






 

Figure 10. Descriptive Statistics for Redesigning the Organization Items Comparing 
Means 

 Figure 10 illustrates the importance of  “Community Involvement” and “New 

Teacher Support”.  These two items rose to

the Organization”, again with stronger means in the high performing schools.  The 

distinction was not as great here as with the prior constructs.  

Figure 11. Descriptive statistics for 
Comparing Means 
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Descriptive Statistics for Redesigning the Organization Items Comparing 

Figure 10 illustrates the importance of  “Community Involvement” and “New 

Teacher Support”.  These two items rose to the surface for the construct of “Redesigning 

, again with stronger means in the high performing schools.  The 

distinction was not as great here as with the prior constructs.   

Descriptive statistics for managing the Instructional Program Items 
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 The strongest mean related to “Managing the Instructional Program” was 

“Student learning”.  This survey item showed stronger means in both groups (high and 

low performing), but presented stronger in the high performing schools.   

Table 21 
 
Descriptive Statistics for High versus Low Performing Setting Direction 

Setting Direction Performance N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Err. 

Communicates clear 
expectations 

Low 
High 

843 
219 

3.15 
3.92 

1.303 
1.070 

.045 

.072 
Communicates with the faculty 
adequately 

Low 
High 

838 
220 

3.14 
3.83 

1.359 
1.130 

.047 

.076 
Shared Vision Low 

High 
842 
220 

3.29 
3.91 

1.298 
1.037 

.045 

.070 
Leadership Issues Low 

High 
843 
222 

3.01 
3.44 

1.313 
1.186 

.045 

.080 
Consistently enforces rules for 
student conduct 

Low 
High 

841 
220 

2.97 
3.58 

1.388 
1.245 
 

.048 

.084 
 

Minimize disruptions Low 844 
221 

3.27 
3.89        

1.333 
1.156 

.046 

.078 
  
 From the descriptive statistics provided, for the n=843, the low-growth sample, 

the sample mean and standard deviation were 3.15 and 1.303, respectively.  For the 

smaller n=221, high-growth sample, the sample mean equaled 3.92 and the sample 

standard deviation equaled 1.07.   
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Table 22 
 
Descriptive Statistics for High versus Low Performing Developing People 

Developing People Performance N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Err. 

Atmosphere of trust and 
mutual respect  

Low 
High 

845 
219 

2.98 
3.59 

1.354 
1.198 

.047 

.081 

Teachers feel comfortable 
raising issues and concerns 

Low 
High 

841 
221 

2.95 
3.3 

1.405 
1.270 

.048 

.085 
Teachers receive feedback to 
improve teaching 

Low 
High 

839 
221 

3.28 
3.90 

1.310 
.995 

.045 

.067 
Teacher performance 
evaluations are fair 

Low 
High 

837 
219 

3.56 
4.00 

1.245 
1.073 

.043 

.073 
Empowering teachers Low 

High 
846 
221 

3.03 
3.49 

1.370 
1.245 

.047 

.084 
  
 All means were higher for all dimensions in the Centers of Excellence schools.  

Of particular note is the distinction between means of the item “Teacher performance 

evaluations are fair” (4.0 for high versus 3.56 for low).  This item may indicate a need for 

leaders to look more carefully at processes for teacher evaluations, particularly since the 

literature indicates that teachers have the greatest direct effect upon student achievement.   
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Table 23 
 
Descriptive Statistics for High versus Low Performing Redesigning the Organization 

Redesigning the Organization Performance N Mean Std. 
Dev.  

Std. 
Err. 

Facilities and Resources  Low 
High 

842 
221 

3.25 
3.70 

1.244 
1.032 

.043 

.069 
Use of time Low 

High 
845 
221 

3.08 
3.61 

1.317 
1.113 

.045 

.075 
New teacher support Low 

High 
841 
220 

3.11 
3.58 

1.245 
1.118 

.043 

.075 
Community Involvement Low 

High 
842 
222 

3.27 
3.70 

1.191 
1.034 

.041 

.069 
 
 Again, all means are stronger for survey items within this construct for Centers of 

Excellence schools.  The largest differences were found in Facilities and Resources and 

Community Involvement.   

Table 24 
 
Descriptive Statistics for High versus Low Performing Managing the Instructional 
Program 

Managing the Instructional Program Performance N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Err. 

Professional development  Low 
High 

845 
222 

3.12 
3.58 

1.339 
1.207 

.046 

.081 
Student learning Low 

High 
845 
222 

3.69 
4.11 

1.205 
.978 

.041 

.066 
 
 Means were higher for the Centers of Excellence schools on both measures, with 

the greatest difference was found in teacher’s perceptions of leadership making an effort 

to address issues related to student learning.     
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Table 25 
 
Descriptive Statistics for High versus Low Performing “Overall” 
Overall Performance N Mean Std. 

Dev.  
Std. 
Err. 

Overall effective  Low 
High 

845 
221 

3.03 
3.71 

1.433 
1.275 

.049 

.086 
 
 Consistent with the prior tests, the overall perception of leadership was much 

stronger in Centers of Excellence than in low-growth schools (3.71 compared to 3.03). 

T-tests 

 T-tests were conducted using SPSS.  The first independent samples test, tested the 

assumption that the standard deviations of the two groups (Low and High) were equal.  

The second row provided information given that the two standard deviations were not 

equal.  Results indicated that the standard deviations were not equal.  The table below 

displays results for the T-tests where equal variances were not assumed.   

 For q6_1a, Lavene’s test was conducted and found via an F statistic that the null 

hypothesis of equal variances (equal standard deviations) was not supported (at a P value 

of .05), and so it was assumed that the standard deviations were not equal and the t-test 

information from the second row was used.  The second row t value equals -5.06 and has 

an associated p value (in the “Sig (2-tailed)” column) that was divided by 2 (because it 

was a 1-tailed test) was less than .05 and since we know from the descriptive statistics 

that the direction is in favor of the alternative hypothesis (High having a higher sample 

mean leadership quality score than Low), the null hypothesis was rejected in favor of the 

alternative and it was concluded that High has a higher mean for “Q6_1a There is an 

atmosphere of trust and mutual respect within the school” than Low.  The interpretation 
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of the remaining Q6 items, including the Q6_4 “overall” item were similar and all reject 

the null hypothesis in favor of High having higher quality leadership than Low.      

Table 26 
 
T-test results for Setting Direction 

  Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances 

 
t-test for Equality of Means 

  F Sig.  t df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Q6_1b The school 
leadership 
communicates clear 
expectations to 
students and parents. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

44.351 .000  -8.109 1062 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -9.094 408.473 .000 

Q6_1c The school 
leadership 
communicates with the 
faculty adequately. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

44.313 .000  -6.916 1056 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -7.700 401.890 .000 

Q6_1d The faculty and 
staff have a shared 
vision. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

56.135 .000  -6.585 1060 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -7.503 417.054 .000 

Q6_2a Leadership 
issues 

Equal variances 
assumed 

3.760 .053  -4.436 1063 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -4.706 376.379 .000 

Q6_1f The school 
leadership consistently 
enforces rules for 
student conduct. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

10.526 .001  -5.908 1059 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -6.293 374.025 .000 

Q6_1i The school 
leadership works to 
minimize disruptions, 
allowing teachers to 
focus on educating 
students. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

36.428 .000  -6.320 1063 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -6.868 387.626 .000 
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Table 27 
 
T-test results for Developing People 
  Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances  t-test for Equality of Means 

  F Sig.  t df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Q6_1a There is an 
atmosphere of trust 
and mutual respect 
within the school. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

16.104 .000  -6.093 1062 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -6.546 375.564 .000 

Q6_1e Teachers feel 
comfortable raising 
issues and concerns 
that are important to 
them. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

9.839 .002  -3.390 1060 .001 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -3.596 374.175 .000 

Q6_1g Teachers 
receive feedback that 
can help them improve 
teaching. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

73.635 .000  -6.597 1058 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -7.724 442.499 .000 

Q6_1h Teacher 
performance 
evaluations are fair in 
my school. 

Equal variances 
assumed 

22.798 .000  -4.783 1054 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -5.217 386.251 .000 

Q6_2e Empowering 
teachers 

Equal variances 
assumed 

6.614 .010  -4.526 1065 .000 

 Equal variances 
not assumed 

   -4.787 371.515 .000 
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Table 28 
 
T-test results for redesigning the Organization 

  

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances 

 
t-test for Equality of Means 

  F Sig.  t df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Q6_2h New teacher 
support 

Equal variances 
assumed 

4.541 .033  -5.076 1059 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -5.406 374.03
0 

.000 

Q6_2f Community 
involvement 

Equal variances 
assumed 

20.053 .000  -4.976 1062 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -5.400 390.03
0 

.000 

Q6_2b Facilities and 
resources 

Equal variances 
assumed 

26.426 .000  -4.956 1061 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -5.524 404.53
0 

.000 

Q6_2c The use of time 
in my school 

Equal variances 
assumed 

22.730 .000  -5.485 1064 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -6.048 396.62
1 

.000 

Q6_2c The use of time 
in my school 

Equal variances 
assumed 

22.730 .000  -5.485 1064 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -6.048 396.62
1 

.000 

 
Table 29 
 
T test for managing the Instructional Program 

  

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

 t-test for Equality of Means 

  F Sig.  t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Q6_2d Professional 
development 

Equal variances 
assumed 

10.093 .002  -4.639 1065 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -4.927 376.579 .000 

Q6_2g Student 
learning 

Equal variances 
assumed 

20.376 .000  -4.720 1065 .000 

 Equal variances not 
assumed 

   -5.325 415.079 .000 
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Descriptive Statistics  

 Descriptive statistics for the questions analyzed on the Leadership dimension of 

the survey are presented in the following tables.  Data presented are for all high poverty 

schools, both high and low achieving.  Of particular notice is that means are higher for all 

survey items in Centers of Excellence schools than in high-poverty, low-achieving 

schools. 
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Table 30 
 
Descriptive Statistics of Survey Items for All Respondents 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Q6_1a There is an atmosphere of 
trust and mutual respect within the 
school. 

1064 1 5 3.11 1.346 

Q6_1b The school leadership 
communicates clear expectations 
to students and parents. 

1064 1 5 3.31 1.296 

Q6_1c The school leadership 
communicates with the faculty 
adequately. 

1058 1 5 3.28 1.344 

Q6_1d The faculty and staff have a 
shared vision. 

1062 1 5 3.42 1.273 

Q6_1e Teachers feel comfortable 
raising issues and concerns that are 
important to them. 

1062 1 5 3.02 1.385 

Q6_1f The school leadership 
consistently enforces rules for 
student conduct. 

1061 1 5 3.10 1.381 

Q6_1g Teachers receive feedback 
that can help them improve 
teaching. 

1060 1 5 3.41 1.276 

Q6_1h Teacher performance 
evaluations are fair in my school. 

1056 1 5 3.65 1.224 

Q6_1i The school leadership works 
to minimize disruptions, allowing 
teachers to focus on educating 
students. 

1065 1 5 3.40 1.322 

Q6_2a Leadership issues 1065 1 5 3.10 1.299 
Q6_2b Facilities and resources 1063 1 5 3.34 1.217 
Q6_2c The use of time in my 
school 

1066 1 5 3.19 1.295 

Q6_2d Professional development 1067 1 5 3.22 1.325 
Q6_2e Empowering teachers 1067 1 5 3.13 1.358 
Q6_2f Community involvement 1064 1 5 3.36 1.173 
Q6_2g Student learning 1067 1 5 3.78 1.173 
Q6_2h New teacher support 1061 1 5 3.21 1.234 
Q6_4 Overall, the school 
leadership in my school is 
effective. 

1066 1 5 3.17 1.428 

Valid N (listwise) 999     
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

Introduction 

 Leadership has prevailed as the second most important factor only to the quality 

of the teacher in literature.  Studies indicate the need for support of principal professional 

development.  Since leaders in high poverty schools are faced with increased demands on 

their time and a sense of urgency to get results, it follows that educational research needs 

to look closely at best practices for leaders in high-poverty schools.  This study 

confirmed that leadership actions does make a difference, particularly in schools 

designated as high-poverty.  Rather than any one technical fix of a leader, the data 

analyzed support the idea that transformative leadership is what is needed, comprised of a 

blend of actions and values.  Of note, was the perception of leadership in high-

performing, high-poverty schools (Centers of Excellence) within the state of Colorado 

was overall rated as higher than the high-poverty, low-growth schools. 

Summary of Results 

 The purpose of this study was to test the general research hypothesis that among 

high poverty schools, teachers of high growth schools have higher (better) perceptions of 

leadership at their schools than do teachers of low growth schools. The hypotheses 

proposed that a positive relationship would be found between teacher’s perceptions of 

leadership in high-poverty, high-performing schools.  This study utilized publicly 

available results from the TELL Colorado survey of educators in high-poverty schools to 
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analyze teacher perceptions of leadership within their schools.  Results from the survey 

were analyzed through use of Leithwood’s framework for leadership.  The interpretation 

of the survey responses indicated that high-growth schools, “Centers of Excellence” had 

a higher sample mean leadership quality than low.  From the data analysis presented in 

chapter four, the research hypothesis was supported statistical evidence was found that 

among high-poverty schools, perception of leadership was higher in the Centers of 

Excellence.    

Theoretical Implications of Results 

 Theoretically the results indicate that leadership matters.  Teachers’ perception of 

good leadership is correlated with high performing schools.  Schools that serve students 

in poverty need the very best assets to serve the students they do.  Just as a health clinic 

in a high-poverty area needs the very best doctors and nurses, a school in a high poverty 

community needs the very best leaders and teachers.  The scope of this research 

addressed the skills necessary to lead a high-poverty school with successful student 

achievement results. Confirmed with this analysis was that Leithwood’s framework was 

found to be of theoretical and practical use to leaders in high-poverty schools, as 

evidenced below.   

Practical Implications of Results 

 Faced with lock-down drills for safety and multiple discipline referrals, where is a 

leader of a high-poverty school to turn?  If one were to turn to the literature, a leader 

might find Balanced Leadership’s twenty-one leadership actions or more upon which to 

focus.  Rather than a handbook of so many priorities, a leader is better equipped to grasp 
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Leithwood’s framework, or “core” of leadership.  Leaders in high-poverty schools are 

faced with too many priorities and tasks.  While it may be tempting to look for a silver 

bullet to close the achievement gap, the reality is much more complex.  Leaders can turn 

to Letihwood’s Core as a way to focus their efforts on fewer, but deeper and more 

impactful change.  This kind of second order change and transformative leadership is 

what is needed in order to turn around low-growth schools.  The TELL Colorado survey 

results suggested that in relationship to teacher’s perceptions of leadership, the following 

four variables indicated a successful combination: 

1. Setting Direction 

2. Developing People 

3. Redesigning the Organization 

4. Managing the Instructional Program 

While each of these broad categories can be expanded and defined, the general sense that 

a leader needs to grasp only four broad categories is refreshing and simple.  This 

simplicity serves as an entryway into a more complex set of structures necessary or 

lasting change.  Leaders in high-poverty schools have enough demands of their time and 

energy, that to focus on a fantastic four is manageable! 

 Furthermore, within each of these four, certain practices were found to be most 

connected to student growth outcomes in high-poverty schools.  This study found the 

following variables within each of Leithwood’s constructs to have the highest yield on 

student growth outcomes: 

(1)  Setting Direction 
6_1b.  The school leadership communicates clear expectations to students and parents. 
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6_1d.  The faculty and staff have a shared vision. 
6_1i.  The school leadership works to minimize disruptions, allowing teachers to focus on 
education students.   
 
(2)  Developing People 
6_1h.  Teacher performance evaluations are fair in my school. 
6_1g.  Teachers receive feedback that can help them improve teaching.  
 
(3)  Redesigning the Organization 
6_2f.  The school leadership makes a sustained effort to address teacher concerns about: 
Community involvement. 
6_2b.  The school leadership makes a sustained effort to address teacher concerns about: 
Facilities and resources. 
 
(4)  Managing the Instructional Program 
6_2g.  The school leadership makes a sustained effort to address teacher concerns about: 
 

Student learning. To summarize, the ‘core’ of leadership in high-poverty, high-

growth schools can be narrowed down to the following priorities.  The following survey 

items were found to have the greatest correlations to student achievement in the Centers 

of Excellence schools.  These items can be thought of as “high yield practices” for high-

poverty principals who are looking to maximize their student achievement results. 

Table 31 
 
High Yield Practices for High-Poverty Principals 

Setting Direction Developing People Redesigning the 
Organization 

Managing the 
Instructional 

Program 
Communicates clear 
expectations to students 
and parents 

Performance 
evaluations are fair 

Community 
involvement 

Student learning 

Shared vision Teachers receive 
feedback to improve 
teaching 

Facilities and 
resources 

 

Minimize disruptions    
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Suggestions for Future Research 

 Since this study analyzed results from the 2009 TELL, the first year it was 

administered, future research might replicate this analysis in a few more years.  This 

would allow the chance for the TELL instrument to be refined based on educator 

feedback and allow more participants and schools to be included in the analysis.  The 

longer the TELL is publicized and utilized, the more potential participants will be a part 

of the data set.  

 Future research needs to focus on leaders who have sustained and demonstrated 

success with schools in high-poverty communities.  The research presented in this study 

builds upon prior research in the field and confirms that leadership does have an impact 

on student achievement in high-poverty schools.  To take this a step further, future 

research might do case studies of one of each of the schools in the strata from the study 

(Centers of Excellence and Low-Growth).  Determining difference of means tells us that 

there is a difference between the groups, but to go deeper into this difference and analyze 

the specific dimensions observable in the school sites would take this study to a deeper 

level.  

 More research needs to focus on public schools beating the odds.  Similar to 

having a great teacher at every grade level, there exists a great high-poverty school in 

every district, with a great principal at the helm.  Rather than holding these schools on 

pedestals, it is incumbent upon the educational community to uncover the practices, both 

of their teachers and leaders that make a difference.  For those leaders in high-poverty 

schools beating the odds, open your doors to those who inquire. For only together will we 
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begin to close the achievement gap and make a difference in the lives of students from 

poverty. 

Strategies for Leaders of High-Poverty Schools 

 Leadership is lonely business.  Leaders of all schools need to collaborate with one 

another about best practices.  There are several frameworks and guidelines out there for 

leaders who are looking for “power standards”.  However, I have found through this 

study and research that Leithwood’s framework is the most useful and straightforward.  

Focus on the strategies found within the framework.  Post them on your wall.  Flash your 

eyes upon them a few times a day and keep in your consciousness the purpose of 

becoming an excellent leader: to create excellent students.  Students from poverty are no 

less capable of achieving exceptional academic and societal pursuits.  I am living proof of 

this.  Leaders of high-poverty schools have an obligation to ensure their schools are the 

best they can be, better than the schools that serve students of privilege.  If you as a 

leader are not up to this challenge, step aside so that someone who is ready for it can rise 

to the forefront and take on the challenge.  This is not work for the faint of heart.   

Conclusion 

 While there is no exact formula, the path to effective leadership is clear.   The 

results from the TELL Colorado survey confirm that leadership is important, most 

significantly in high-poverty schools.  While the significance of the survey items 

individually is not great, what may be quite significant significance is the overall pattern 

of differences found between the Centers of Excellence and Low-Growth schools.  

Leithwood’s framework confirms the importance of four leadership actions; Setting 
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Direction, Developing People, Redesigning the Organization and Managing the 

Instructional Program.  Since leadership is found to be only second to teacher 

effectiveness in terms of student outcomes, this study contributed to the body of evidence 

in the field of education.  While teacher effectiveness is primary, principal effectiveness 

needs to be more fully understood in order to get the results necessary to close the 

achievement gap.   

 It is the sincere hope of the researcher that this piece of writing contributes to the 

field of Educational Leadership and encourages others to delve into what it means to be 

an effective leader in a high-poverty school.  For it is only with excellent teachers and 

principals that our children of poverty will find their way to a better future.   
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Appendix A 

TELL Colorado Survey 
School Leadership Section 

School Leadership 
School Leadership 
 
All items rated on Likert scale: strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, neither disagree 
nor agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree 
 
Q6.1 Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with statements about 
leadership in your school. 
a. There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect within the school.  
b. The school leadership* communicates clear expectations to students and parents. 
c. The school leadership communicates with the faculty adequately. d. The faculty 

and staff have a shared vision. e. Teachers** feel comfortable raising issues and 
concerns that are important to them. 

f. The school leadership consistently enforces rules for student conduct.  
g. Teachers receive feedback that can help them improve teaching.  
h. Teacher performance evaluations are fair in my school.  
i. The school leadership works to minimize disruptions, allowing teachers to focus on 

educating students. 
 
*School leadership is an individual, group of individuals or team within the school that 
focuses on managing a complex operation. This may 
include scheduling; ensuring a safe school environment; reporting on students’ 
academic, social and behavioral performance; using resources to 
provide the textbooks and instructional materials necessary for teaching and learning; 
overseeing the care and maintenance of the physical 
plant; or developing and implementing the school budget. 
**Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 

Q6.2 The school leadership makes a sustained effort to address teacher concerns 

about: 

a.  Leadership issues.  
b.  Facilities and resources.  
c.  The use of time in my school.  
d.  Professional development.  
e.  Empowering teachers.  
f.  Community involvement.  
g.  Student learning.  
h.  New teacher support.  
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Q6.4 Overall, the school leadership in my school is effective. 

Strongly disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Neither disagree nor agree 
Somewhat agree 
Strongly agree 
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Appendix B 

2009 Colorado Centers of Excellence Awards 
Archuleta Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Aurora West College Preparatory Academy, Adams-Arapahoe 28J  
Beach Court Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Bryant Webster K-8 School, Denver Public Schools  
Bruce Randolph School, Denver Public Schools  
Carlile Elementary School, Pueblo City 60  
Center High School, Center 26 JT  
Deane Elementary School, Jefferson County R-1  
Edison Elementary School, Colorado Springs 11  
Fred N Thomas Career Education Center, Denver Public Schools  
Greenwood Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Kearney Middle School, Adams County 14  
Kenton Elementary School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J  
KIPP Sunshine Peak Academy, Denver Public Schools  
Martin Luther King Middle College, Denver Public Schools  
Martinez Elementary School, Greeley 6  
Mc Meen Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Montview Elementary School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J  
Nikola Tesla Education Opportunity Center, Colorado Springs 11  
Olathe Elementary School, Montrose County RE-1J  
Roosevelt Edison Charter School, Colorado Springs 11  
Silverton Middle School, Silverton 1  
Skyline Vista Elementary School, Westminster 50  
Stedman Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Stein Elementary School, Jefferson County R-1  
Stratmoor Hills Elementary School, Harrison 2  
Tollgate Elementary School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J  
West Denver Prep: Federal Campus, Denver Public Schools  
Westpark Elementary School, Lake County R-1  
Whittier K-8 School, Denver Public Schools  
Wyatt-Edison Charter Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Yale Elementary School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J  
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2010 Recipients: 
Adventure Elementary, Mapleton 1 
Atlas Preparatory School, Harrison 2 
Beach Court Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Boston K-8 School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J 
Bryant Webster K-8 School, Denver Public Schools  
Bruce Randolph School, Denver Public Schools  
Centennial Elementary School, Harrison 2 
Centennial High School, Centennial R-1 
Center High School, Center 26 JT 
Cole Arts and Science Academy, Denver Public Schools 
Cowell Elementary School, Denver Public Schools 
Edison Elementary School, Colorado Springs 11  
Fletcher Interm. Science & Technology School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J 
Force Elementary School, Denver Public Schools 
Greenwood Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
KIPP Sunshine Peak Academy, Denver Public Schools  
Martin Luther King Middle College, Denver Public Schools  
Mc Meen Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Montview Elementary School, Adams-Arapahoe 28J  
Moore K-8 School, Denver Public Schools 
Nikola Tesla Education Opportunity Center, Colorado Springs 11  
Nisley Elementary School, Mesa County Valley 51 
Stedman Elementary School, Denver Public Schools  
Stein Elementary School, Jefferson County R-1  
Stratmoor Hills Elementary School, Harrison 2 
 


