are academically prepared for the next grade level. 

The following school year a classroom teacher receives a mass of incoming students academically prepared 

for the literacy core curriculum and related daily activities. 

Mathematics (3rd – 5th Grades) and Writing Longitudinal Data (4th Grade): Blackshear and Graham  

Based on the data, mathematics and writing are the two easiest of the four core tested subjects to 

academically raise in one school year.  This may seem counterintuitive since acquiring the ability to write any 

language is invariably the last literacy element a student masters. In mathematics, the high number of 

processing skills in addition to math fact proficiency intrinsically implies that both subjects would be difficult.  

However, the data states otherwise for pedagogical and content reasons in each core subject.  

First, the daily Formative Loop differentiated numeracy stop-gap program is dramatically impactful in 

the elementary arithmetic years. Students are rapidly pressed back to grade level and high-quality bridge 

resources provide students with an application of those skills in real world situations. Since the math word 

problems are only four to eight sentences in length with a manageable, contextual subject vocabulary (i.e. area, 

perimeter, polygon, etc.), students’ reading ability is not nearly as affected. If the teacher applies an effective, 

efficient and consistent spaced repetition instructional system, students’ mathematics issues are readily 

corrected in one school year. Second, in fourth grade writing, the stop-gap non-negotiable word program 

directly addresses the word skill gap, so students spell the most rudimentary and common English words 

correctly. Since those specific English words represent a high frequency of expected word usage from students 

of this age, it is relatively manageable task to teach students to combine those words into simple sentences. 
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Within three to four months of consistent daily practice, students possess the ability to create simple sentences 

sequentially into paragraph form independent of their native language. Furthermore, since a three to four 

paragraph linear graphic organizer is a highly effective compositional aide, the vast majority of students readily 

master a one-page written composition that displays grade level command of the writing process. As in 

mathematics, high quality bridge resources apply the English grammatical rules in a contextual manner and 

with the implementation of a spaced repetition instructional pedagogy, a significant number of students 

academically excel by the end of fourth grade. Both elementary schools’ longitudinal academic performance 

data, independent of the standardized testing metric, clearly establishes these facts – school year after school 

year. 

Science Longitudinal Data (5th Grade): Blackshear and Graham  

Science is also a core subject that can be academically turned around rapidly, but it is highly situational. 

Blackshear produced high science outcomes immediately in their first full year (2013) upon implementation 

of the academic reformation model, but Graham’s 2008 academic data indicates only a small increase in 

comparison in the first year of this model. This fifth (5th) grade academic data disparity in both schools is 

paramount in understanding science pedagogy at a Title 1 elementary school. Dramatic and immediate 

increases in science are aided by a couple important factors.  

One, a content knowledgeable science teacher with high time on task must be in front of the classroom. 

It is also significantly easier to control the quality of science instruction if all fifth grade classes have access 

to high level science instruction. Thus, rotating students between different mathematics, reading and science 

classes is essential in ensuring high quality instruction at that grade level – all 5th grade students have the same 

science teacher.  The second factor in heightened science performance is the absolute necessity of quality 

bridge resources for both the fall and spring semesters. Bridge resources apply science knowledge and all 

elementary grade level skills in real world situational formats.  During the author’s tenure as the Graham 

Principal, the campus possessed high quality science teachers, but the science bridge resources were not created 

until the summer prior to 2008-09 school year.  Those bridge resources were implemented in the Graham 

Principal’s second year – the 2008-09 school year. The same highly competent classroom teacher was teaching 

at the campus for the previous twenty years, but the bridge resource implementation resulted in a dramatic 

increase in student achievement –in both Graham students’ passing and commended passing rates. Conversely, 

in Blackshear’s first full year, the science bridge resources were readily available, and the school possessed a 

highly competent science teacher. Blackshear produced meteoric and heightened science student outcomes in 

its first full school year, 2012-13. The data differences between the two schools clearly indicates the powerful 

influence of these two factors in heightening student outcomes in science. 

Comparative TAKS and STAAR Data: Blackshear, Graham and Becker – Appendix C 

It is generally accepted and stated in educational textbooks that it takes between 4 and 5 years to 

academically turn around a struggling Title 1 elementary school. It is the author’s professional experience and 

opinion that this is too long of a time span for academic campus turnaround. When teachers continue to 

experience the same problems repeatedly in subsequent school years, they often conclude, “Management does 

not know what it is doing.” Many marketable classroom teachers will not patiently wait for nearly half a decade 

for academic turnaround of a campus. Teachers able to leave or transfer to a different school regularly do just 

that. Thus, the academic turnaround must be very rapid to provide confidence in the administration’s 

leadership, its systems and curricular methodology. The stop-gap resources must be simply designed so 

teachers of all experience levels can implement them efficiently and effectively in their classrooms. They must 

also directly address the academic need of the students – each student’s academic literacy and numeracy skill 

gaps.  

The comparative School Digger data presented in Appendix C illustrates the rapid acceleration of 

academic performance and realization of educational equity using this reformation model. Approximately sixty 

(60) percent of the public schools in the United States based on qualifying free and reduced lunch applications 
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are classified as Title 1. Assuming that percentage holds for the State of Texas, then the majority of elementary 

schools above the 60 percent line on either comparative graph in Appendix C approximates the relative number 

of elementary schools that are non-Title 1 Texas elementary schools.  The dramatic academic ascent of both 

Blackshear (2012-13 school year) and Graham (2007-08 and 2008-09) provide evidence of the dramatic effect 

of implementing stop-gap literacy and numeracy resources to rapidly close academic skill gaps, and eventually 

the achievement gap. Additionally, the meteoric ascent in academic performance of Becker Elementary in the 

2009-10 school year coincided with the implementation of stop-gap literacy and numeracy resources as well 

as bridge resources. Becker Elementary was rated by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) as an academically 

low-performing and monitored campus from 2007 to the 2009 school years. However, in the 2009-10 school 

year, Becker was rated as a TEA Exemplary School. The school maintained the highest TEA school rating 

until 2012-13 school year. In 2013-14, a new campus administration did not continue with stop-gap resource 

implementation, and Becker’s academic rise in 2009-10 was equally matched by a steep decline in student 

outcomes. 

In the 2014-15 school year, the Blackshear principal initiated the first fine arts elementary 

programming in the Austin Independent School District. The academic instructional school week was 

shortened by one (1) day cumulatively to provide additional time for extensive creative fine arts programming. 

These programs are listed in Appendix C directly beneath the Blackshear comparative data graph. This 

programming resulted in a decrease in academic performance for that school year, but was regained the 

following school year. At Graham, beginning in 2011, wall murals, a community garden and school 

beautification projects were all created. In later years, choir and dance were added as after school enrichment 

classes. These programs and curriculum were developed at both elementary schools only after the academic 

programming was established at each school.  

Many times, school and district personnel create or augment curricular programming at academically 

struggling campuses to attract parents to increase student enrollment. However, many medium- to high-income 

parents will not enroll their children in schools that possess poor academics.  It is highly recommended that 

the administration employ these systems and curricular stop-gap and bridge resources first, prior to initiating 

additional curricular programming. The initial reformation work in setting up these methodologies will 

encompass a significant amount of time.  However, once these systems and resources are soundly established, 

there is time for augmenting the school’s curricular mission. Elementary school faculties at Blackshear and 

Graham worked diligently each school year similarly to many teachers and administrators at other Title 1 

elementary schools.  However, at Blackshear and Graham, teachers’ instructional efforts were focused on the 

academic elements that make a difference and achieved consistently heightened academic outcomes every 

school year. 

 

 

American Title 1 elementary schools have struggled academically for the last 60 years in comparison 

to more affluent medium and high socioeconomic status schools. Regardless of the relatively recent rise of the 

charter school movement, low-income parents’ educational options for their children are limited. Title 1 

elementary campuses and many charter schools consistently produce depressed academic outcomes. Title 1 

public schools often define the upper boundaries of impoverished children’s academic and economic future. 

This is all yesterday’s news with little debate.  However, there is widespread bipartisan political agreement 

that the economic gap and the achievement gap will not close without equitable public education – or not until 

children of poverty realize an equitable quality education.  

Frequently, political and educational leaders cite with conviction that the educational crisis is solvable, 

but only with additional government money funding. They believe that only large increases in government 

funding for public education will end the recurring poverty cycle that is predicated upon a child’s elementary 

school’s zip code. However, it is the author’s belief that the answer to academic public school reformation is 

not additional state or federal allocations for the Title 1 elementary public schools. In fact, trillions upon 

SECTION 6: Conclusions 
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trillions of local, state and federal dollars have been invested in the last half century and the achievement gap 

and academic inequity in Title 1 schools persists. Additional monies have not solved the academic problems 

in this country’s Title 1 schools. 

If a functional public school building is provided with desks and standard school amenities, the author 

proposes that there are three controllable factors that cause depressed student outcomes in Title 1 elementary 

schools: school systems, curricular resources and the principal. The solution to inexpensive and effective 

academic transformation is inextricably embedded in these three elements. Schoolwide systems (e.g. the 

principal’s classroom), effective student management and efficient classroom daily routines are the first 

managerial areas that must be soundly established in the school. Uniquely designed literacy and numeracy 

stop-gap curricular resources narrow and eventually eliminate children of poverty’s academic skill gaps, 

rapidly pressing students to grade level readiness. Another curricular resource that is required is bridge 

resources that apply grade level skills in real world situations in accordance with state standards (i.e. CCSS or 

TEKS). Finally, the principal is the most important element that controls the success level of social and 

academic reform at a Title 1 campus. The lead campus administrator either cements the reformation elements 

in place beginning with the professional development training session in August, or they do not. In reality, an 

entire campus faculty may be ready for effective schoolwide systems, stop-gap resource and bridge resource 

implementation and training, and an accountable, independent reading program; however, if the school 

principal is unwilling or unable to lead those initiatives, the probability of improving student social and 

academic outcomes at the campus is not likely.  

Consistently repeated, effective practices yield predictable outcomes. This statement on methodology 

is existentially and empirically based from engineering, medical and manufacturing processes to almost all 

human endeavors.  It is also valid in general school academics regardless of whether the school’s performance 

is elevated or depressed.  For example, most public schools consistently produce the same academic outcomes 

within a 5-point to 10-point band, school year after school year. Thus, if a public school scores a 45% 

standardized passing rate in mathematics or reading and the same systems are repeated the following school 

year(s), that school’s performance is generally within a 5 to 10 point spread of the prior year’s performance 

mark. In the case of an academically low-performing Title 1 elementary campus, the staff completes another 

school year repeating the problems, frustrations and approximately the same student outcomes as in past school 

years. This cyclical description characterizes the majority of American Title 1 elementary schools despite a 

myriad of school reforms since the 1960s. In the author’s professional opinion and experience, these 

reformation models have not been successful because they attempt to indirectly address the primary issues that 

plague Title 1 elementary schools.  

Dramatic improvement and sustained academic results are possible, if and only if a Title 1 campus 

principal and the faculty address the fundamental problems with students’ literacy and numeracy skill gaps. If 

the primary focus of transformation is personnel training or a curricular instructional resource that does not 

target academic skill gaps, the reformation model is repeatedly ineffective and student academic performance  

   

Figure 3 – General Campus Performance Curves 
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remains recurrently anemic.  The slew of educational academic reforms has proven unsuccessful because 

educators are analogously trying to repair a sputtering carburetor by replacing the car’s 12.6-volt battery. No 

matter how many times the battery is replaced, the car is repainted, or the tires.  are rotated, the carburetor 

continues to sputter. The car’s primary performance issue was not addressed. Taking indirect approaches 

instead of addressing the actual problem has been the cornerstone of Title 1 academic public school 

reformation 

Three different general ‘Campus Performance Curves’ are shown in Figure 3. These curves are 

empirically developed to illustrate the global efficacy of Title 1 academic school reform. The vertical (y) axis 

of all three graphs represents the Academic Performance (AP) of a typical school campus; whereas, each 

graph’s horizontal (x) axis is labeled, Additional Monetary Allocation (AMA).  The general shape of each 

‘Campus Performance Curve’ is an inverted ‘U’ since this type of parabolic curve aligns with the existential 

pragmatic reality of the academic school reformation process.  Symmetrical parabolic curves were selected for 

simplicity of discussion; however, a highly detailed multivariable linear algebraic analysis would invariably 

yield a differently shaped inverted ‘U’ curve. So many of the variances between different campuses have a 

marginal impact on academics, and it is also a major reason that so many implemented reforms are ineffective 

– the large number of moving parts at a campus is many, but few are truly pivotal and influential to a Title 1 

school’s academic plight.   In reality, the central performance drivers at a Title 1 elementary campus must be 

a manageable number for a pragmatic, controllable and replicable academic turnaround paradigm – school 

systems, unique curricular resources (stop-gap and bridge) and the school principal.  All three factors that 

matter can be created, trained or developed. 

In Figure 3, a school or a school district is allocated a fixed amount of additional funds to purchase a 

resource product or personnel training, and the anticipated outcome is an increase in student academic 

performance (e.g. between point L and point O) along the campus performance curves.  The more effective 

the academic reform and a higher academic performance (AP) is produced at a Title 1 elementary campus. 

School reform and curricular programs consistently require differing thresholds of additional money 

allocations since a new process is being implemented; however, the author is not implying that an exorbitant 

sum of additional money is required.  In fact, the opposite is true.  If too much money is expended at a school, 

the campus becomes difficult for the principal to manage. High levels of funding frequently result in too many 

curricular resources and instructional programs implemented, or there are too many personnel hired on the 

campus to efficiently manage the reform process. Thus, it is the worst of both turnaround worlds. Not only is 

the reformation implementation expensive, it is also ineffective.   

At the vertex point ‘O’ on each parabolic graph, additional money allocations actually decrease 

academic performance. More financial funding to a Title 1 campus (e.g. between point O and point H) yield a 

lowering of student outcomes. In a pragmatic analysis of campus performance curves, the reform processes 

resembles the porridge situation in the children’s fairy tale, ‘The Three Bears’ – there is only one bowl of 

porridge (e.g. point O) that is ‘just right.’ Furthermore, if the allocated monies do not address the students’ 

rudimentary literacy and numeracy skill gaps, then there is little probability of significantly increasing a 

campus’ academic standing. Substantive academic reformation dictates that the additional financial allocation 

be specifically expended on targeted elements that directly heighten campus academic performance. Contrary 

to many educational advocates’ funding beliefs, providing too much money to the Title 1 schools may be a 

barrier to heightening student outcomes. Additional monies are required, but only in small and directed 

amounts in specific curricular elements at any Title 1 elementary campus in the United States. 

  Figure 4 represents the ‘Campus Performance Curve’ for an effective accelerated transformation 

paradigm.  As shown in the figure, the additional money allocation (AMA) is much less than in Campus 

Performance Curve 3, but it yields an equivalent rise in academic performance. This graph also represents this 

document’s accelerated transformation model and its companion white paper – “Stop-Gap and Bridge 

Resources.”  If an effective campus principal implements highly effective schoolwide and classroom 

management systems in conjunction with uniquely designed curricular resources and related teacher training, 

the Title  1  campus  will  mirror  the academic performance of  a  high  socioeconomic  status  campus. This 
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is the elementary school situation depicted in Figure 2 – Diagram E on page 9 after the Title 1 elementary 

academic transformation process is complete. 

         

 

 

Additional monetary allocations (AMA) beyond point O on all four Campus Performance Curves result 

in lowered academic performance (AP) at the campus. The lead administrator must take care not to financially 

press the campus into the region between point O and Point H on the Campus Performance Curve. If additional 

grant monies, Title 1 or Title 3 monies are allocated to a campus, the principal should not purchase and initiate 

curricular programs that compete with the transformation paradigm. It is highly recommended the principal 

purchase items that augment the academic reformation or classroom instruction – additional library books, 

grade level novels, magnetic white boards, classroom document cameras, etc. These items will not compete 

with the academic transformation work, but the monies depart from the parabolic ‘Campus Performance 

Curve’ and do not decrease academic performance (AP). Instead, on Figure 4, the additional money aligns and 

follows along the dashed line, labeled ‘Line S.’ Thus, additional monies are expended at a Title 1 campus, but 

the high academic performance at point O is maintained. 

Blackshear and Graham Elementary Schools implemented the accelerated transformation methodology 

(Systems, Resources and Personnel) to drive predictable, heightened and sustainable student performance. At 

both Blackshear and Graham, the administration focused on efficient and effective classroom and schoolwide 

systems and associated teacher training using the stop-gap resources to directly address students’ literacy and 

numeracy skill gaps. In this process, an urban Title 1 elementary school would be transformed to mirror the 

normal daily workings of a non-Title 1 elementary school as depicted in Figure 2, Diagram A – Title 1 

Academic Transformation using Stop-Gap Literacy and Numeracy Resources. Thus, the core curriculum, 

designed for grade level skill development and state standards, becomes viable. With the implementation of 

effective bridge resources, students applied grade level standards in real world situations.  The reformation 

model in both urban Title 1 elementary schools produced equivalent academic performance levels as compared 

to the Austin district’s affluent, non-Title 1 elementary schools.  It is also important to note that if more money 

was allocated from the district than was required, both principals did not purchase additional curricular 

programs to implement at their campuses. The administrators authorized the purchase of additional resources 

that initially produced heightened academic results or satisfied classroom instructional needs – library books, 

document cameras, magnetic white boards (to replace obsolete chalk boards) and classroom novel sets for 2nd 

through 5th grades. In only a couple of school years, tens of thousands of federal dollars were expended on the 

purchase of classroom novel sets and library books to press accountable independent literacy at each campus. 

Figure 4 – Academic Transformation Model  

                      Campus Performance Curve 

Another important factor in sustaining 

heightened academics at a Title 1 elementary campus 

is an approximate determination of the apex, point O. 

This dollar amount of additional funds required to 

produce heightened academic performance between 

point L and point O is in reality, relatively low.  In fact, 

the annual site licenses for both Accelerated Reader 

and Formative Loop are approximately 7,000 dollars 

combined for a large elementary Title 1 campus. 

However, both the independent, accountable reading 

and daily differentiated numeracy skills can be 

assessed, tracked and monitored in real time. Finally, 

this reformation model may cost less than is currently 

budgeted at a Title 1 elementary campus if the 

principal does not continue allocating money for 

ineffective curriculum and instead purchases the two 

digital platforms that are needed and are actually 

effective.  
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Early-exit bilingual programs are not common in rural Title 1 elementary schools due to the lower 

number of enrolled students classified as Limited English Proficiency (LEP) or English Language Learners 

(ELLs). Many urban charter school systems also implement early-exit and immersion academic English 

programming at their campuses. If a Title 1 elementary school does not possess a significant LEP student 

enrollment or implements an early-exit bilingual program, then the academic situation is much less 

complicated. Bilingual education in states like Texas is a controversial topic, but it is imperative that any 

curricular program function and perform for high student outcomes because there are real life consequences 

in LEP children’s educational and future economic opportunities. It is the author’s professional experience that 

heightened student academic performance results from an early-exit language acquisition methodology in Title 

1 elementary schools for a general ELL/LEP population than either late exit or one-way/two-way dual language 

programming. The academic literacy skill gaps in both Spanish and English in the urban Title 1 elementary 

school existential reality dictate this language acquisition implementation. 

Blackshear implemented a 20-minute daily academic enrichment language program in Spanish after 

the school’s academics were solidly established. However, this language acquisition Spanish enrichment 

focuses on a salient point of the reformation implementation process. When a new set of implementations are 

introduced, a principal should always emulate before innovating. The intricacies and interactions of an entire 

system as well as curricular resources in this paradigm must be clearly understood prior to alteration. In this 

specific case, the Blackshear and Becker principals emulated the academic transformation process used at 

Graham until they completely and thoroughly understood all elements of the methodology. Then and only then 

did the administrators innovate on the model. The most common mistake that campus principals make is 

altering the transformation model’s fundamental components. They are then surprised to discover that the 

academic outcomes are adversely affected. In short, emulation before innovation, so the model’s components 

are thoroughly understood and any adjustments or innovations do not unintentionally affect overall 

performance.  

After high school, young adults may opt to not pursue university education. That is their choice, but 

they must be in an educational position to make that decision. Children of poverty who attended chronically 

underperforming neighborhood Title 1 public schools frequently mature into adults educationally unprepared 

to attend college or compete in today’s lucrative technology industries. Unbeknownst to them, their university 

education choices and economic marketability were made a decade prior by their principal when ineffective 

curricular resources and school systems were implemented in their classrooms. Without a change in the social 

and academic operations of this country’s most challenging public schools, these adults become parents and 

sire children that often repeat their parents’ life cycle. As the global economy continues to evolve requiring 

high levels of education, it is the author’s concern that so many woefully uneducated children of poverty are 

unqualified to be gainfully employed in high paying science and technological industries. Consequently, at 

some point in the not so distant future, sustained impoverished conditions frequently lead to heightening 

frustrations and social unrest – that public education system irrevocably failed the many men and women who 

attended Title 1 schools.  

The achievement gap is nothing more than a cumulative measure of students’ literacy and numeracy 

skill gaps. Addressing these skill gaps directly impacts the achievement gap. That gap is narrowed and 

eventually closed if the principal is willing and able to lead a campus using this methodology.  The campus 

principal is the key ingredient to stimulate and manage positive change. Without campus leadership, social 

justice and its inherent inequity to children who deserve better is yet another lost educational opportunity for 

impoverished children. Optimistically, this impoverished cycle can end for many children, but the root cause 

– academic skill literacy and numeracy – must be directly addressed. Positive change in educational 

opportunities at Title 1 elementary schools is not determined by exorbitant financial outlays; it only requires 

the ability, desire and the will of the Title 1 campus principal. 
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Qualifying Final Statements 

 This academic reform model may appear complicated, but in its implementation, it is not. The two (2) 

white papers – this document and its companion white paper entitled, Accelerated Student Achievement in 

American Title 1 Elementary Schools, ‘Stop-Gap and Bridge Resources’ – Part 2 of 2 are lengthy documents.  

It was the author’s desire to provide explicit information in the hope that any interested administrator could 

implement the process without further consultation. If a principal requires effective and equitable classroom 

management at his or her school and is proactive in assisting teachers with disruptive students, then consistent 

and accountable implementation of the stop-gap and bridge resources as well as a press of accountable 

independent reading will result in immediate and heightened student outcomes. It is an inexpensive, effective 

and efficient process that is viable at any traditional or charter school in the country. 

After visiting a number of charter schools in the last four years, the author believes that charter schools 

will be more receptive to this transformation methodology. Traditional public schools’ central office 

administrators often advocate instructional systems and ineffective curricular resources because they are NOT 

held professionally accountable for their academic results.  Thus, traditional public central office and campus 

personnel are often mired in ideology and politics; whereas, charter school thinking is frequently more 

pragmatic, goal and results-oriented. Consequently, if this reformation model is successfully implemented in 

charter schools, more students will leave traditional public schools and enroll in nearby charter schools. This 

loss of student revenue may provide an economic impetus for traditional public school superintendents to begin 

implementing curricular and language acquisition programs in their schools that yield consistent and sustained 

results immediately – in the first and second years of implementation.  

Charter school systems must remain relatively small in student enrollment to be effective. It has been 

the author’s observation that when a charter school system’s student population dramatically increases to 

approximately 12,000 to 15,000 students, their organizational structures appear to parallel and emulate the 

bureaucratic tendencies of traditional public schools’ central offices.  This phenomenon may be a natural 

occurrence in entities regardless of the industry; however, academically reforming traditional public schools 

becomes inconsequential if these schools reappear a decade later in the vestige of a large charter school system.  

The academic success of Title 1 elementary schools that implemented this academic model and 

collaborated on improving the resources is due to the Blackshear and Graham teachers, administrators and 

staff that unselfishly desired to improve the educational experience for all children. All criticism of this 

methodology or the academic model in part or in its entirety must singularly be directed at the author. 
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Appendix A 

Edward Blackshear Elementary 

 Fine Arts Academy 
 

2004 - 2016 

Longitudinal TAKS and STAAR Yearly Results 
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Appendix B 

J. Walter Graham Elementary 
 

2003 - 2016 

Longitudinal TAKS and STAAR Yearly Results 
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Appendix C 

Comparative Data 

2004 – 2015/6 

TAKS and STAAR Results Compared with ALL Texas 

Elementary Schools for: 

J. Walter Graham Elementary 

 

Edward L. Blackshear Elementary Fine Arts Academy 

Herman Becker Elementary 
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Edward Blackshear Elementary Longitudinal TAKS and 

STAAR Comparative Data to ALL Texas Elementary Schools 

 

Highlights on Data and Graph for Blackshear Elementary in Austin ISD: 

- Blackshear Elementary (AISD) Data based on analysis from Texas Schooldigger.com compared to 

ALL Texas elementary schools – both Title 1 and non-Title 1 elementary schools.  Approximately 

60% of Texas elementary schools are classified as Title 1. 

- New systems and stop-gap resources implementation initiated in January 2011-12 school year. 

- Rapid Acceleration of Student Achievement from 2012-13 school year with sustained academic 

performance in subsequent years using the STAAR (State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness) standardized assessment as required by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). 

- In 2014-15 school year, Blackshear Elementary Administration initiated first elementary fine arts 

programming in Austin ISD. 1 ½ hour per day programming included: theater arts, ballet, creative 

movement, orchestra, Shakespeare Reenactment, Photography, and Ukulele Class. Each Fridays, all 

students participated in an extra (1) hour of fine arts enrichment from varied curriculum selections. 

- Blackshear Elementary was recognized with multiple TEA academic distinctions and recognitions 

each school year.  The school was also named a National Blue Ribbon School and proclaimed a 

National Blue Ribbon Profile School in 2015. 

- In 2014, Blackshear Elementary was the highest academically ranked Title 1 Elementary campus in 

the State of Texas according to Houston based:  CHILDREN AT RISK - a non-partisan education 

research and advocacy organization. 

- In 2016, Blackshear Elementary was recognized as one of the top performing Title 1 schools located 

in urban areas in the United States for closing the achievement gap as computed by the Education 

Equality Index that was funded by the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation. 

-  
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J. Walter Graham Elementary Longitudinal TAKS and 

STAAR Comparative Data to ALL Texas Elementary Schools 

 

Highlights on Data and Graph for Graham Elementary in Austin ISD: 

- Graham Elementary (AISD) Data based on analysis from Texas Schooldigger.com compared to ALL 

Texas elementary schools – both Title 1 and non-Title 1 elementary schools. Approximately 60% of 

Texas elementary schools are classified as Title 1. 

- New system and stop-gap resources implementation initiated in 2007-08 school year. 

- Rapid Acceleration of Student Achievement from 2007-08 school year with sustained academic 

performance in subsequent years using the STAAR (State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness) standardized assessment as required by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). 

- From the 2007-08 to the fall of 2016, only 6 classroom teachers and all 4 instructional specialists 

who started with new principal remained at the campus.  To sustain academic results in urban areas, 

stop-gap literacy and numeracy resources must adapt to high student mobility and an expected rate of 

ten (10) percent staff/teacher turnover each school year. 

- Graham Elementary was recognized with TEA academic accomplishments each school year. In 

2012, the school was also awarded and recognized as a National Blue Ribbon School and a National 

Blue Ribbon Profile School. 

- In 2015, Graham Elementary was the highest ranked Title 1 Elementary campus in the State of Texas 

according to Houston based:  CHILDREN AT RISK - a non-partisan education research and 

advocacy organization. 

- In 2016, Graham Elementary was recognized as one of the top performing Title 1 schools located in 

urban areas in the United States for closing the achievement gap as computed by the Education 

Equality Index that was funded by the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation. 
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Herman Becker Elementary Longitudinal TAKS and STAAR 

Comparative Data to ALL Texas Elementary Schools 

 

Highlights on Data and Graph for Becker Elementary in Austin ISD: 

- Becker Elementary (Austin ISD - Title 1 elementary school) data based on analysis from Texas 

Schooldigger.com compared to ALL Texas elementary schools – both Title 1 and non-Title 1 

elementary schools. Approximately 60% of Texas elementary schools are classified as Title 1. 

- New system and stop-gap resources implementation initiated in 2009-10 school year. New campus 

administration beginning in 2013-14 did not continue literacy and numeracy stop-gap resource 

implementation. 

- Becker was TEA (Texas Education Agency) rated as an academic low performing and monitoring 

campus in 2007-09 school years. Becker was rated as a TEA Exemplary rated campus 2009 - 2013. 

- Rapid Acceleration of Student Achievement from 2009-10 school year with sustained academic 

performance in subsequent years using the TAKS (Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills).   

- Student demographics in 2009 at Becker Elementary:   

a.) Student Enrollment: 209 Students 

b.) Economically Disadvantaged Student Percentage: 86% 

c.) Student ethnicity composition: Anglo: 7%; African American: 16%; Hispanic: 77% 

- In 2010-11, due to low student enrollment at the campus, Becker administration implemented two-

way dual language programming to attract high socioeconomic students to campus. 

- Student demographics in 2015 at Becker Elementary:   

a.) Student Enrollment: 344 Students 

b.) Economically Disadvantaged Student Percentage: 49% 

c.) Student ethnicity composition: Anglo: 28%; African American: 7%; Hispanic: 61%; Other: 4% 

-  




