
MEMORANDUM September 11, 2017 
 
TO: Gracie Guerrero 
 Assistant Superintendent, Multilingual Programs 
 
FROM:  Carla Stevens 
 Assistant Superintendent, Research and Accountability 
 
SUBJECT: 2017 ESL STUDENT PERFORMANCE REPORT 

The Houston Independent School District offers two different English as a Second Language 
(ESL) programs for language minority students.  One of these is a Content-Based ESL program 
where ESL methodology is used to deliver English instruction across a variety of subject areas.  
The second is a Pullout ESL program where students attend special intensive language classes 
for part of the day, separate from their regular all-English classes.  Content-Based ESL is mainly 
used in the elementary grades, while Pullout-ESL is primarily a secondary-level program.  
Attached is a report summarizing the performance of students who were in these two ESL 
programs during the 2016–2017 school year.  Included in the report are findings from 
assessments of academic achievement and English language proficiency, including results from 
the English STAAR, STAAR EOC, and the TELPAS.   

Key findings include: 
• A total of 9,523 students were in the Content-Based ESL program in 2016–2017 (up from 

7,690 in 2015–2016), with 13,976 students in the Pullout ESL program (up from 11,441 in 
2015–2016). 

• On STAAR 3-8 reading and mathematics, performance of students in the Content-Based 
ESL program was superior to that of students in Pullout ESL, but this advantage was small 
in comparison with the performance gap both groups showed compared to the district. 

• On the STAAR EOC English I assessment, Pullout ESL students had a higher passing rate 
than did Content-Based ESL students, and the two groups were equivalent on English II, 
while both were low compared to the district (9 to 14 percent Approaches Grade Level 
versus 48-51 percent for the district). 

• Students who had exited from an ESL program seemed to have eliminated the performance 
gaps relative to the district, with performance being better than that of the district on all 
STAAR 3-8 and EOC assessments. 

• On the TELPAS, students in Pullout ESL showed higher overall English proficiency in 2017 
than those in Content-Based ESL, but a higher percentage of Content-Based ESL students 
showed gains in proficiency compared to the prior year. 
 

Further distribution of this report is at your discretion.  Should you have any further questions, 
please contact me at 713-556-6700. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Attachment 
cc: Grenita Lathan 
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ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE STUDENT PERFORMANCE REPORT:  
ENGLISH STAAR AND TELPAS 2016–2017 

Executive Summary 
 

Program Description 

The Houston Independent School District offers two different ESL programs for students whose native 

language is not English and who need to develop and enhance their English language skills (English 

Language Learners, or ELLs). The Content-Based ESL model (CB-ESL) consists of an intensive pro-

gram of English instruction in all subject areas with instruction delivered through the use of ESL method-

ology, commensurate with the student’s level of English proficiency. The district also offers a Pullout 

ESL model (PO-ESL), where students are served with an ESL language program for part of each day 

but are in a mainstream instructional setting in other subject areas. This report contains summaries of 

ESL student enrollment and academic performance. 

 

Highlights 

 During the 2016–2017 school year, there were 9,523 students receiving ESL instruction using the 

CB-ESL model, and 13,976 receiving instruction using the PO-ESL model. 

 

 Students in both ESL programs did not perform as well as those in the district overall on the STAAR 

or STAAR EOC. 

 

 On the STAAR 3-8, students in CB-ESL performed better than those in PO-ESL, while students in 

the two programs were more similar on the EOC exams. 

 

 The performance gaps for ESL students relative to the district were eliminated for those ESL stu-

dents who had exited ELL status. 

 

 Both exited CB-ESL students and exited PO-ESL students performed better than the district aver-

age across all measures on the STAAR 3-8 and EOC. 

 

 On the TELPAS, PO-ESL students showed more proficiency overall than did CB-ESL students, but 

showed lower proficiency gains over the previous year. 

 

Recommendations 

1. The higher performance and gains by CB-ESL students shows the importance of instruction by certi-

fied teachers in all content areas. The district should take appropriate efforts to ensure that teachers 

of ESL students are both ESL certified and trained in sheltered instruction methodology. 

 

2. During scheduled campus visits, Multilingual Programs staff should work with principals in order to 

ensure that campuses with appropriately certified teachers are implementing a Content-based ESL 

program, based on district guidelines. Campuses should be guided in data analysis, ELL needs as-

sessment, goal setting, and ELL action plan development in order to enhance language services 

and improve ELL academic achievement.  

 

3. Collaboration between the Curriculum & Development and the Multilingual Programs departments 

should result in the development of curricula that can be differentiated for ELLs at various stages of 

English proficiency. Additionally, district assessments aligned to the various English proficiency lev-
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els should be developed so that the academic progress of these students can be accurately meas-

ured and monitored. 

 

4. The implementation of the ELLevation In-Class and Instructional Strategies systems should continue 

at the secondary level in order to facilitate LPAC procedures, progress monitoring, and ELL goal 

setting. 

 



 

HISD Research and Accountability____________________________________________________________ 3 

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE STUDENT PERFORMANCE REPORT 2016–2017 

Introduction 
 

The Houston Independent School District (HISD) offers two English as a second language (ESL) pro-

grams for students whose native language is not English and who need to develop and enhance their 

English language skills (English Language Learners, or ELLs). The Content-Based ESL model (CB-

ESL) consists of an intensive program of English instruction in all subject areas with instruction delivered 

through the use of ESL methodology, commensurate with the student’s level of English proficiency. At 

the secondary level, CB-ESL is available for "newcomers" (immigrant students with three or fewer years 

in U.S. schools), and students receive ESL/English Language Arts (ELA) and content ESL courses (e.g., 

ESL History, ESL Biology). The district also offers a Pullout ESL model (PO-ESL), where students are 

served with an ESL language program for part of each day while remaining in a mainstream instructional 

arrangement in the other content areas. In middle and high school, PO-ESL means that students are 

receiving the minimal support of one or more ESL/ELA courses (see Appendix A, p. 11 for details).  

 

The purpose of this report is to provide program staff with a detailed examination of ELLs enrolled in the 

district’s two ESL programs. The report includes data concerning the number of students enrolled in 

ESL, as well as information on their academic progress in English (STAAR and STAAR-EOC), and level 

of English-language proficiency (TELPAS). 

 

Methods 
Participants 

ELLs in either the Content-Based or Pullout ESL program were identified using 2016–2017 Chancery 

Student Management System (SMS), IBM Cognos, and Public Education Information Management Sys-

tem (PEIMS) databases. A summary of enrollment figures for ELLs in the two programs is shown in Fig-

ure 1. The majority of ESL students are served under the PO-ESL program (13,976), with fewer stu-

dents served under the CB-ESL program (9,523). ESL enrollment has also increased since 2011–2012. 

Figure 2 (see p. 4) shows ESL enrollment by program and grade level. As can be seen, CB -ESL is 

more common in the elementary grades, whereas PO-ESL is more common at the secondary level. Ta-

ble 1 (also on p. 4) provides a breakdown of the six most common home languages of students 

enrolled in ESL, for the period 2009–2010 to 2016–2017. This includes a separate count for students at 

the elementary and secondary level. Note that Spanish is the most common language for ESL students, 

even at the elementary level. In addition, Arabic is the second most common language for ESL students 

at both grade levels. Another thing to note is that whereas Mandarin is the third most common language 

for elementary ESL students, it does not even rank among the top six languages at the secondary level. 

Finally, the number of Arabic ESL students has increased since 2010 at both the elementary and sec-

ondary levels, and the same is true of Swahili. 

Figure 1. ELL Enrollment by ESL Program Type, 2009–2010 to 2016–2017 

Source: PEIMS fall snapshots 
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Data Collection & Analysis 

ELL performance on three assessments is included in this report; the State of Texas Assessments of 

Academic Readiness (STAAR) for grade 3–8, the STAAR End-of-Course (EOC) for students taking high 

school courses, and the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS). All ESL 

students in HISD are assessed using the English versions of the STAAR assessments, so no Spanish 

STAAR results are included in this report. All ESL students in grades K through 12 with valid STAAR, 

STAAR-EOC, or TELPAS test results from 2016–2017 were included in the analyses for this report.  

 

STAAR results are reported for the reading and mathematics tests (first administration only). For each 

test, the percentage of students who passed (met Approaches Grade Level standard or higher) is 

shown. For STAAR EOC, the percent of students who met standard (Student Standard) are reported for 

English I and II, Algebra I, Biology, and U.S. History. In addition, for both the STAAR 3-8 and EOC as-

sessments, results from the STAAR Progress and ELL Progress measures are reported. For both 

STAAR and EOC, only results from the regular versions are included (i.e., no data from alternate 2 as-

sessments are reported). Note that the "regular" version of both the STAAR and EOC assessments is 

now administered to students who previously would have taken either an accomodated or linguistically 

accomodated version of these exams. Accordingly, where data from 2016 or earlier is reported, data 

have been adjusted to include results from these versions of the STAAR and EOC (see Appendix B, p. 

12 and Appendix C, p.13  for more explanation). 

Figure 2. ESL student enrollment by ESL program and grade level, 2017 

Source: PEIMS fall 2016 snapshot 

Table 1.  ESL Student Enrollment by Home Language and Grade Level, 2009–2010 to 2016–2017:  
The Six Most Common Home Languages Used 

Source: PEIMS fall snapshots 
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TELPAS results are reported and analyzed for two indicators. One of these reflects attainment, i.e., the 

overall level of English language proficiency exhibited by ELLs. For this indicator, the percent of stu-

dents at each proficiency level is presented. The second indicator reflects progress, i.e., whether stu-

dents gained one or more levels of English language proficiency between testing in 2016 and 2017. For 

this second indicator, the percent gaining one or more proficiency levels in the previous year is reported.  

 

Results 
STAAR 

 Figure 3 shows the percent of students who met the 2017 passing standard (Approaches 

Grade Level) for the reading and mathematics sections of the STAAR in 2017. Further details, in-

cluding performance by grade level, and results for 2016, can be seen in Appendix D (p. 14). 

 

 CB-ESL performance was exceeded that of PO-ESL, by 10 percentage points in both subjects. 

 

 Both groups of ESL students were lower than the district in reading (gaps of 20 and 30 percentage 

points, respectively) as well as in mathematics (gaps of 10 and 20 points). 

 

 Figure 4 (see below) shows STAAR results for ESL students for 2015 to 2017. Both CB -ESL 

and PO-ESL students have improved in reading, with PO-ESL showing larger gains. Mathematics 

scores for both groups have also improved (+10 and + 9 percentage points). Note that 2015 uses 

the older Phase-In I standard, while 2016 and 2017 use a slightly higher standard. 

 

 Overall, the district has shown a decline of two percentage points in reading over the same time 

frame, with only a three-point improvement in mathematics. 

Figure 3. ESL student STAAR percent met Approaches Grade Level standard  
by ESL program and subject, 2017 

Source: STAAR Spring 2017, Chancery 

Figure 4. ESL student STAAR percent met Approaches Grade Level standard  
by ESL program and subject, 2015 to 2017 

Source: STAAR, Chancery 

Note: 2015 uses the Phase-In I standard, 
2016 & 2017 use a higher standard 
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 STAAR results for exited ESL students (Figure 5) show that students who had exited CB-ESL ex-

ceeded the district on reading and mathematics in 2017, as did those who had exited PO-ESL. Exit-

ed CB-ESL students also had higher passing rates than did students from PO-ESL. 

 

 Figure 6 (below) shows STAAR results for exited ESL students over the period 2015 to 2017. 

Both groups have been consistently higher than HISD overall, and both have either shown gains in 

performance or remained stable, while the district has declined in reading since 2015 while showing 

a small gain in mathematics (see Appendix D for additional results). 

 

 Figure 7 (see p. 7) shows results for the ELL progress and STAAR progress measures (for 

detailed results see Appendices E and F, pp. 15-16). Results for STAAR reading and mathematics 

are included in the figure (English STAAR only). 

 

 Results for ELL and STAAR progress show the same pattern as seen in overall STAAR perfor-

mance. Namely, current CB-ESL students performed better than did students in PO-ESL. 

 

 Exited CB-ESL students also did better than exited PO-ESL students, on both the reading and math-

ematics STAAR progress measures. 

 

 Exited CB-ESL and PO-ESL students either did better than the district on the STAAR progress 

measures, or performed at the same level (PO-ESL on STAAR reading). 

Figure 5. Exited ESL student STAAR percent met Approaches Grade Level standard 
by ESL program and subject, 2017 

Source: STAAR, Chancery 

Figure 6. Exited ESL student STAAR percent met Approaches Grade Level standard 
by ESL program and subject, 2015 to 2017 

Source: STAAR, Chancery Note: 2015 uses the Phase-In I standard, 
2016 & 2017 use a higher standard 
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STAAR EOC 

 Figure 8 (below) shows results for current ESL students on the STAAR-EOC assessment (see 

also Appendix G, p. 17). Tests included English I and II, Algebra I, Biology, and U.S. History. For 

each test, the figure shows the percentage of students who met the Approaches Grade Level stand-

ard for 2016–2017 (green). Red indicates the percentage of students who scored did not meet this 

standard (number tested in parentheses). 

 

 Both CB-ESL and PO-ESL had fewer students who met standard or better, and more who failed to 

meet standard, than did the district overall (only 9% to 14% of ESL students passed English I or II). 

Figure 7.  STAAR progress and ELL progress performance on English reading (A) and mathe-
matics (B) by ESL program, 2017 (combined results for grades 3 through 8) 

Source: STAAR, Chancery 

Figure 8. ESL student STAAR-EOC percent met Approaches Grade Level standard by  
ESL program and subject, 2017 

Source: STAAR EOC 6/2/17, Chancery 

A B 
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 Figure 9 (see above) shows STAAR-EOC performance for students who had exited ELL status. 

HISD overall results are included for comparison (see also Appendix G). 

 

 Students who had previously been in CB-ESL had higher passing rates than did HISD overall or 

those who had previously been in PO-ESL, and this was true for all subjects. 

 

 Exited PO-ESL students had higher passing rates than the district in all subjects. 

 

 Figure 10 below shows results for the ELL progress and STAAR progress measures from the 

EOC exams, English I and II (combined) and Algebra I. (see Appendix H for details, p. 18). 

 

 Current ESL students did better on Algerbra I than for English I and II on the ELL progress measure, 

but showed the opposite pattern on STAAR EOC progress. 

 

 Exited CB-ESL students did better than the district on the STAAR EOC progress measure for both 

English I/II and Algebra I, while exited PO-ESL students performed lower than the district on both. 

Source: STAAR EOC 6/2/17, Chancery 

Figure 9. Exited ESL student STAAR-EOC percent met Approaches Grade Level standard  
by ESL program and subject, 2017 

Figure 10.  STAAR EOC Progress and ELL Progress performance by ESL program, 2017: A. Eng-
lish I and II (combined), and B. Algebra I 

Source: STAAR, Chancery 

A B 
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TELPAS 

 Figure 11 summarizes TELPAS performance for students in the two ESL programs. Shown 

are the percentages of students scoring at each proficiency level on the TELPAS as well as the per-

centage of students who made gains in proficiency between 2016 and 2017. 

 

 Overall, the PO-ESL program had more students at the Advanced level or better (64% vs. 53%) and 

fewer at the Beginning level in 2017 (11% vs. 21%) than did CB-ESL (see Figure 12a). 

 

 In contrast, the CB-ESL program had a higher percentage of students who made progress in 2017 

than did PO-ESL (55% vs. 46%; see Figure 12b). 

 

 Further details including grade level data can be seen in Appendices I and J (pp. 19-20). 

 

Discussion 
 

The district provides two different ESL programs for ELLs: Content-Based ESL and Pullout ESL. Direct 

comparison of the two programs is difficult, given that enrollment is largely a function of grade level (see 

Figure 2), and this is correlated with any number of factors (e.g., years a student has been ELL). Howev-

er, performance data from 2016–2017 showed that students in the CB-ESL program performed slightly 

better than those in the PO-ESL program across some assessments (STAAR reading and mathematics, 

TELPAS progress), while PO-ESL performed better than CB-ESL on other assessments (TELPAS profi-

ciency, STAAR EOC U.S. History). Results for exited ESL students showed students from both pro-

grams did well relative to the district, indicating that ESL students were capable of closing the perfor-

mance gap relative to the district, with exited CB-ESL doing better than exited PO-ESL students on both 

the STAAR 3-8 and EOC.  

 

Figure 11. ESL student TELPAS performance 2017: A. Percent of students at each  
proficiency level by ESL program, B. Percent of students making gains in proficiency 

Source: TELPAS, 
Chancery 

A B 
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Performance of ESL students on the STAAR EOC English I and II assessments remains a cause for 

concern. Passing rates ranged from only nine to fourteen percent for current ESL students. This is an 

improvement over the previous year, but is still problematic. Passing one of these tests is one of the cri-

teria for exiting ELL status in grades 9 and 10, and with passing rates this low, most ELLs at these grade 

levels will not be able to exit, regardless of their proficiency in other English language domains (i.e., writ-

ing, oral language proficiency). In addition, English I and II are required for students to graduate, and 

passing rates this low suggest that long-term outcomes for secondary ELLs are questionable. There are 

continuing efforts by both the Multilingual Programs Department and Curriculum to address this issue, 

but this most recent data indicates that there is still room for improvement. 
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Appendix A 
 

Some Background on District ESL Programs 

 

The Texas Education Code (§ 29.051) requires school districts to provide every language minority stu-

dent with the opportunity to participate in a bilingual or other special language program. Texas Adminis-

trative Code (BB § 89.1205) further specifies that all elementary schools must offer a bilingual program 

to English Language Learners (ELLs) whose home language is spoken by 20 or more students in any 

single grade level across the entire district. If an ELL student’s home language is spoken by fewer than 

20 students in any single grade level across the district, elementary schools must provide an English as 

a Second Language (ESL) program, regardless of the students’ grade levels, home language, or the 

number of such students. 

 

As a results of these two requirements, the district has offered two different types of ESL programs for 

its ELL students. Mainly at the elementary level, Content Based ESL (CB-ESL) offers English language 

support to ELL students who do not have access to a bilingual education program. In CB ESL, instruc-

tion within content areas is delivered using ESL methodologies. At the secondary level, CB-ESL is avail-

able for Newcomers (students with three or fewer years in U.S. schools), and these students receive 

ESL/ELA as well as content ESL courses (e.g., ESL History, ESL Biology).  

 

The district also offers a Pullout ESL model (PO-ESL) where students are served with an ESL language 

program for part of each day. Since bilingual programs in the district are generally not offered at the sec-

ondary level, PO-ESL is the dominant ESL program in middle and high school. PO-ESL students receive 

the minimal support of one or more ESL/ELA courses. PO-ESL is also offered for some ELL students at 

the elementary level (e.g., if a student’s homeroom teacher is not ESL certified and the student needs to 

attend a separate class to get their required English language support).  
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Appendix B 
 

Explanation of Assessments Included in Report 

 

The STAAR is a state-mandated, criterion-referenced assessment used to measure student achieve-

ment. STAAR measures academic achievement in reading and mathematics in grades 3–8; writing at 

grades 4 and 7; social studies in grades 8; and science at grades 5 and 8. The STAAR-L is a linguisti-

cally accommodated version of the STAAR given to ELLs who meet certain eligibility requirements 

(specifically, Spanish STAAR not he most appropriate test, student has not yet obtained a TELPAS rat-

ing of Advanced High in grade 2 or higher, and enrolled in U.S. schools 3 years or less). 

 

The STAAR Level II Phase-in 1 Satisfactory standard (used for 2012 to 2015) was increased to the Lev-

el II Satisfactory progression standard in 2016, and was to increase each year until 2021–2022. Howev-

er, by commissioner's rule, that planned annual increase was overruled, and for 2017 and the foreseea-

ble future the standards in place for 2016 will be retained (albeit renamed as "Approaches Grade Level") 

and used in order to provide consistency for district's looking to assess growth in student achievement. 

However, it does remain true that different passing standards applied for the years 2012–2015 as com-

pared to 2016 or later. Students taking the STAAR grades 3–8 assessments now have to answer more 

items correctly to “pass” the exams than in 2015 or earlier. For this reason, any any charts or tables in 

the present report that include multiple years of data should be interpreted with caution. 

 

For EOC exams, the passing standard was also increased to the Level II Satisfactory 2016 progression 

standard and was to increase each year until 2021-22. This means that students taking an EOC for the 

first time in 2016 had to answer more items correctly to “pass” STAAR EOC exams than in 2015. How-

ever, 2015–2016 also saw the introduction of a new "Student Standard" for EOC exams.  This measure 

is what is reported here for the EOC results. Under the Student Standard, all students taking EOC ex-

ams will not necessarily be held to the same passing standard. Instead, the passing standard applicable 

will be determined by the standard that was in place when a student first took any EOC assessment. 

This standard will be maintained throughout the student's school career. Thus, for students who first 

tested prior to 2015–2016, the Student Standard is the Level II: Satisfactory Phase-in 1 Standard for 

2012-2015. For those who first tested in 2015–2016, it is the 2016 Progression Standard (now labelled 

Approaches Grade Level). 

 

A major change to STAAR EOC scoring for the current year is that the planned annual increase in the 

EOC passing standards was dropped by commissioner's rule (the same as for STAAR 3-8 tests). Thus, 

passing standards for 2016-2017 are the same as those used in 2015-2016, and will remain the same 

for the foreseeable future (relabelled as "Approaches Grade Level"). The implementation of the "student 

standard" still stands, however, since some students taking EOC exams were first tested under the more 

lenient 2012-2015 standards. 

 

The TELPAS is an English language proficiency assessment which is administered to all ELL students 

in kindergarten through twelfth grade, and which was developed by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

in response to federal testing requirements. Proficiency scores in the domains of listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing are used to calculate a composite score. Composite scores are in turn used to indi-

cate where ELL students are on a continuum of English language development. This continuum, based 

on the stages of language development for second language learners, is divided into four proficiency 

levels: Beginning, Intermediate, Advanced, and Advanced High. 
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Appendix C 
 

STAAR Progress and ELL Progress Measures 

 

This report includes two additional performance measures from the STAAR (3-8) and EOC assess-

ments, STAAR Progress and ELL Progress. Students who took the STAAR or EOC assessments can 

receive either one of these measures, but not both.  

 

The STAAR progress measure provides information about the amount of improvement or growth that a 

student has made from year to year. For STAAR, progress is measured as a student’s gain score, the 

difference between the score a student achieved in the prior year and the score a student achieved in 

the current year. The Met Standard for the Progress measure is defined as the distance between the 

final recommended performance standards from the prior year grade and the current year grade in the 

same content area. Put another way, the growth standard is (roughly) the improvement that would be 

needed for a student who passed the STAAR one year to be able to pass it the next at the same level. 

 

STAAR Progress is reported for students who (a) had a valid STAAR score in both 2017 and 2016, (b) 

took the same version of the STAAR in both years, (c) if in STAAR reading, was tested in the same lan-

guage on both years, (d) were tested in consecutive grade levels in the two years, and (e) were not eligi-

ble for the ELL Progress measure. For this report, STAAR Progress is reported only for students who 

were tested in English in both years. 

 

The ELL Progress measure is similar, but the growth standard is based on the number of years it should 

take for the students to reach proficiency in the particular STAAR content area. The expectations vary 

according to both the number of years the ELL students has been attending school, and their initial Eng-

lish proficiency level, as measured by the TELPAS. Thus, students who start at the same absolute per-

formance level on a STAAR assessment may have different growth targets for the purposes of measur-

ing ELL Progress, if they differ on either of these factors. 

 

ELL Progress is reported for ELL students who (a) are classified as ELL, (b) took the English version of 

the STAAR, (c) did not receive a parental waiver or ELL services, and (d) were in their fourth year or 

less of enrollment in U.S. schools. ELL students not meeting these criteria may instead receive the regu-

lar STAAR Progress measure. Analogous versions of these two measures are reported for the EOC as-

sessments. 
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Source: STAAR student data files, Chancery 

Appendix D 
 

English STAAR Performance of CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students,  
with HISD for Comparison: Number Tested and Percentage of Students 
Meeting Approaches Grade Level Standard by Grade Level and Subject 

* indicates < 5 students tested 

Note: STAAR results for 2016 were updated to include results from the STAAR A and STAAR L assessments, which were discon-
tinued in 2017. All results reflect the most current data available. STAAR 3-8 results are from an updated file from 8/4/2016 while 
grade 5 and 8 reading and mathematics results are from a file from 8/18/2016. For grades and subjects with multiple administra-
tions, only the 1st administration results are used. 

Note: The passing standard for STAAR in 2017 was "Approaches Grade Level", which replaced the previously used Phase-In and 
Progression standards for 2016 and previous years. The actual standard for passing the STAAR in 2017 was the same as that 
used in 2016, despite the difference in namng conventions. Nevertheless, the original labels for passing in 2016 are used here in 
order to avoid confusion. 
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Source: STAAR student data files, Chancery 

Appendix E 
 

STAAR Progress and ELL Progress Performance of CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students: 
Number Tested and Percent Met Standard by Grade Level, Reading Only 

* Indicates fewer than five students tested 

Note: STAAR results for 2016 were updated to include results from the STAAR A and STAAR L assessments, which were discon-
tinued in 2017. All results reflect the most current data available. STAAR 3-8 results are from an updated file from 8/4/2016 while 
grade 5 and 8 reading and mathematics results are from a file from 8/18/2016. For grades and subjects with multiple administra-
tions, only the 1st administration results are used. 
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ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE STUDENT PERFORMANCE REPORT 2016–2017 

Source: STAAR student data files, Chancery 

Appendix F 
 

STAAR Progress and ELL Progress Performance of CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students: 
Number Tested and Percent Met Standard by Grade Level, Mathematics Only 

* Indicates fewer than five students tested 

Note: STAAR results for 2016 were updated to include results from the STAAR A and STAAR L assessments, which were discon-
tinued in 2017. All results reflect the most current data available. STAAR 3-8 results are from an updated file from 8/4/2016 while 
grade 5 and 8 reading and mathematics results are from a file from 8/18/2016. For grades and subjects with multiple administra-
tions, only the 1st administration results are used. 
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Appendix G 
 

STAAR End-of-Course Performance of CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students: 
Number Tested, And Number and Percentage Who Met the Approaches Grade Level 

Standard or Meets Grade Level Standard (Spring 2017 Data Only,  
All Students Tested Including Retesters) 

Source: STAAR EOC 6/2/17 Chancery Note: HISD percentages may differ from district EOC report due to rounding error 

Note: The Approaches Grade Level Standard is used, but is actually equivalent to the applicable Student Standard for each sub-
ject. The Student Standard is the passing standard in place the year a student first starts taking the STAAR EOC tests. That stand-
ard then applies throughout  their high school career (see Appendix B). In other words, for some students, the actual passing 
standard applied might be slightly lower than the standard most students were required to face, but it is nevertheless labelled as 
"Approaches Grade Level". "Meets Grade Level" is a higher standard and is included within the Approaches Grade Level category. 
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Source: STAAR EOC 6/27/16, Chancery 

Appendix H 
 

STAAR Progress and ELL Progress Performance of CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students: 
Number Tested, and Percent Met Standard, by Grade Level (End-of-Course) 

Note: STAAR EOC results for 2016 were updated to include results from the STAAR A and STAAR L assessments, which were 
discontinued in 2017. All results reflect the most current data files available. STAAR EOC results reflect data from the Spring ad-
ministrations of the designated year, including retesters. 
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Source: TELPAS, Chancery 

Appendix I 
 

TELPAS Performance for CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students: Number Tested and  
Number and Percentage of Students at Each Proficiency Level by Grade Level 

(Data From 2017, With 2016 Results Shown in Shaded Column) 



 

HISD Research and Accountability____________________________________________________________ 20 

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE STUDENT PERFORMANCE REPORT 2016–2017 

Source: TELPAS, Chancery 

Appendix J 
 

TELPAS Performance for CB-ESL and PO-ESL Students: Number Tested and  
Number and Percentage of Students Gaining 1, 2, 3, or 1 or More Proficiency Levels 

by Grade Level (Data From 2017, With 2016 Results in Shaded Column) 


