
MEMORANDUM January 20, 2011 
 
 
TO:  Board Members 
 
FROM: Terry B. Grier, Ed.D. 
 Superintendent of Schools 
 
SUBJECT: 2010 SECONDARY ESL ACADEMIC COACHES EVALUATION REPORT 
 
CONTACT: Carla Stevens, 713-556-6700 
 
 
English as a Second Language (ESL) Academic Coaches were provided to secondary-level 
teachers in the district during the 2009–2010 school year. This was done in order to partially 
address academic difficulties faced by secondary-level English language learners (ELLs). A 
total of 23 ESL coaches were hired, and were assigned to various feeder patterns throughout 
the district. 
 
The report summarizes data from this initiative. Included in the report is a summary of feedback 
received from the ESL coaches, information on teacher reactions to the coaching they received, 
as well as data on the impact of the ESL coaches on the academic performance of students 
whose teachers received coaching assistance. 
 
A total of 375 teachers received at least some assistance from the ESL coaches. Those 
teachers who received coaching tended to be younger and less experienced than the average 
teacher in the district. Topics taught included, primarily, reading/English language arts, 
mathematics, and science. Results showed that teachers were moderately satisfied overall with 
the quality of the assistance they received from the coaches. Furthermore, ELL students of 
coached teachers showed gains in performance on both the Stanford 10 and on the TAKS test, 
which were larger than those of ELL students whose teachers received no coaching. However, 
overall English language proficiency (as measured by the TELPAS) was no greater for ELL 
students of coached versus uncoached teachers. 
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Program Description 
Secondary-level English language learners 

(ELLs) are often at risk for poor academic out-
comes, and the Houston Independent School 
District (HISD) has not been exempt from this 
pattern. Similar results can be observed state-
wide, and even nationally (Koelsch, 2006). 

Examination of student data in HISD re-
vealed that a frequent pattern was that many sec-
ondary ELLs had failed a number of courses, 
leaving them short of the required credits they 
needed to graduate. Poor English proficiency 
may be a mediating factor, leading to low grades 
in courses, with students subsequently falling 
behind graduation schedule relative to their non-
ELL peers. In order to alleviate this problem, the 
district initiated a pilot program involving the 
hiring of ESL Academic Coaches. These would 
function as literacy coaches for secondary 
schools, and would be assigned to feeder pat-
terns. This effort is relevant to two of the core 
initiatives of the district’s strategic direction: 
putting an effective teacher in every classroom, 
and adoption of rigorous instructional standards 
and supports. The primary responsibilities of the 
ESL coaches were to: 

 
1. Monitor the fidelity of ESL program imple-

mentation at the campus and feeder level 
(via coaching, focused observations, and 
assistance with ELL student placement and/
or scheduling), 

2. Provide learning sessions to teachers of 
ELLs, and 

3. Analyze relevant school and feeder pattern 
data to inform instructional decision making. 
 
With the start of the 2009–2010 school year, 

the district hired 23 individuals to fill these posi-
tions. The positions were funded through Title 
III, Part A. Coaches were assigned to specific 

feeder patterns in the district, and reported to the 
executive principals (EPs) for the particular ad-
ministrative regions in which they worked. The 
Multilingual Department provided support, train-
ing, and resources for the ESL coaches, but did 
not directly supervise their activities. 

 
Key Findings 
 
1. How were the job responsibilities of coaches/
specialists implemented during the 2009–2010 
school year? 
 
• Twenty-two secondary ESL coaches worked 

with 375 teachers, distributed across 62 cam-
puses in the district. 

 
• “Coaching activities” accounted for the 

greatest number of entries (49.2%) in contact 
logs maintained by the ESL coaches, fol-
lowed by “collaborating” (40.4%), and 
“evaluating” activities (10.5%). 

 
• An online survey administered to ESL 

coaches (n = 16) indicated mixed reactions, 
with some items receiving high levels of 
support (>80% agreement), while most items 
reflected only moderate levels of satisfaction 
(50-70% agreement). 

 
• The online surveys indicated limited support 

for statements assessing the coach’s opinions 
on how much support they had received, 
whether the job had been adequately ex-
plained to them, and whether teachers were 
supportive, appreciative, or motivated. 

 
• The survey also revealed that only 63% of 

coaches felt that they had been utilized ap-
propriately by administrators. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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2. What was the demographic profile of coached 
teachers? 
 
• 375 teachers received at least some assis-

tance from the ESL coaches. The East ad-
ministrative region had the most teachers 
(152), followed by the West (75), North 
(61), South (56), and Central (31) regions. 

 
• The mean age of teachers receiving coaching 

assistance was 40.0 years, but a dispropor-
tionate number of them were less than 25 
years old (relative to the district overall). 

 
• The mean amount of prior teaching experi-

ence in the district was 7.0 years, but there 
were a disproportionate number of teachers 
with one or fewer years of experience 
(relative to the district overall). 

 
3. What was the level of satisfaction of coached 
teachers with coaching they received? 
 
• 143 teachers responded to an online survey 

assessing their reactions to the ESL coaching 
they had received. 

 
• 40% of responding teachers had met with an 

ESL coach more than 5 times during the 
year. 

 
• The survey revealed that most teachers who 

responded had moderately positive opinions 
about the ESL coaches. 

 
• Only 67% of teacher respondents agreed 

with statements asking about the quality and 
utility of the information received, indicating 
positive but not overwhelming support. 

 
4. How did students of coached teachers perform 
on standardized tests?   
 
• Statistical analyses of Stanford 10 data 

showed that ESL students of coached teach-
ers made larger NCE gains (from 2009 to 
2010) than did other ESL students, in read-
ing, math, language, and social science. 

• TAKS data also revealed larger gains in per-
cent passing (met standard) for ESL students 
of coached teachers in reading and math. 

 
• These effects were small, however, averag-

ing 1 NCE point on the Stanford 10, and 4 
percentage points on the TAKS. 

 
• TELPAS data showed that ESL students of 

coached teachers had slightly lower overall 
English language proficiency than did other 
ESL students, as well as fewer students 
showing progress from the previous year. 

 
Recommendations 
 
1. Survey data indicated that the ESL coaches 

were concerned over how they were utilized 
by regional administrators in 2009–2010. 
While the previous administrative structure 
has been replaced, ESL coaches still cur-
rently report to the School Improvement Of-
ficers, and not to the Multilingual Depart-
ment. It is possible that underutilization of 
the coaches could remain an issue, and this 
situation should be monitored during the 
coming school year.  

 
2. The small magnitude of the effects seen in 

student academic achievement may have 
been due to either inconsistent application of 
learned ESL techniques by the various teach-
ers, or by inappropriate or inconsistent in-
struction by the ESL coaches themselves. In 
order to maximize any potential benefits of 
the ESL coaches, more attention should be 
paid to ensuring consistent instruction in and 
application of ESL techniques. 

 
3. There was some evidence that campuses 

where large numbers of teachers received 
ESL coaching showed greater improvement 
in student achievement than did campuses 
where only a few teachers received assis-
tance. This suggests that some type of de-
partment-wide ESL coaching might be bene-
ficial. The district and Multilingual Depart-
ment should explore the feasibility of this. 
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Introduction 
 
Program Description 

Secondary-level English language learners 
(ELLs) are often at risk for poor academic out-
comes, and the Houston Independent School 
District (HISD) has not been exempt from this 
pattern. Similar results can be observed state-
wide, and even nationally (Koelsch, 2006). 

Examination of student data in HISD re-
vealed that a frequent pattern was that many sec-
ondary ELLs had failed a number of courses, 
leaving them short of the required credits they 
needed to graduate. Poor English proficiency 
may be a mediating factor, leading to low grades 
in courses, with students subsequently falling 
behind graduation schedule relative to their non-
ELL peers. In order to alleviate this problem, the 
district initiated a pilot program involving the 
hiring of ESL Academic Coaches. These would 
function as literacy coaches for secondary 
schools, and would be assigned to feeder pat-
terns. This effort is relevant to two of the core 
initiatives of the district’s strategic direction: 
putting an effective teacher in every classroom, 
and adoption of rigorous instructional standards 
and supports. The primary responsibilities of the 
ESL coaches were to: 

 
1. Monitor the fidelity of ESL program imple-

mentation at the campus and feeder level 
(via coaching, focused observations, and 
assistance with ELL student placement and/
or scheduling), 

2. Provide learning sessions to teachers of 
ELLs, and 

3. Analyze relevant school and feeder pattern 
data to inform instructional decision making. 
 
With the start of the 2009–2010 school year, 

the district hired 23 individuals to fill these posi-
tions. The positions were funded through Title 
III, Part A. The coaches were assigned to spe-

cific feeder patterns in the district, and reported 
to the executive principals (EPs) for the particu-
lar administrative regions in which they worked. 
The multilingual department provided support, 
training, and resources for the ESL coaches, but 
did not directly supervise their activities. 

 
Program Goals 

The Secondary ESL Academic Coaches (or 
“ESL coaches”), in collaboration with the multi-
lingual programs department and the various 
executive principals, were intended to promote 
and support the implementation of an aligned 
language development program in order to real-
ize student growth in English proficiency and 
student achievement. Assistance was provided to 
ESL teachers at various campuses, as well as to 
content area teachers. Assigned duties included: 

 
• providing instructional coaching to secon-

dary content area and ESL teachers in their 
assigned feeder patterns, 

• coordinating vertical alignment of ESL pro-
grams within the feeder patterns, 

• providing feedback using student assessment 
data and assist teachers and administrators 
with interventions, and 

• participating in ongoing professional devel-
opment. 
 

Program Participants 
Twenty-three ESL coaches were hired in the 

fall of 2009, for the 2009–2010 school year. The 
coaches were assigned to various school feeder 
patterns, and were under the supervision of the 
executive principals of the administrative regions 
where they were assigned. One coach left after 
the start of the year, leaving a total of 22. 
 
Purpose of the Evaluation Report 

The purpose of this evaluation report was to  
examine the impact of the secondary ESL liter-
acy coaches. Specifically, to assess whether the 
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specialists were carrying out the duties as in-
tended, teacher reactions to the ESL coaches, 
and whether there was any measurable impact on 
student academic performance. 

 
Research Questions 
1. How were the job responsibilities of 

coaches/specialists implemented during the 
2009–2010 school year? 

2. What was the demographic profile of 
coached teachers? 

3. What was the level of satisfaction of 
coached teachers with the coaching they re-
ceived? 

4. How did students of coached teachers per-
form on standardized tests? 

 
Literature Review 

 
Faced with pressure to improve student aca-

demic achievement, many districts have turned 
to the strategy of hiring reading or literacy 
coaches to work with their teaching staff. A liter-
acy or reading coach is defined as a reading spe-
cialist who provides professional development 
for teachers by giving them additional support to 
implement various instructional programs and 
practices (International Reading Association, 
2004; Bean & Isler, 2008; Bully, Coskie, Robin-
son, & Egawa, 2004). Reading or literacy spe-
cialists typically provide leadership and instruc-
tional expertise aimed at preventing or remedia-
tion of reading problems (Shanklin, 2006). 

Literacy coaches provide an alternative to 
the typical strategy of having teachers attend 
one-day or even multi-day workshops to develop 
additional skill sets. Literacy coaches provide 
long-term support to teachers. Particular teach-
ing strategies can be offered either in a group 
setting or to individual teachers, but, impor-
tantly, literacy coaches are available throughout 
the school year to do classroom observations and 
provide feedback to teachers to ensure that 
strategies are implemented with fidelity. This is 
not possible when teachers rely on occasional 
workshops for their professional development 
(American Educational Research Association, 
2005; Joyce & Showers, 2002). 

Another reason that the use of literacy 
coaches has become popular is the recognition 
that even experienced teachers may be unfamil-
iar with certain classroom strategies or ap-
proaches. Novice teachers who are new to the 
classroom face even greater difficulty, despite 
having left their formal training more recently. 
By having trained, professional coaches avail-
able, existing teaching staff can receive up-to-
date information on best practices in the field 
(Bean et al, 2008). 

Research has shown that literacy coaching 
has proven beneficial to teachers, who report that 
it is valuable and helps them do their job better 
(Bean, et al., 2008; Neufeld & Roper, 2006), and 
that it improves their teaching as well as in-
creases student engagement (Brown, et al, 2007). 
Teachers have also been found to have changed 
their teaching practices after receiving literacy 
coaching (Bean, et al, 2008). Finally, student 
achievement data have been more difficult to 
come by, but a major study was carried out to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the South Carolina 
Reading Initiative (SCRI). That study found that 
students who had been taught for three years by 
teachers receiving literacy coaching made 5.14 
years of progress in reading ability over the 
course of the program, while students taught by 
teachers not receiving coaching made only 2.18 
levels of growth (Stephens, et al, 2007). 
 

Methods 
 
Data Collection 

Initial data came from contact logs com-
pleted by the 22 ESL coaches. These were com-
pleted and turned in monthly, and included the 
following data: date of meeting, names and posi-
tions of staff members involved, campus where 
those staff members worked, reason for the 
meeting, and a set of various activity codes. 

Next, these logs were entered into a Micro-
soft Excel database, and teachers who were as-
sisted by the coaches were identified. Teacher 
demographic information was extracted, includ-
ing age and years of teaching experience. In ad-
dition, a list was created of students in classes 
taught by those teachers. This list was used to 
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link data concerning student performance on 
various standardized tests. 

Student performance data were collected 
from the Stanford Achievement Test (Stanford 
10), the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 
Skills (TAKS), and the Texas English Language 
Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS). Per-
formance data were obtained for all ESL stu-
dents who were in classes taught by teachers re-
ceiving assistance from the ESL coaches. Data 
for all other ESL students in the district (whose 
teachers did not receive coaching) served as a 
comparison. 

Student and teacher demographic data, as 
well as other information (e.g., campus, pro-
gram, etc.) were obtained from the districts 
Chancery database. 

 
Assessment Instruments   

The Stanford 10 is a norm-referenced, stan-
dardized achievement test in English used to as-
sess students’ level of content mastery. The read-
ing, mathematics, language, science, and social 
science subtests of the Stanford 10 are included 
in this report for grades 1 through 11. Reported 
are mean Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) 
scores for each subject. The NCE is a normalized 
standard score most often used when interpolat-
ing or averaging scores. Like the National Per-
centile Rank (NPR), the NCE is a norm-
referenced score, but in contrast to the NPR, the 
NCE provides an equal-interval scale. This al-
lows computations such as averaging or subtrac-
tion, which are useful when studying academic 
progress over time, especially when comparing 
different subject areas or student groups.  

The TAKS is a state-mandated, criterion-
referenced test administered for the first time in 
the spring 2003 as a means to monitor student 
performance. The English-language version 
measures academic achievement in reading at 
grades 3–9; English language arts at grades 10 
and 11; writing at grades 4 and 7; social studies 
at grades 8, 10, and 11; and science at grades 5, 
8, 10, and 11. Students in the 11th grade are re-
quired to take and pass an exit-level TAKS in 
order to graduate. For the purposes of this report, 
only English-language assessments were of in-

terest. Thus, no data from the Spanish-language 
version of TAKS are included. Data reported are 
the percent of students who passed (met stan-
dard) for the reading and math tests. 

The final student assessment used was the 
TELPAS. Under TELPAS, ELL students in kin-
dergarten through twelfth grade are assessed in 
four language domains: listening, speaking, read-
ing, and writing. Proficiency scores in each do-
main fall into one of four proficiency levels: Be-
ginning, Intermediate, Advanced, and Advanced 
High. Included in this report are two measures, 
the percentage of ELL students scoring at the 
Advanced High level of English proficiency, and 
the percentage that made progress in proficiency 
between 2009 and 2010. 

Two additional instruments were developed, 
and are described below. These surveys were 
available online. One of them was administered 
to the ESL coaches, with a second survey admin-
istered to the teachers who were assisted by 
those coaches (see below). 

 
Qualitative Data Collection 

Informal interviews with key stakeholders  
were conducted to gather information on pro-
gram goals, objectives, and activities. Included 
were staff from the multilingual department, a 
sample of the ESL coaches, and school staff in-
cluding teachers. 

A Coach/Specialist Survey was administered 
to all ESL coaches online at the conclusion of 
the school year. This survey was intended to 
gather feedback from the coaches concerning 
their experiences, and how effective they thought 
they and the other coaches had been. Survey data 
was also used to obtain further information about 
their activities during the year that could not be 
captured by the contact logs. A copy of the sur-
vey is included in Appendix A. 

A satisfaction survey was administered to 
every teacher who met with an ESL coach at 
least once. The purpose of this survey was to 
gauge teacher’s responses to the ESL coaches, 
and to find out what benefits and/or problems 
they saw from the project. This survey was ad-
ministered online at the conclusion of the school 
year, and a copy of it is included in Appendix B. 
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Results 
 

How were the job responsibilities of coaches/
specialists implemented during the 2009–2010 
school year? 
 

Twenty-three secondary ESL coaches were 
hired by the district during the 2009–2010 school 
year. One of these coaches left shortly after the 
start of the year, and was not replaced. Alto-
gether, the 22 remaining coaches worked with 
375 teachers at 62 different campuses. While the 
coaches were intended to work only with secon-
dary level teachers, contact logs indicated that 55 
of the teachers were from elementary schools 
(representing 14.7% of teachers served). In addi-

tion, the teacher contact logs showed that 42 
other district staff met with ESL coaches. These 
individuals included administrative personnel 
(e.g., assistant principals or regional executive 
principals), campus staff (e.g., clerks, deans, 
counselors), and miscellaneous district staff 
(instructional specialists, other coaches, etc.).  

Table 1 provides a list of all campuses that 
the secondary ESL coaches worked with during 
2009–2010, including counts of the number of 
teaching and non-teaching staff involved. All 
data are based on contact logs submitted by the 
ESL coaches throughout the year. 

The ESL coaches completed contact logs on 
a monthly basis. These logs tracked their activi-
ties for each day in the 30-day period. Coaches 

Middle & High Schools Middle & High Schools 
Campus Teachers Other Staff Campus Teachers Other Staff 

Attucks MS  10 0 Revere MS 1 0 
Austin HS 20 0 Ryan MS 2 0 

Burbank MS 0 1 Sharpstown HS 4 2 
Chavez HS 11 1 Sharpstown MS 3 1 
Cullen MS 3 0 Sterling HS 9 0 

Davis HS 10 0 Stevenson MS 8 0 
Deady MS 3 2 Washington HS 8 3 

Dowling MS 11 2 Welch MS 2 0 
Edison MS 19 1 West Briar MS 4 1 

Fondren MS 3 1 Westbury HS 4 1 
Fonville MS 1 0 Williams MS 13 2 

Furr HS 13 3 Woodson MS 8 0 
Grady MS 2 0 Worthing HS 5 0 

Gregory-Lincoln MS 1 0    
Hartman MS 2 0 Elementary Schools 

Henry MS 17 4 Campus Teachers Other Staff 
Hogg MS 5 1 Benavidez ES 7 0 

Holland MS 20 1 Braeburn ES 4 0 
Houston MST Center 6 0 Burnet ES 1 0 

Jackson MS 19 2 Carrillo ES 2 0 
Jones HS 5 0 Emerson ES 3 0 

Lamar HS 2 0 Lewis ES 1 0 
Lanier MS 4 0 McNamara ES 1 0 

Lee HS 15 2 Petersen ES 2 2 
Liberty HS 2 0 Piney Point ES 3 0 

Long MS 7 1 Rodriguez ES 5 0 
Madison HS 4 0 Rusk ES 10 1 
Marshall MS 5 2 Shadowbriar ES 1 0 

Milby HS 3 1 Shearn ES 1 0 
9th Grade College Prep 1 0 Walnut Bend ES 5 0 

Ortiz MS 16 2 Wharton ES 2 0 
Project Chrysalis MS 4 0 Wilson ES 7 0 

Reagan HS 5 2    
 

Table 1. List of Campuses Receiving Assistance from Secondary ESL Coaches During 2009–2010, 
Including Counts of Teaching and Non-Teaching Staff Served. 

Source: ESL Coaches Contact Logs 
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recorded who they met with, purpose of the 
meeting, and approximate length of the meeting. 
Appendix C summarizes data from the contact 
logs, showing the relative frequency of various 
activities that were engaged in by the ESL 
coaches. The various activities on the contact 
logs fell into three categories: coaching, collabo-
rating, and evaluating. Examples of “coaching” 
activities include assisting teachers with data 
analysis to design/implement intervention strate-
gies, working with ESL or content area teachers 
(either individually or in groups), working with 
ancillary teachers, conducting classroom obser-
vations, and demonstrating ESL strategies. This 
category of activities had the greatest number of 
entries in contact logs, with 3,434 separate list-
ings. This accounted for 49.2% of all contact log 
entries, averaging 180.7 separate entries for each 
ESL specialist over the course of the year. 

The second most cited activity for ESL 
coaches was that of “collaborating.” Examples of 
collaborative activities included meeting with or 
assisting school administrators, participating in 
group discussions with teachers, and meeting 
with other coaches or district personnel to plan 
for effective implementation. These activities (n 
= 2,819, average of 148.4 per ESL coach) ac-
counted for 40.4% of all entries in the contact 
logs. Finally, “evaluating” activities included 
collaborating with teachers on the selection and 
use of assessment tools, helping teachers use 
analysis of various assessment results, and con-
ducting regular meetings with content area 
teachers to examine ELL student work and 
monitor their progress. These activities (n = 732, 
average of 38.5 per ESL coach) accounted for 
only 10.5% of all entries in the contact logs. 

Responses to the online survey administered 
to the ESL coaches were analyzed. Sixteen of the 
22 ESL coaches responded to the survey (72.7 
%) and a summary of responses is included in 
Appendix A. Only four statements in the 12-
item survey received more than 80% support 
(i.e., percentage of respondents who either 
“agreed” or “strongly agreed” with the state-
ment). These statements concerned having suffi-
cient time to fulfill their job responsibilities 
(88%), belief that the workload was reasonable 

(88%), being able to collaborate with other staff 
(87%), and a belief that the Multilingual Depart-
ment facilitated performance of their jobs (81%). 
Every other item showed lower levels of support. 

In particular, most items concerning the 
amount of preparation or support they were 
given received less than 70% support. The ESL 
coaches had only modest support for statements 
such as, “I had access to resources I may have 
needed to carry out my responsibilities” (68%), 
“the job duties and responsibilities were ade-
quately explained”, and teachers were apprecia-
tive of assistance (69%), motivated/interested 
(63%), or open/supportive (57%). Only 63% of 
the ESL coaches felt that they had been utilized 
appropriately and efficiently by local administra-
tors. This last finding is noteworthy, since all of 
the coaches were administratively under the su-
pervision of the Executive Principals in the vari-
ous regions where they were assigned, and were 
not supervised by the Multilingual Department 
or the campus administrators/principals. 
 
What was the demographic profile of coached 
teachers? 
 

As mentioned earlier, 375 teachers received 
at least some assistance from the ESL coaches in 
2009–2010. The East region had the greatest 
number of teachers with 152, followed by the 
West (75), North (61), South (56), and Central 
administrative regions (31). Demographic infor-
mation for teachers was obtained from the dis-
trict’s Chancery database. Information on only 
345 teachers could be obtained, because identifi-
cation numbers could not be verified for some. 

The mean age of teachers receiving training 
was 40.0 years (median = 37 years). Figure 1 
(see p. 8) shows the distribution of ages for 
teachers who received assistance from the ESL 
coaches (shaded bars). Also included for com-
parison is the relative distribution of ages for 
teachers in the district (open circles). Note that 
the overall distribution of ages for teachers re-
ceiving coaching assistance was not the same as 
that for teachers in the district overall. Specifi-
cally, more young teachers receiving coaching 
than would be expected based on overall age 
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distribution for district teachers. Twelve percent 
of teachers receiving ESL coaching were less 
than 25 years old, while this group composes 
only 3.4% of the overall HISD teacher popula-
tion. A Chi-squared test for independence was 
conducted to determine whether the proportions 
of teachers in this age group was equivalent for 
the coached teachers and all teachers in the dis-
trict. The difference proved to be highly signifi-
cant (χ2 = 63.20, p<.0001). 

The average amount of prior HISD teaching 
experience for ESL-coached teachers was 7.0 
years (median = 4 years). Figure 2 shows the 
distribution of prior experience. As with the pre-
vious figure, data for all district teachers are in-
cluded for comparison (open circles). Note the 
relatively large number of coached teachers with 
one or fewer prior years of teaching experience, 
particularly in comparison with all other teachers 
in the district. Chi Squared analysis showed that 
this trend was significant (χ2 = 19.55, p<.0001). 

All teachers who received ESL coaching 
were asked to complete an online survey assess-
ing their opinions of the coaching they had re-
ceived. One-hundred forty-three teachers re-
sponded. Background information on the 143 
respondents to this survey showed that 17 of 
them (11.8%) taught at the elementary level. 
Most of the elementary teachers (15 of 17) 
taught only one grade level. Of the 126 secon-
dary teachers responding to the survey, 54 of 
them taught multiple grade levels, and 72 of 
them taught only one grade level. Table 2 (see p. 
9) shows a summary of subjects taught by these 
secondary teachers. The data are broken down 
according to whether the teacher was a content-
area teacher only, or whether they taught ESL as 
well. Reading/English Language Arts (ELA) was 
the most commonly taught subject. Most math, 
science and social studies teachers taught a con-
tent-area only (no ESL). 
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Figure 1. Distribution of ESL-coached teachers by age. 

Figure 2. Distribution of ESL-coached teachers by years of previous experience teaching in HISD. 

Source: Chancery 

Source: Chancery 

54
40

84 88

192733
0

20

40

60

80

100

<1 1 2 3 4 5-9 >9
Years Prior Teaching Experience

# 
SI

O
P 

T
ea

ch
er

s

0

1,800

3,600

5,400

# 
H

IS
D

 T
ea

ch
er

s

ESL-Coached Teachers HISD



SECONDARY ESL COACHES 2009–2010 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                          9 

 

What was the level of satisfaction of coached 
teachers with the coaching they received? 
 

As indicated, teachers who received ESL 
coaching were asked to complete an online sur-
vey assessing their reaction to the coaching they 
had received, and 143 teachers responded. Re-
sponses to the survey are summarized in Appen-
dix B. Results showed that 40% of survey re-
spondents had met with an ESL coach more than 
five times during the school year, with an addi-
tional 17% having met with a coach 4 or 5 times.  

Survey questions fell into two categories; 
some asking teacher’s opinions regarding the 
ESL coaches themselves, and others asking their 
opinions regarding the information they had re-
ceived from the coaches. Reactions to the 
coaches were moderately positive, with more 
than 70% of teachers either “agreeing” or 
“strongly agreeing” that the coaches “were re-
sponsive and answered questions in a timely 
manner” (77%), “were supportive” (75%), “were 
knowledgeable” (74%), “explained things in a 
way that was clear and easy to under-
stand” (73%), and “were available for meetings 
or consultations” (71%). This level of agreement 
is positive but not overwhelming, given that an 
average of 11% of respondents disagreed with 
each of those statements. 

Teacher opinions about the actual informa-
tion they received from the ESL coaches was 
less positive overall. While 77% of teachers said 
that they “understood the information and sug-
gestions provided,” only 68% thought it was use-
ful or relevant. The same percentage agreed that 
“the ESL coaches provided a service which I 
found to be useful.” Lower percentages agreed 
that they could apply the information they had 

been provided (66%), or that “information pro-
vided by the coaches increased my knowledge 
and understanding” (61%). 

In summary, responses to the teacher survey 
showed that most teachers had moderately posi-
tive opinions about the actual ESL coaches. The 
information the coaches provided was viewed 
positively as well, but not overwhelmingly so. 
Only 67%, on average, agreed with positive 
statements about the quality or utility of the in-
formation received.  

 
How did students of coached teachers per-
form on standardized tests?   
 

Since the ESL coaches primarily targeted 
teachers of secondary-level students, only data 
from students in grades 6 through 11 were ana-
lyzed. Results for elementary level students are 
summarized in Appendix D. 
 
Stanford 10 

Figure 3 (see p. 10) shows results for ESL 
students whose teachers received assistance from 
ESL coaches at some point during the year. Also 
included for comparison purposes are results for 
all other ESL students in the district. Results for 
the reading, math, language, science, and social 
science tests are included. Note that for this and 
all subsequent analyses, results are only included 
for students with valid test scores from both 
2009 and 2010. Students without data from both 
years are not included in analyses. This resulted 
in a sample of 3,730 ESL students in the coached 
group, and 4,197 in the non-coached group. 
Fifty-five percent of each group were male, and 
95% were Hispanic. The non-coached group had 
slightly higher percentages of students in special 
education (19% vs. 14%), but also had more stu-
dents coded as gifted and talented (8% vs. 4%). 

The data in Figure 3 are the mean change in 
NCE from 2009 to 2010. For example, ESL stu-
dents of coached teachers showed an average 
gain of 1.9 NCE points on the reading subtest of 
the Stanford 10. In comparison, other ESL stu-
dents in the district (i.e., grades 6–11 only) 
gained only 1.0 NCE points. Statistical compari-
son of the coached ESL students to other ESL 

Table 2. Number of Coached Secondary-Level 
Teachers by Subject Area Taught 

Subject ESL +  
Content Area 

Content-
Area Only 

Reading/ELA 43 16 
Math 2 20 
Science 5 20 
Social Studies 5 6 
Other 5 0 

 Source: Training Logs, Chancery 
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students overall showed that this difference was 
significant, (t = 3.17, df = 7,925, p<.01). Al-
though this effect was statistically significant, it 
was small (partial eta-squared = .001, d = .07). 
Three other effects were also  significant, and are 
indicated by asterisks in Figure 3. These were for 
math (t = 2.04, df = 7,925, p <.05), language (t = 
5.04, df = 7,925, p<.001), and social science (t =  
2.03, df = 7,925, p<.05). As was the case with 
reading, these effects, while statistically signifi-
cant, were small, with partial eta-squared values 
in the range of .001 to .003 (d values ranged 
from .03 to .11).  
TAKS 

A similar set of analyses was carried out on 
TAKS data for the students described in the pre-

vious section. As was the case with the Stanford 
10, TAKS data was only included if students 
were tested in both 2009 and 2010. Largely be-
cause of this, analysis was restricted to the 
TAKS reading/ELA and mathematics subtests. 
This was because the other TAKS tests are not 
given at every grade level, and restricting the 
data set to students having data from two con-
secutive years resulted in sample sizes too small 
to analyze. 

A summary of the TAKS results is shown in 
Figure 4. Data reflect the mean change in per-
centage of students passing the TAKS from 2009 
to 2010. Results show that the ESL students of 
coached teachers showed larger gains in TAKS 
passing rates than all other ESL students in the 

Figure 3. Mean Stanford 10 NCE change for ESL students of coached teachers (white bars) and all 
other ESL students in the district. 
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district. The mean gain in passing rate percent-
age was 15.1 points for the coached students on 
reading/ELA and 9.5 points for math. Statistical 
analysis confirmed that both of these effects 
were significant; for reading (t = 3.07, df = 
5,958, p<.003), and for math, (t = 2.64, df = 
6,067, p<.009). While these effects were statisti-
cally significant, each was small (for reading, 
partial eta-squared = .002 and d = .07; for math, 
partial et-squared = .001 and d = .06). 

To summarize, data from both the Stanford 
10 and the TAKS provides evidence that the 
ESL coaches impacted student academic per-
formance. ESL students whose teachers received 
coaching during 2009–2010 showed larger gains 
in performance than did a comparison group of 
all other secondary-level ESL students. How-
ever, these effects, while statistically significant, 
were small (averaging 1 NCE point for Stanford 
10, and 4 percentage points for TAKS).  
Number of Teachers 

One additional analysis was carried out on 
Stanford 10 data, to determine whether there was 
any evidence that students at campuses where 
more teachers received assistance from ESL 
coaches did better than those from campuses 
where few teachers were coached. Recently, a 
report was completed on the effectiveness of 
sheltered instruction training for teachers, and its 
impact on achievement for ESL students 
(Houston Independent School District, 2010). 
That report showed that ESL students from cam-
puses where entire departments of content-area 
teachers received training in use of sheltered in-
struction techniques made greater academic 
gains than did ESL students from campuses 
where departmental training was not employed. 

Similar effects might be observed in the pre-
sent context. Specifically, it is possible that ESL 
students would show greater improvement on the 
Stanford 10 if large numbers of teachers received 
assistance from ESL coaches at their campuses. 
In contrast, ESL students at those campuses 
where few teachers received coaching might 
show smaller gains. An analysis was conducted 
to determine whether this was the case. 

Data from all ESL students whose teachers 
received ESL coaching were included in the 

analysis. Students were placed into two groups 
depending on how many teachers at their campus 
had received ESL coaching. One group consisted 
of students from those campuses where 10 or 
more teachers had received coaching, and the 
other group consisted of those campuses where 
fewer than 10 teachers had been coached (see 
Table 1). 

Statistical analyses were conducted on these 
data as follows. First, analysis was limited to 
only those students who had valid Stanford 10 
scores in all five subject areas for both 2008–
2009 and 2009–2010. For these samples (n = 
1,892 for >9 teachers coached, and 1,838 for <10 
teachers coached), a multivariate analysis of co-
variance (MANCOVA) was then conducted. The 
dependent variables were the 2010 Stanford 
NCEs for the reading, mathematics, language, 
science, and social science subtests, and covari-
ates were the five corresponding 2009 Stanford 
NCE scores for these same subtests. The inde-
pendent variable was group (≥ 10 teachers vs. 
<10 teachers coached at the student’s campus). 

Results of this analysis showed that there 
was a significant difference between the two stu-
dent groups overall, F(5, 3,719) = 2.59, p = .024 
Wilkes Lambda = .99. When results of the five 
Stanford subtests were considered separately, 
one reached statistical significance: mathematics, 
F(1, 3,730) = 8.77, p = .003. Adjusted mean 
NCE scores showed that the ≥ 10 teachers group 
had higher Stanford 10 performance than did the 
comparison group (<10 teachers) for math (42.8 
vs. 41.7). 
TELPAS 

The TELPAS is used to assess ELL student 
overall English proficiency, as well as yearly 
growth in proficiency. Table 3 (see p. 12) shows 
the overall TELPAS scores for the ESL students 
of coached teachers, as compared to the 
TELPAS performance of all other ESL students 
in the district. Analysis is limited to students in 
grades 6 through 12. 

As Table 3 shows, overall English language 
proficiency for ESL students taught by coached 
teachers was slightly lower than that for all other 
ESL students in the district. Thirty-seven percent 
of the former group had a TELPAS rating of Ad-
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vanced High, compared to 43 percent for all 
other ESL students. A Chi-squared analysis was 
conducted to determine whether these two pro-
portions were statistically different from one an-
other. In fact, the difference was significant (χ2 = 
36.52, p<.0001). 

Table 4 (see p. 13) shows TELPAS results 
in terms of yearly progress, i.e., the number and 
percentage of students who obtained a higher 
TELPAS rating in 2010 than they did in 2009. 
As with the overall proficiency scores, yearly 
progress on TELPAS was slightly lower for ESL 
students of coached teachers than for other ESL 
students in the district. Fifty-seven percent of the 
former group gained at least one level of English 
language proficiency between 2009 and 2010, 
while 58 percent of other ESL students showed 
gains. A statistical analysis using Chi-squared 
was carried out to determine whether the propor-
tions of students gaining proficiency were differ-
ent for the two groups. The two groups did not 
differ (χ2 = 0.86, p>.35). 

Conclusions 
 

The Secondary ESL Academic Coaches ini-
tiative was designed to promote and support the 
implementation of an aligned language develop-
ment program, in order to realize student growth 
in English proficiency and student achievement. 
Assistance was provided to 375 ESL and content 
area teachers at 62 campuses during the 2009–
2010 school year. 

Contact logs completed by the ESL coaches 
showed that the greatest percentage of time was 
spent coaching (49.2%), with “collaborating” 
taking up an additional 40.4%, and “evaluating” 
accounting for 10.5%. Surveys administered to 
coaches showed that they were motivated and 
generally positive about their roles, but that there 
was only moderate support/agreement (less than 
70% agreeing) for most items, covering such 
areas as motivation, interest, and support shown 
by teachers. Furthermore, certain barriers were 
suggested; only 69% of coaches felt that their 

ESL Students of Coached Teachers 

Grade # Tested Beginning Intermediate Advanced 
Advanced 

High 
    N % N % N % N % 

Composite 
Score 

6 1,176 67 6 173 15 440 37 496 42 3.2 
7 941 60 6 135 14 347 37 399 42 3.2 
8 803 77 10 133 17 280 35 313 39 3.1 
9 884 153 17 207 23 248 28 276 31 2.8 

10 531 37 7 170 32 177 33 147 28 2.9 
11 440 13 3 85 19 180 41 162 37 3.2 
12 182 10 5 43 24 71 39 58 32 3.0 

Total 4,957 417 8 946 19 1,743 35 1,851 37 3.0 
All Other ESL Students in HISD 

Grade # Tested Beginning Intermediate Advanced 
Advanced 

High 
    N % N %     N % 

Composite 
Score 

6 1,339 72 5 174 13 486 36 607 45 3.2 
7 1,242 82 7 180 14 372 30 608 49 3.2 
8 999 109 11 135 14 291 29 464 46 3.1 
9 645 82 13 135 21 209 32 219 34 2.9 

10 444 19 4 107 24 179 40 139 31 3.0 
11 315 8 3 51 16 121 38 135 43 3.2 
12 138 9 7 31 22 59 43 39 28 3.0 

Total 5,122 381 7 813 16 1,717 34 2,211 43 3.1 
 

Table 3. TELPAS Proficiency Levels for ESL Students of Coached Teachers and Other ESL Students 
in the District, 2010. 

Source: TELPAS, Chancery 
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job duties were adequately explained, and only 
63% felt that they had been utilized appropri-
ately or efficiently by administrators. Together, 
this pattern of responses suggests that the 
coaches were motivated and generally positive 
about their roles, but that there was a general 
feeling that things could have been executed in a 
more efficient manner. 

The 375 teachers who received ESL coach-
ing assistance were disproportionately younger 
and had less teaching experience than the aver-
age teacher in the district. A survey administered 
to the teachers showed moderately positive 
(more than 70% agreement) with statements re-
garding the ESL coaches themselves. There was 
less support regarding the quality and utility of 
the information received from the coaches. 
Teachers appeared to have at least some diffi-
culty implementing some of the ESL techniques 
to which they were being exposed. 

Even so, the ESL coaches did appear to have 
an impact on student academic performance. 

ESL students of coached teachers showed small, 
but significant, advantages over other ESL stu-
dents in terms of growth from 2009 to 2010. 
This was true for the Stanford 10 (in reading, 
math, language, and social science) as well as 
the TAKS (reading and math). However, these 
effects were small, averaging one NCE point on 
the Stanford 10 and 4 percentage points on the 
TAKS. Finally, there was some indication that 
ESL students showed more improvement if there 
were large numbers of teachers (i.e., 10 or more) 
who received assistance from ESL coaches on 
their campus than if fewer teachers were in-
volved. 

In summary, the ESL coaches appeared to 
lead to significant, but small, improvements in 
the academic performance of ESL students. 
There may be issues in regard to the ability of 
teachers to use the information they have re-
ceived, as well as questions about how effective 
the coaches are. This suggests that consistency 
or fidelity of the coaching might be an area to 

ESL Students of Coached Teachers 

Grade # Tested 
Gained 
1 Level 

Gained 
2 Levels 

Gained 
3 Levels 

Gained at Least
1 Level 

    N % N % N %   
6 1,051 559 53 20 2 2 <1 581 55 
7 815 450 55 19 2 0 0 469 58 
8 660 349 53 25 4 0 0 374 57 
9 626 339 54 28 4 1 <1 368 59 

10 415 206 50 21 5 3 1 230 55 
11 390 210 54 21 5 3 1 234 60 
12 145 75 52 5 3 0 0 80 55 

Total 4,102 2,188 53 139 3 9 <1 2,336 57 
All Other ESL Students in HISD 

Grade # Tested 
Gained 
1 Level 

Gained 
2 Levels 

Gained 
3 Levels 

Gained at Least
1 Level 

    N %     N %   
6 1,213 646 53 21 2 1 <1 668 55 
7 1,052 628 60 33 3 0 0 661 63 
8 822 484 59 20 2 4 <1 508 62 
9 467 237 51 17 4 1 <1 255 55 

10 352 169 48 13 4 0 0 182 52 
11 261 143 55 14 5 0 0 157 60 
12 104 41 39 3 3 0 0 44 42 

Total 4,271 2,348 55 121 3 6 <1 2,475 58 
 

Table 4. TELPAS Yearly Progress for ESL Students of Coached Teachers and Other ESL Students in 
the District, 2009 to 2010. 

Source: TELPAS, Chancery 
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focus on in the future. Utilization of the coaches 
by local administrators may also be an area of 
concern. 

 
Recommendations 

 
1. Survey data indicated that the ESL coaches 

were concerned over how they were utilized 
by regional administrators in 2009–2010. 
While the previous administrative structure 
has been replaced, ESL coaches still cur-
rently report to the School Improvement Of-
ficers, and not to the Multilingual Depart-
ment. It is possible that underutilization of 
the coaches could remain an issue, and this 
situation should be monitored during the 
coming school year.  

 
2. The small magnitude of the effects seen in 

student academic achievement may have 
been due to either inconsistent application of 
learned ESL techniques by the various teach-
ers, or by inappropriate or inconsistent in-
struction by the ESL coaches themselves. In 
order to maximize any potential benefits of 
the ESL coaches, more attention should be 
paid to ensuring consistent instruction in and 
application of ESL techniques. 

 
3. There was some evidence that campuses 

where large numbers of teachers received 
ESL coaching showed greater improvement 
in student achievement than did campuses 
where only a few teachers received assis-
tance. This suggests that some type of de-
partment-wide ESL coaching might be bene-
ficial. The district and Multilingual Depart-
ment should explore the feasibility of this. 
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Appendix A 
 

Questions and responses from an online survey administered to ESL coaches  
concerning their experiences during the school year. 

Training and preparation they were given as ESL specialists: 

Survey Item 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

I had access to resources I may have needed to carry 
out my responsibilities. 

18% 
(3) 

50% 
(8) 

6% 
(1) 

19% 
(3) 

6% 
(1) 

The job duties and responsibilities were adequately 
explained. 

19% 
(3) 

44% 
(7) 

6% 
(1) 

19% 
(3) 

13% 
(2) 

Staff meetings provided useful forums. 25% 
(4) 

38% 
(6) 

25% 
(4) 

13% 
(2) 

0% 
(0) 

      

Amount of support received during the year: 

Survey Item 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

I was able to collaborate with other staff. 56% 
(9) 

31% 
(5) 

6% 
(1) 

0% 
(0) 

6% 
(1) 

Multilingual department staff facilitated my job 
performance. 

31% 
(5) 

50% 
(8) 

13% 
(2) 

6% 
(1) 

0% 
(0) 

Principals and administrators facilitated my job 
performance. 

31% 
(5) 

44% 
(7) 

13% 
(2) 

6% 
(1) 

6% 
(1) 

Teachers were appreciative of the assistance I 
provided. 

25% 
(4) 

44% 
(7) 

25% 
(4) 

0% 
(0) 

6% 
(1) 

Teachers were motivated and interested. 19% 
(3) 

44% 
(7) 

25% 
(4) 

6% 
(1) 

6% 
(1) 

Teachers were open and supportive. 19% 
(3) 

38% 
(6) 

31% 
(5) 

6% 
(1) 

6% 
(1) 

      

Overall reaction to the job demands/work load required: 

Survey Item 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

There was sufficient time to fulfill my job 
responsibilities. 

13% 
(2) 

75% 
(12) 

13% 
(2) 

0% 
(0) 

0% 
(0) 

The work load was reasonable. 13% 
(2) 

75% 
(12) 

13% 
(2) 

0% 
(0) 

0% 
(0) 

I believe that I was utilized appropriately and 
efficiently by local administrators. 

25% 
(4) 

38% 
(6) 

19% 
(3) 

6% 
(1) 

13% 
(2) 
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Appendix B 
 

Questions and responses from an online survey administered to teachers  
concerning the ESL coaching they had received. 

How frequently did you meet with an ESL coach?: 

Survey Item 
Did Not 

Meet Once 
2 or 3 
Times 

4 or 5 
Times 

More 
Than 5 
Times 

How frequently did you meet with an ESL coach? 6% 
(8) 

14% 
(19) 

23% 
(32) 

17% 
(23) 

40% 
(55) 

      
Reaction to the ESL coaches: 

Survey Item 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

The ESL coaches were responsive and answered 
questions in a timely manner. 

44% 
(59) 

34% 
(46) 

14% 
(19) 

4% 
(5) 

4% 
(6) 

They were supportive. 43% 
(59) 

32% 
(43) 

14% 
(19) 

5% 
(7) 

6% 
(8) 

They were knowledgeable about the materials covered. 39% 
(53) 

35% 
(47) 

16% 
(22) 

4% 
(6) 

5% 
(7) 

They explained things in a way that was clear and easy 
to understand. 

38% 
(52) 

35% 
(48) 

17% 
(23) 

4% 
(5) 

6% 
(8) 

They were available for meetings or consultations. 39% 
(53) 

32% 
(44) 

13% 
(18) 

9% 
(12) 

7% 
(10) 

      
Reaction to the quality and usefulness of the information received from the ESL coaches: 

Survey Item 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

I understood the information and suggestions provided. 39% 
(52) 

38% 
(50) 

17% 
(23) 

4% 
(5) 

2% 
(3) 

Information was useful or relevant. 38% 
(50) 

30% 
(40) 

17% 
(22) 

10% 
(13) 

5% 
(7) 

Overall, the ESL coaches provided a service which I 
found to be useful. 

37% 
(49) 

31% 
(41) 

14% 
(19) 

6% 
(12) 

9% 
(12) 

I was able to apply the information/strategies provided 
in the classes I teach. 

37% 
(49) 

29% 
(38) 

20% 
(26) 

7% 
(9) 

7% 
(9) 

I would be able to share some of these ideas and 
strategies with my colleagues. 

33% 
(44) 

31% 
(41) 

24% 
(31) 

5% 
(7) 

7% 
(9) 

Information provided by the ESL specialists increased 
my knowledge and understanding. 

32% 
(42) 

29% 
(38) 

22% 
(29) 

9% 
(11) 

8% 
(10) 
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Appendix C 
 

Summary of activities recorded in contact logs of secondary ESL coaches. 

Coaching: 

Survey Item Frequency 
%  

Total 
Worked with an ESL teacher, providing support on L/S/R/W strategies for ELL students 573 9.3% 

Provided ongoing support to teachers as they try ESL/ELPS/SIOP strategies out themselves 401 6.5% 

Practiced classroom teacher observations or walk-through ensuring teachers do not feel 
threatened with your visit and you are welcome in the classroom 336 5.5% 

Provided feedback to teachers on instruction related to ELL students after class observation 334 5.4% 

Demonstrated instructional ESL strategies to individual teachers or group of teachers 321 5.2% 

Conducted observations of content area classesto collect informal data on strategy 
implementation and ELL student engagement 319 5.2% 

Worked with teacher to improve students' abilities and to set higher order thinking standards 
for ELL students (make sure ELLs are receiving the same level of instruction as other 
students) 

297 4.8% 

Worked with content area teacher providing support on L/S/R/W strategies for ELL students 225 3.7% 

Assisted teachers with data analysis to design and/or implement intervention strategies 222 3.6% 

Modeled a class to provide instructional guidelines to a teacher 198 3.2% 
Worked with group of teachers to improve students' abilities and to set higher order thinking 
standards for ELL students (make sure ELLs are receiving the same level of instruction as 
other students) 

132 2.2% 

Worked with group of teachers (PLC, dept, grade level) providing support on L/S/R/W 
strategies for ELL students 101 1.6% 

Explored with content area teachers  cross-cirricular communication pattern in reading and 
writing 59 1.0% 

Worked with ancillary teacher providing support on L/S/R/W strategies for ELL students 19 0.3% 
   

Collaborating:   

Survey Item Frequency 
%  

Total 
Understood and respected issues of confidentiality; responded promptly to requests for 
assistance from teachers; responded promptly to needs of students; demonstrated positive and 
high expectation for ELL students' learning 

573 9.3% 

Planned with current research based concepts, materials, and literature for innovative 
instructional practice and/or assessment strategies to help teachers of ELL students 558 9.1% 

Met with administrators to keep them informed/involved on progress with teachers 368 6.0% 

Met with other regional coaches or district personnel to plan for effective implementation of 
knowledge and skills 276 4.5% 

Examined curriculum materials for ELL students 222 3.6% 
Presented effective ESL strategies to be implemented in ESL classes and/or content area 
classrooms 193 3.1% 
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Collaborating: (contd.) 

Survey Item Frequency 
%  

Total 
Attended professional seminars, conferences, and trainings to receive instruction on research-
based strategies for ELL students 181 2.9% 

Participated in small and/or large group discussions with teachers 168 2.7% 

Presented/facilitated professional development related to effective ELPS/SIOP strategies to 
be implemented in ESL or content area classrooms 99 1.6% 

Assisted school administrators in developing SIOP implementation teams 85 1.4% 

Attended a mandatory Multilingual Department meeting 79 1.3% 

Participated in a Multilingual Department team school visit 17 0.3% 
   
Evaluating:   

Survey Item Frequency 
%  

Total 
Collaborated with faculty on selection and use of materials in order to implement effective 
instruction and meet ELL students' needs 140 2.3% 

Assisted in design of formative and summative assessments to plan for effective intervention 
strategies for ELL students 111 1.8% 

Collaborated with faculty on selection and use of assessment tools in order to implement 
effective informal and formal assessments to meet ELL students' needs 110 1.8% 

Helped teachers use analysis of various assessment results to determine best strategies that 
will support higher ELL achievement 103 1.7% 

Set schedules for analyzing both formative and summative assessment of ELL students 92 1.5% 

Reviewed current research and trends in assessment methodologies for ELL students 81 1.3% 

Conducted regular meetings with content area teachers to examine ELL student work and 
monitor their progress 73 1.2% 

Introduced content area teachers to ways to observe/assess language development progress 22 0.4% 

 

Appendix C—continued 
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Stanford 10 
Stanford 10 data for ELLs in grades 1 through 5 were analyzed, with two groups of students. One 

consisted of those ELLs whose teachers received ESL coaching (n = 84), and the second was all other 
ELLs in the district whose teachers received no coaching (n = 2,486). The chart below shows pretest/
post-test differences (i.e., difference between 2009 and 2010 Stanford 10 performance). Student data 
was only included if results from both 2009 and 2010 were available. There were no significant group 
differences in terms of performance gains. 

TAKS 
A similar set of analyses was carried out on the same two groups of students, this one focused on 

their TAKS performance. TAKS data for students in grades 3 through 5 was included (English language 
TAKS only). As with the Stanford, data were only included if there was data from both 2009 and 2010 
(n = 38 for coached ELLs, and n = 1,873 for non-coached). In contrast with the Stanford results, TAKS 
did reveal one significant effect, as shown in the accompanying chart. Specifically, ELL students of 
coached teachers showed significantly greater gains in terms of percent passing the TAKS reading test, 
compared to ELL students of non-coached teachers (t = 2.03, df = 1,889, p<.05). There was no signifi-
cant difference between the groups for math (t <1). 

Appendix D 
 

Summary of student performance data for ELL students in elementary school 
whose teachers received assistance from ESL coaches. 
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