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	SUBJECT

Update on the Activities of the California Department of Education Regarding the Development of the English Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten through Grade Twelve.
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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

The State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English language arts (ELA) in August 2010.
California Education Code Section 60811.3 (a), created by Assembly Bill (AB) 124 (Chapter 605, Statues of 2011) requires that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), in consultation with the SBE, update, revise, and align the English language development (ELD) standards to the SBE-adopted CCSS for ELA.
RECOMMENDATION
The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the SBE take no specific action at this time.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
The SBE adopted the CCSS for ELA in August 2010. These standards became the current subject-matter standards in ELA. In October 2011, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. signed AB 124 into law, which requires that the SSPI, in consultation with the SBE, update, revise, and align the ELD standards to the adopted CCSS in ELA. As mentioned during the March SBE meeting, the charge is to develop ELD standards aligned by grade level and comparable to, and as rigorous and specific as, the adopted CCSS in ELA. 
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES (Continued)
In meeting these requirements, the SSPI must convene a group of experts in English language instruction, curriculum, and assessment, including individuals who have a minimum of three years of demonstrated experience instructing English learners (ELs) in the classroom at the elementary or secondary level. Also, AB 124 requires two public hearings and puts in place a deadline of August 31, 2012 to present the proposed standards to the SBE (See Attachment 1). 

The CDE convened five focus groups across the state. Focus groups were held at the CDE (February 14), Ventura (February 16), Alameda (February 21), Los Angeles (February 22), and San Diego (February 23) County Offices of Education (COEs). Each focus group included between 15 and 20 educators, who were selected to ensure balanced representation of regions, types of schools, and experience. California Education Code Section 44013(a) defines an educator:
“Educator” means a certificated person holding a valid California teaching credential or a valid California services credential issued by the commission who is employed by a local education agency or by a special education local planning area and who is not employed as an independent contractor or consultant.
In total, 88 educators who have a minimum of three years instructing ELs participated in the focus groups, of which, 2 percent (2) were Regional COE Leads, 76 percent (67) were school district administrators, 19 percent (17) were teachers, and 2 percent (2) were school principals (See Attachment 2). Prior to the focus groups, participants were asked to review the current California ELD standards, as well as newly developed ELD standards from other states that are aligned to the CCSS. The discussion during the focus group included two parts. Part one of the discussion focused on the structure and organization, and participants were asked to reflect on their likes and dislikes of the sample standards as well as what the relationship between ELD and subject matter standards should be. During part two of the discussion, participants discussed the granularity and the content of the ELD standards, including the appropriate level of specificity in the ELD standards; information that would best help teachers make distinctions between ELD and subject matter; and information that would best help teachers effectively integrate the ELD standards to support student learning and achievement (See Attachments 3 and 4). All focus group discussions were audio-recorded and transcribed. In addition, CDE staff kept a written record of participant comments during each of the focus groups (See Attachment 5). Notes and transcriptions were then reviewed and analyzed for common themes and recommendations. There were common recommendations made by the participants across the five focus groups. These recommendations include:

· Identify what students will know and be able to do when they have mastered the standard, including identifying reliable resources for determining depth and rigor, scaffolding skills with level above and below and using clear and concise language for students.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES (Continued)
· Provide a clearly organized and user-friendly format

· Include social and academic language (including oral language)

· Include horizontal and vertical alignment

· Include proficiency level descriptors (for purposes of instruction)

· Include a 9–12 grade level emphasis (ELD and language in the content areas)

· Provide examples: specificity and language progression 

· Include explicit/specific standards that apply to language demands of the content areas but separate content from ELD. The ELD standards need to make a clear distinction between content and ELD, yet content areas need to have language expectations and specificity

· Keep the current California ELD standards’ proficiency levels

· Provide connections to cognitive functions (Bloom’s taxonomy, etc.)
· Provide specific supports in language functions to different groups (i.e., Long Term ELs)
· Provide distinction to work at students’ proficiency level during ELD and not by grade level
· Include consistent common language 
· Consider the linguistic needs to master the CCSS when writing ELD standards
As required by AB 124, the CDE also worked to recruit a panel of experts, as outlined in EC Section 60811.3 (b): 
In meeting the requirements of subdivision (a), the Superintendent, in consultation with the state board, shall convene a group of experts in EL instruction, curriculum, and assessment, including individuals who have a minimum of three years demonstrated experience instructing English learners in the classroom and at the elementary or secondary level. 

Members of the group include, but are not limited to, individuals who are school site principals, school district or county office of education administrators overseeing programs and support for English learners, personnel of teacher 
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES (Continued)
training schools at institutions of higher education, or curriculum and instructional specialists with English learner expertise.
Similar to the focus groups, the Panel of Experts includes 21 educators, who were selected to ensure balanced representation of regions, types of schools, and experience. Of the selected panelists, 33 percent (7) are COE administrators, 29 percent (6) are school district administrators, 10 percent (2) are school administrators, 5 percent (1) represent teachers, and 24 percent (5) are from institutions of higher education (See Attachment 6). The panelists possess multiple levels of experience, for example, COE, school district and school administrators all hold a teacher credential and provide professional development to teachers of ELs. Panelists from institutions of higher education teach in teacher education, curriculum, and assessment programs in their respective institutions and work with teachers and administrators on a regular basis. 

The panel of experts will convene four times between March 2012 and June 2012. All meetings are facilitated by the Director of the English Learner Support Division and are open to the public. The first meeting was held March 19, 2012 at the CDE. During this meeting, panelists discussed general design principles of the standards; levels, structure, and organization of the standards; level of specificity and focus of ELD standards and correspondence to the CCSS; and academic language (See Attachment 7). The input provided by the panelists directly informs the work of the technical writers developing the standards. 

After the last panel of experts meeting and the draft standards are completed, they will be made available for public comment and posted on the CDE Web site. In addition, two public hearings (July 24 and 26) will be conducted to receive public input on the draft standards. Public input from the hearings may guide further revisions to the draft standards.
Upon receiving the SSPI-recommended ELD standards by August 31, 2012, the SBE must adopt, revise, or reject the standards by September 30, 2012. If the SBE finds a need for modifications to the standards, the timeline for action by the SBE is extended to November 15, 2012.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
March 2012: The CDE presented the timeline and provided a summary of the key activities regarding the updating, revision, and alignment the ELD standards to the SBE-adopted CCSS for ELA. 
October 2011: Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. signed AB 124 (Chapter 605, Statutes of 2011).

August 2010: Pursuant to SBX5 1 (Chapter 2, Statutes of 2011), the SBE adopted the academic content standards in ELA and mathematics as proposed by the California Academic Content Standards Commission.

July 1999: The SBE adopted the ELD standards for California public schools.
FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
$200,000 in Title I local assistance carryover funds will be used for costs incurred by the CDE. 
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1: Timeline for the English Language Development Standards for 
 California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve (1 Page) 
This attachment is available on the CDE English Language Development Standards Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/er/eldstandards.asp. 
Attachment 2: Focus Group Members for the Revision of the English

Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve (4 Pages).
Attachment 3: AB 124 English Language Development Standards Focus Group Meeting 


Agenda (1 Page). 
Attachment 4: AB 124 English Language Development Standards Focus Group 


Meeting Questions (1 Page).

Attachment 5: Focus Group Results for the Revision of the English 



 Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, 



 Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve (24 Pages). 
Attachment 6: Panel of Experts and Alternates for the Revision of the English

Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve. (2 Pages). 

Attachment 7: California Department of Education English Language Development 


  Standards Panel of Experts Meeting Notice (2 Pages). This attachment 


  is available on the CDE English Language Development Standards Web 


  page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/er/eldstandards.asp.
Timeline for the English Language Development Standards for California Public Schools,
Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve

	Event
	Schedule

	Focus Group recruitment letter and application distributed to local educational agencies (LEAs), English Language Development (ELD) stakeholder organizations, and institutes of higher education
	January 2012

	Recruitment of Focus Group members 
	January 2012

	State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) appoints Focus Group members
	January to February 2012

	Focus Group meetings in five locations

· California Department of Education, Sacramento-February 14, 2012
· Ventura COE-February 16, 2012
· Alameda COE-February 21, 2012

· Los Angeles COE-February 22, 2012
· San Diego COE-February 23, 2012
	February 2012

	SSPI recruits Panel of Experts for English Language Development Standards pursuant to EC Section 60811(b)
	February 2012

	State Board of Education (SBE) information on focus groups, plan, timeline, and Panel of Experts
	March 7–8, 2012

	SSPI convenes Panel of Experts in the California Department of Education in Sacramento to develop draft English Language Development Standards

· March 19, 2012

· April 30 and May 1, 2012
· May 21 and 22, 2012
· June 21 and 22, 2012
(4 meetings open to the public) pursuant to EC Section 60811(b)
	March 2012 to 

June 2012

	SBE information on focus group discussions, timeline, and Panel of Experts
	May 9–10,2012

	SSPI approves draft English Language Development Standards for 30-day public review period and document is posted on CDE Web site
	July 1–31, 2012

	SSPI holds two public hearings pursuant to EC Section 60811(c)
	July-August, 2012

	The CDE analyzes public review results and revises draft English Language Development Standards 
	July-August 2012

	SSPI presents English Language Development Standards to SBE
	August 31, 2012

	SBE action on recommended English Language Development Standards, includes public hearing, if no modifications
	September 2012

	SBE action on recommended English Language Development Standards, includes public hearing, if there are modifications
	November 2012


Focus Group Members for the Revision of the English Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve
	Last Name
	First Name
	Current Position
	Employer's Name

	Meeting Location: Alameda COE, 
18 participants
	

	Alamillo-Perez
	Angelica
	Dual Language Immersion Specialist (K-8)
	Hayward Unified School District

	Aranda
	Anne
	First Grade – Spanish Bilingual
	San Lorenzo Unified School District

	Artis
	Susan
	3rd Grade
	San Rafael City Schools

	Bustillos
	Maytte
	District English Learner Coordinator and Dual Immersion Program Coordinator
	Old Adobe Union School District

	Castagna
	Claire
	Assistant Superintendent of Educational Services
	Sunnyvale School District

	Ferguson
	Ellen
	Achievement Coordinator, K-8
	Chualar Union School District

	Ford
	Charlotte
	Region IV Title III Lead/EL Coordinator
	Contra Costa County Office of Education

	Garcia
	Ana
	Academics and Professional Development- English Learner Support Services K-5
	San Francisco Unified School District

	Gordon
	Andrew
	Coordinator: Ed. Services, English Learner and Categorical Programs
	San Leandro Unified School District

	Kessler
	Susan
	Categorical Program Manager, Federal & State Programs
	Fremont Unified School District

	LaPlace
	Elise
	EL/Literacy Resource Teacher
	Salinas Union High School District

	Muzaffery
	Lisa
	Categorical Program Manager (K-12)
	Fremont Unified School District

	Puente
	Debra
	Coordinator, Curriculum & Instruction
	Santa Cruz County Office of Education

	Ray
	Michael
	Bilingual / EL Specialist
	Oakland Unified School District

	Sanchez
	Jennifer
	Content Specialist, English Learner Support Services
	San Francisco Unified School District

	Saucedo
	Alma
	EL Specialist
	Salinas Union High School District

	Scott
	Amye
	ELD Teacher on Special Assignment/Instructional Coach  ELD/ELA K-5
	Napa Valley Unified School District

	Stender
	Renee
	Coleman School-third grade
	San Rafael City Schools

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Meeting Location: Los Angeles COE, 21 participants
	 
	 
	 

	Apodaca
	Andrew
	English Learner Curriculum Specialist
	Anaheim City School District

	Avagyan
	Marine
	Coordinator, Curriculum, Professional Development & Categorical Programs
	Glendale Unified School District

	Buck
	Debbie
	ELD Teacher – 9-12
	El Monte Union High School District

	Canedo
	Adeline
	Assistant Director, English Learner Programs/Curriculum & Instruction K-8
	Montebello Unified School District

	Criner
	Wendy
	English Learner Curriculum Specialist
	Anaheim Union High School District

	Diaz
	Lizette
	Elementary Principal, Preschool-6th Grade
	Ontario Montclair School District

	Diaz
	Gil
	Curriculum Coordinator - English Learners
	San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools

	Field
	Sandra
	ELD Teacher
	Palos Verdes Peninsula USD

	Haggart
	Heather
	Teacher on Special Assignment
	Newhall School District

	Hartung-Cole
	Elizabeth
	English 1-2
	Long Beach USD

	Herrera
	Carla
	District Program Specialist, English Learner Programs
	ABC Unified School District

	Lazo-Nakamoto
	Sharon
	Program Specialist
	Long Beach Unified School District

	Lezama
	Silvia
	District – English Learner Programs/ Curriculum & Instruction K-8
Teacher on Special Assignment
	Montebello Unified School District

	McGrath
	Melanie
	Coordinator K-12
	San Bernardino City Unified School District

	O'Brien
	Gisela
	EL Specialist K-12
	Los Angeles Unified School District

	Padilla
	Claudia
	Teacher/ELD site Coordinator
	William S. hart Union High School District

	Petitt
	Cynthia
	Assessment and Evaluation Analyst 
	Anaheim Union High School District

	Pickering
	Alison
	Specialist
	Los Angeles Unified School District

	Ramos
	Lorena
	Curriculum Coordinator
	Para Los Niños Charter Elementary/Middle School

	Rubinstein
	Silvina
	Title III COE Lead
	Los Angeles County Office of Education

	Villegas
	Allyson
	Teacher, English Language Development
	Desert Sands Charter High School

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Meeting Location: Sacramento (CDE), 15 participants
	 
	 
	 

	Elliott
	Ludmila
	Coordinator of Instructional Programs
	Yuba City Unified School District

	Finney-Ellison
	Jennifer
	English Learner Instructional Coach 
	Elk Grove Unified School District

	Gallegos
	Carol
	Literacy Coach serving K-8
	Hanford Elementary School District

	Gonzalez
	Laura
	Instructional Consultant
	Tulare County Office of Education

	Johnson
	Jennifer
	Director of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
	Arvin Union School District

	Koch
	Crista
	English Learner Program Specialist
	Milpitas Unified School District

	Linn-Nieves
	Karin
	Coordinator, Multilingual Education
	San Joaquin County Office of Education

	McColley
	Christina
	English Learner Instructional Coach (K-12)
	Elk Grove Unified School District

	Nicholls
	Kris
	Title III Co-Lead, BTTP Director, Instructional Services Coordinator
	Riverside County Office of Education

	Ochoa
	Iris
	Director, English Learner Program, K-12
	Santa Rosa City Schools

	Thiesen
	Barbara
	Director of Instructional Services
	Dinuba Unified School District

	Thomas
	Andrea
	Professional Developer/ English Learner Specialist K-6
	Davis Joint Unified School District

	Tovar
	Janae
	Coordinator of English Learner Services
	Roseville City School District

	Ulmer
	Elizabeth
	ELD Teacher and Coordinator K-8
	Rescue Union School District

	Wilbert
	Villalta
	First Grade Teacher
	Elk Grove Unified School District

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Meeting Location: San Diego COE, 15 participants
	 
	 
	 

	Chandley
	Laurie
	ELD Program Specialist K-12
	Torrance Unified School District

	Eaton
	Erlinda
	Teacher (9-12 ELD
	Brawley Union High School District

	Goldman
	Julie
	Coordinator – English Learner and Support Services
	San Diego County Office of Education/ WRITE Institute

	Gonzalez
	Francisco
	Teacher on Special Assignment
	Lake Elsinore Unified School District

	Jackson
	Felicia
	K-8 ELA/ELD Administrative Literacy Coach
	The Accelerated School (TAS)

	Lange
	Lianne
	8–12 Language Arts
	All Tribes American Indian Charter School

	Libatique
	Cristina
	English Learner Coordinator K-8/ ELD Teacher K-5
	Lakeside Union School District

	Luna
	Inelda
	Teacher – 7/8 Grade Language Arts
	Fallbrook Union Elementary School District

	Martinez
	Stephenie
	Lead Teacher-40% Intervention teacher 4-6 and 60% administration
	Fallbrook Union Elementary School District

	McMillan
	Kelli
	Resource Teacher, Office of Language Acquisition, 6-8
	San Diego Unified School District

	Querubin-Villareal
	Abigail
	Teacher-on-Assignment
	Fontana Unified School District

	Rothenberg
	Carol
	Resource Teacher
	San Diego Unified School District

	Segovia
	Merianne
	Support Provider-BTSA Program
	Chaffey Joint Union High School District

	Snider
	Suzanne
	Literacy Specialist
	San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools

	Thompson
	Maria De Jesus
	Teachers; grades 9-12
	Sweetwater Union High School District

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Meeting Location: Ventura COE, 19 participants
	 
	 
	 

	Aguirre
	Sandra
	Teacher on Special Assignment: ELD Coach
	Richland School District

	Calderon
	Vanessa
	English Learner Resource Teacher
	Oxnard Union High School District

	DeVillers
	Kristal
	District Curriculum, Instruction, & Assessment Resource Teacher
	Ocean View School District

	Edds
	Holly
	Assistant Superintendent, Educational Services
	Orcutt Union School District

	Fox
	Aracely
	Teacher On Special Assignment K-6, English Learner Services
	Oxnard School District

	Franco
	Amber
	English Language Development Teacher/ Coordinator
	Wiseburn School District

	Guerra
	Charice
	Curriculum Specialist II
	Ventura County Office of Education

	Larios-Horton
	Maria
	Director, English Learner Support Services
	Santa Barbara County Education Office

	Lee
	Echo
	TOSA  Instructional Support and Professional Development for teachers of English Learners
	Rio School District

	Mehochko
	Carol
	Administrator, English Language Learner Services
	Bakersfield City School District

	Nunez
	Teresa
	District Bilingual & ELD Teacher Specialist
	Ventura Unified School District

	Ortega
	Veronica
	Assistant Principal, grades 6-8
	Pleasant Valley School District

	Ramirez
	Georgina
	Coordinator of Migrant and ASPIRE
	Santa Paula Elementary School District

	Randolph
	Angela
	Director of Special Projects
	Rio Elementary School District

	Stallones
	Janis
	Teacher on Assignment for Secondary Language Arts
	Corona Norco Unified School District

	Turner
	Marcia
	Assistant Superintendent, Educational Services
	Ocean View School District

	Vega-Iñiguez
	Teresa
	Teacher (Grades 10, 11, 12) and Program Coordinator
	Grizzly Challenge Charter School

	Weir
	Jennifer
	Special Populations Student Support Coordinator
	Fillmore Unified School District

	Zuniga
	Armando
	ELD/RLA Specialist (K-12)
	Ventura Co. Office of Education

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


AB 124 English Language Development Standards 
Focus Group Meeting Agenda
The purpose of this meeting is to convene the invited members of the English Language Development (ELD) Standards Focus Groups to provide input on the revision of the ELD Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten through Grade Twelve.

Agenda

	Time
	Event

	4:00 – 4:05
	Welcome and Introductions 

	4:05 – 4:10
	AB 124 Introduction 
Discussion Purpose and Overview 

	4:10 – 4:40
	Group Discussion- Part I- Structure and Organization of ELD Standards

	4:40 – 5:20
	Group Discussion- Part 2- Granularity and Focus of ELD Content

	5:20 – 5:30
	Break

	5:30 – 5:55
	Public Comment

	5:55 – 6:00
	Next steps


AB 124 English Language Development Standards 
Focus Group Meeting Questions
Group Discussion Part I
Structure and Organization

1. You have had an opportunity to review various state English Language Development (ELD) standards. Please reflect for a moment on your likes and dislikes regarding their structure and organization; levels of specificity; and their relationship to subject matter standards. Why do you have these preferences?

2.
What do you think should be the relationship between ELD and subject 
matter standards? 

Group Discussion Part 2
Granularity and ELD Content

Based on the various state standards you have reviewed, we have several questions to pose. We will spend 10 minutes on each one.
1.
What level of specificity in the ELD standards would best inform 
classroom instruction, including delivering the curriculum and engaging

in immediate formative assessment? 

2.
What information (examples, characteristics, and guiding principles) in the ELD standards would best help teachers to make appropriate distinctions between ELD and subject matter knowledge, skills, and abilities? 

3.
What information would best help teachers to effectively integrate ELD and subject matter knowledge, skills, and abilities to support student learning and achievement?

Focus Group Results for the Revision of the English Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve
February 14, 2012
Sacramento California Department of Education Focus Group

Part I- Likes and Dislikes

Arizona
Likes:
· Alignment document
· Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs)
· Clear-how language is used

· Language strands-grade span-1st
· Forms/Function; horizontal progression and vertical alignment; alignment to Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
Dislikes:
· Too long

· Stage-grade level

· Phonemic awareness/concepts about print at secondary level

World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA)
Likes:
· Readability-user friendly

· Social/academic language

· Discourse complexity models

Dislikes:
· Inclusion of content standards-EL students not always taking these courses

· Too few standards

Kansas
Likes:
· Secondary level-would work best

· Format-Similar to current and closest to CCSS
Dislikes:
· Not rigorous enough

California
Likes:

· None

Dislikes:
· Not user friendly for content standards
Part II-Granularity and Focus

Relationship: English Language Development (ELD) and Content
· Connection through functions/examples

· WIDA: Simplicity

· Arizona: provides content standards applicable to ELD standards

· Explicit/specific standards that apply to language demands of content areas

· Topical vocab (WIDA)

Information to make distinctions between ELD and content knowledge, skills, abilities
· Distinction between K-6, 7-12 in terms of explicitness (for example: 7-12 more support with teaching reading and K-6 with language development)
· Publication-good distinction between Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE) and ELD
· Expectations for publishers: What does ELD curriculum look like?
· Difference between ELD and ELA

Level of Specificity: Inform classroom instruction
· Topical vocabulary: reminds teachers of importance of academic language
· Grade level spans: horizontal/vertical alignment
· More specificity: developmental/language progressions
· List, describe, describe process, etc.: more clear in terms of language demands than limited, basic, some, etc.

· Not focus on measurement
· Tool to identify target to move students from one level to the next
· Need clear expectations of grammatical structures
· Appendix
· What’s appropriate: ELD versus language support
· PLDs
· Appropriate speaking standards (explicit)

Information to effectively integrate ELD and content knowledge, skills, and abilities
· Effective Professional Development: Language development

· Specify language structures needed at each grade level K-6, 7-12

· Emphasize speaking: correlate to CCSS

· Separate doc to define and create parameters of ELD instruction

· Are these benchmarks or instructional tools?

· Teacher prep to teach ELD: lacking

· Need immediate feedback to guide instruction not just California English Language Development Test (CELDT) level

· Glossary of Terms

· Appendices: language functions

· ELA–K-5; 6-12

Part III-Grade Span Survey Results-Sacramento Focus Group
	Current

California Grade Spans


	CDE Proposed Grade Spans


	Other 1
	Other 2


	Other 3


	Other 4



	K-2

3-5

6-8

9-12
	K

1-2

3-5

6-8

9-12
	Per Grade
	K

1

2-3

4-5

6-8

9-12

	K-6

7-12
	K

1-2

3-5

6-12

	1
	14
	1
	1
	2
	1


February 16, 2012

Ventura County Office of Education Focus Group

Part I- Likes and Dislikes

Arizona
Likes:
· Specificity/Explicit language

· Speaking components

· Layout 

· Highest level is high intermediate

· Labeling i.e., A1-9 is useful for identifying standards for lesson planning, etc. 

· Language progression

· Specificity of grammar at High Int. level 

Dislikes:
· Need to be more practical, useful, accessible
· There is a risk that ELD would become skills-based i.e., grammar-focused and lose oral discourse
· Not user-friendly

WIDA
Likes:
· Connection to content standards to support content area teachers to teach English learners (ELs)
· Color coding –was mentioned several times as a key for teacher use and friendliness
· Speaking section–what it looks like in different settings/content areas

· Easy-to-understand layout
· Facilitates progress monitoring
· Grade level specific 
· Amplified matrix good tool
· Utilizes sentence frames
· Support for writing language objectives, cognitive functions (i.e., Bloom’s taxonomy)
Dislikes:
· Examples too specific, need a more general component

· Language form–the progression not consistent 

· Although language specific, doesn’t provide progression of language

· Tends to favor content over language

· Difficult to plan own lesson, visualize what instruction would look like

Kansas
Likes:
· Instructional Support Specificity
· Speaking specific to personal/academic settings, and provides a tool for student output, not just input
· Specific strand for conversation
· Organizational layout
· Developmentally appropriate
· Progression of verbs—high expectation
· High expectation
· Grade level specific
Dislikes:
· Get lost in nuances (difficult for teachers to know what is needed to get to the next level)
· Lacks depth/breadth
· Support description sketchy
· 6-12 grade span impossible

California
Likes:
· Names for levels

Dislikes:
· Lack of specificity in language functions (high school students, Long Term English learners (LTELs) and other specific supports)
· 3-5 too big of a gap in grade levels
· Vocabulary is not addressed
· It is difficult to pinpoint what needs to be worked on (e.g. Lack of speaking specificity; Lack of grammar specificity. Too general/vague)
· Layout
· Not enough support for newcomers

The idea of ELD and Content was addressed, but more within the discussion in part II below. The overall take away was that there needs to be specific ELD functions related to the content area expectations – however this group did not make specific recommendations on “how” this could be addressed.

Part II-Granularity and Focus

Level of Specificity: Inform classroom instruction
· Need emphasis on academic language of common core
· Need grade level standards because there is a discrepancy between assessment versus grade level spans
· How can ELD standards inform the curriculum if there are no state adopted ELD textbooks or framework to inform the instructional component

· Examples, specificity, ideas, forms, functions will help teachers, especially those who do not have the same training as ELD specialists
· Susana Dutro’s EL Achieve emerged from a need for specificity. This is a good model

· Need very tight specificity on writing

· Need scope and sequence

· Assessments need to be embedded in scope and sequence and not just “checked off”. Remember the language is fluid, and students need to move along that band

· Teachers need to know beginning and end point (vocabulary/grammar, sentences, etc.)
· Audience is teachers who do not know what to teach at different times of the day. Need a document that delineates ELD from content areas and how ELD should look
Information to make distinctions between ELD and content knowledge, skills, abilities
· Giving teachers tools will help them know how to use the standards
· Organization and knowing the progression
· Need ELD, not ELA focus. Not all teachers have a Master’s degree in Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) Teachers need a document with guidance and examples i.e., forms/functions, systematic grammar

· Need balance—not grammar based, rather grammar in context. Separate content and language but apply same skill across content. Can the student apply the language skill across content areas? That’s what the assessment should show

· What if the strand drove a framework for ELD, which would drive what publishers produce? We need a framework.
· The Kansas appendix p. 204-206 content standards is a very good picture
· The new standards must be clear on oral discussion

· Other content areas need to engage students in speaking
Information to effectively integrate ELD and content knowledge, skills, and abilities
· Need ELD to support content but ELD needs to be separate

· Oral language very important and is not used enough in classrooms; oral language development needs to be embedded in the standards

· Need extra support for non-literate
· Specificity important, such as Susana Dutro’s matrix

· Oral discussion (i.e., Kinsella’s frames for specificity)
· Students need social graces (greet, apologize, etc.)
· Oral language and academic vocabulary
· ELD standards by grade level

· Seamless integration of CCSS
· Need balanced approach of language. 

Comments/Requests not fitting into the above information
· Folks want generic document for ELD and a second part with content and language form

· Need a detailed scope and sequence

· WIDA need overlay 2-phase in regards to language and content
· If content is included, needs to make a clear distinction between content and ELD
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Alameda County Office of Education Focus Group

Part I- Structure and Organization

Likes and Dislikes
Arizona
Likes:
· Numeration or number indicators

Dislikes:
· Standards deconstruct language skills, but do not flow cohesively as related to language acquisition
· Proficiency level descriptors inconsistent with CELDT

· Not user-friendly; too big
· Need more or description or “meat” to the standards
· Not clear or self-explanatory. Too much interpretation necessary between low and high intermediate levels. Need a lot of professional development 
· Too ambitious

WIDA
Likes:
· Progression

· Information by domain

· Color Coding 
· Glossary

· Resources; makes it functional for teachers

· Organization

· Connection to the Common Core State standards

· User friendly (forms and functions, overall layout, and the domains on the side)

· Level 6

· Present information by domain and different proficiency levels

· Amplified strand for content areas and sample task

Dislikes:
· Proficiency levels completely different “language” when describing language acquisition levels
· Performance definitions are time intensive and unrealistic to measure
· Weak connection to the Common Core State Standards

Kansas
Likes:
· Concise language to follow and clear vocabulary levels
· Includes the best way of scaffolding instruction
· Provides thorough appendices
· Connection to the ELA Common Core State standards
· Overview of the domains is easy to follow and is concise

· Domains are cohesive and related to language acquisition
· Overview clearly delineates and outlines curricular standards
· Progression (horizontal to advance). Having standards listed by proficiency levels, lets you see a clear progression
· Specificity, in particular at the intermediate level
· Very similar to the Common Core State Standards
· Includes all four domains
· Structure-separate K standards, fourth and fifth cluster
· Focus on forms and functions
· Specificity of the grammar and language structures (i.e. using sentence frames similar to WestEd document)
· Overall layout is user friendly (ex. Domains on the side)

· Proficiency levels are consistent with CELDT levels
· Cohesive continuum. K-12 layout shows how skills advance along the continuum

Dislikes:
· Would like more specificity in the description of the support

· Need more emphasis in academic information

· 6-12 grade span too big

· Need more examples- unpack the standards

California
Likes:
· Standards can be used as a rubric

· WestEd alignment supporting document very helpful

· 9-12 grade span

Dislikes:
· Lack of specificity in language functions (LTELS and other specific supports)

· Too general/vague It’s difficult to pinpoint what needs to be worked on (e.g. lack of grammar specificity)
Relationship between ELD and subject matter standards
· Need clear examples to know how to merge ELD and ELA standards
· Wording (levels) needs to match between ELD, California Standardized Tests (CSTs), and CELDT. Need consistent and common language across assessment, content, and ELD

· ELD standards need to be specific
· Stages of language acquisition must be clear
· Connection with ELA standards must be clear. Need to clarify the purpose of the ELD standards for teachers in order for teachers to focus on ELD and not on ELA
· ELD standards should not only be considered an on ramp to ELA because there will be a gap, grammar will be missing
Part II-Granularity and Focus

Level of Specificity: Inform classroom instruction
· Need emphasis on speaking, writing, and grammar
· Examples in ELD standards should be strictly ELD, not content
· Need connections to the CCSS, for example, include sample tasks in the content areas
· Conduct a correlation between CCSS and ELD standards to see where there are gaps
· Make a clear distinction between ELD and content
· Professional development for teachers that focuses on grammatical forms
· Professional development in formative assessments

Information to make distinctions between ELD and content knowledge, skills, abilities
· There should be distinction of the needs of students at each level, however, do not have to provide the same thing at each level (i.e. emphasis on reading and writing at intermediate level for LTELs)
· Need to address specific needs of LTELs and newcomers
· Emphasis speaking and writing
· Stress to teachers that during ELD, focus on proficiency level and in academic content focus on grade level
· Clear distinction between ELD and ELA
· Emphasis on language structures in order to do the functions
· In an appendix, include description of basic language progression

Information to effectively integrate ELD and content knowledge, skills, and abilities
· Need more targeted professional development (i.e. information on the difference between Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills [BICS] and Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency [CALP])
· Need to have discussions with all teachers, including content are teachers, in order to better support ELs at all levels. Make clear to teachers what ELD is

· Emphasis on academic language in order to address the needs of LTELs
· Teachers need to understand the ELD standards and the different levels in order to provide ELs with access to the core curriculum

· Need more time on productive skills
· ELD needs to be integrated into the content areas, but there needs to be a distinction in order to provide access to ELs

· Includes indicators and objectives so it can be measured
· Include prerequisite and topic vocabulary in core instruction
· Have guidelines for dual language instruction

Comments/Requests not fitting into the above information:
· Need to address how the standards will be assessed
· Need to consider ELs in Special Education. Need information in an appendix on how to design goals
· In an appendix include guidelines for an effective ELD program, stages of language acquisition, examples, ideas on how to group ELs

· ELD standards should be as concise as possible
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Los Angeles County Office of Education Focus Group

Part I- Likes and Dislikes

Arizona
Likes:
· Language strand

· Color coding

· Listening/Speaking and Reading/Writing together
· Linked well with ELA

· Clear standards to base levels on

· Appendices/glossary

Dislikes:
· Too cumbersome, especially for content teachers

WIDA
Likes:
· Naming of proficiency levels

· Organized by grade level

· Color Coding

· Tutorial on Web

· Content standards

· Discourse complexity

· Language functions

· Example of expectations

· Across subjects

· Inclusion of primary language
· Teacher friendly

· CCSS stated before ELD standard that correlates

Dislikes:
· Topical vocab too general

· Lack of clear progression (from grade to grade)

· Too generalized

Kansas
Likes:
· Looks to where students should be going

· Pre-K included

· Organized by grade/domain

· Written language

· Speaking includes section on conversation

Dislikes:
· Too generalized

· Lack of language production

California
Likes:

· None

Dislikes:
· K-2 span too broad

· Need to align to CELDT

· Use of word “appropriate” not specific enough

· Need clear distinction of ELD definition

· Need clear distinction of LTEL definition

Part II-Granularity and Focus
Relationship: ELD and Content
· Clear purpose: differentiate ELA

· Arizona’s templates good for content teachers

· Academic vocabulary/speaking is infused

· Explicitly state expectations in standards for content areas

· Grade spans (K-2; 3-5) difficult to target student needs

· Infuse ELD standards with CCSS (one document) for ease of use

Level of Specificity: Inform classroom instruction
· Need clear PLDs
· Rigor should be even across grades
· Common academic vocabulary based on CSTs/ California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)
· CCSS exemplars: use as model for ELD standards
· WIDA: context for language use/discourse complexity critical
· How will this document be both instructional and progress monitoring tools? Where/how will we document/monitor student progress based on ELD standards?
· Expectations should be so specific they could be observable (have they met it? yes/no). Arizona is a good example of this
Information to make distinctions between ELD and content knowledge, skills, abilities

· PLDs need to be very explicit and connection to core content must be explicit
· Must be directly aligned to CCSS (not a separate document)
· For content areas: proficiency levels horizontally across the top and domains vertical per grade level per standard
· Focus on language functions within content areas; teachers need examples
· Clear distinction between content/systematic ELD
· Grade span grouping makes teaching ELD difficult
· Backwards mapping
· Look at horizontally to ensure as students progress, the standards still focus on the same skill: adding complexity with each level; not changing skills
· Focus on CST syntax: questioning

Information to effectively integrate ELD and content knowledge, skills, and abilities
· Balance among domains

· Specific/measurable

· Make it rigorous from beginning to advanced

· Maintain individual student needs

· Higher order thinking skills

· Need exemplars to get ideas

· Social/cultural

· Listening/speaking: Productive language vital

· Appendix to help teachers write language objectives

· What are the linguistic needs to master the CCSS?

· Align to non-fiction writing
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San Diego County Office of Education Focus Group
Part I- Likes and Dislikes

Arizona
Likes:
· Pointed out language functions within content

Dislikes:
· Language strand too large

· Too overwhelming

· Stages confusing

WIDA
Likes:
· Companion to CCSS

· Content, language, strategy support

· Closely tied to math, social science, and science

· Discourse complexity

· Language function

· Structure/organization; color coding: User friendly

· Capitalize language function/form within the standards

· Cognitive function

· Common core relationship well defined-explicit

Dislikes:
· Not enough standards

· Lacking examples

· Stages confusing

Kansas
Likes:
· Good definition of standards for teachers

· Pre K included 

Dislikes:
· Not enough differentiation among proficiency levels

California
Likes:
· Simple, basic, easy to read

· Pathway to ELA

· Differentiated language

· Examples

· WestEd/CA Map of Standards

Dislikes:
· Kindergarten should be separate

· Examples related to subject matter are too vague

· Do not differentiate between language and literacy

· Not helpful for content teachers

· No differentiation between newcomers/LTELs

· CELDT not on par with CST

· Need mandated ELD at State level

· Need more language objectives in content lessons

· Lacks transition/progression of proficiency levels

· Lacks rigor

· Lack of technology in standards

· 9-12 grouping is too large a span

· Non-specific; difficult to follow

· Need only one document (ELD/CCSS together)

· Need stronger focus on oral language

· Teachers need specialized training during teacher prep

· Need to include metacognition skills

Part II-Granularity and Focus
Relationship: ELD and Content
· Should be aligned in terms of assessment: teachers (content) need to be able to develop formative assessments from standards
· Need to be able to transform to fit content areas

· Professional development: support to address need to provide instruction in terms of Language needed to access content
· Professional development: language is more than vocabulary
· Professional development: how to write language objectives: Need to provide examples within ELD standards for content teachers
· Align to CCSS: skills based on proficiency level

Level of Specificity: Inform classroom instruction
· Must be rigorous; not watered down-especially at upper grade levels

· Must be specific or will be ignored by teachers and publishers

· Specific especially at proficiency levels 1-3

· Needs to be specific enough for progress monitoring: for both teachers and students

Information to make distinctions between ELD and content knowledge, skills, abilities

· PLDs need to be very explicit

· Professional development: ELD block not the same as support in content classes

· Mandated ELD time

· 30 minutes ELD time not enough

Information to effectively integrate ELD and content knowledge, skills, and abilities
· Need to be specific enough, with sufficient examples for content teachers

· Continuous Professional development: Language skills needed to access content

What Didn’t We Ask?:
· Publishers paraphrase standards when not specific enough

· Use of L1

· Provide tutorials, webinars, etc. to show “how” to use the standards
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Panel of Experts and Alternates for the Revision of the English

Language Development Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve.
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	Cristina
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	Bhatia
	Leticia
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	Kern County Superintendent of Schools

	Fralicks
	Elizabeth
	Fresno Unified School District
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	San Francisco Unified School District
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	Merino
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	O'Brien
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	Los Angeles Unified School District

	Rodriguez
	Keila
	Imperial County Office of Education

	Rodriguez
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	Riverside County Office of Education

	Ruz Gonzalez
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	Los Angeles County Office of Education
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	Oakland Unified School District

	Shiels
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	Morgan Hill Unified School District

	Tsai
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	Maria
	California State University, San Bernardino

	Rodriguez-Valis
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	San Diego State University
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	Tustin Unified School District
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Assembly Bill 124 English Language Development Standards Panel of Experts Meeting Notice 

March 19, 2012, 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 1101 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The purpose of this meeting is to convene the members of the English Language Development (ELD) Panel of Experts to provide input on the revision of the ELD Standards for California Public Schools, Kindergarten through Grade Twelve.
Agenda

	Time
	Event

	9:00 – 9:20
	Welcome and Introductions

	9:20 – 9:35
	Assembly Bill 124 Introduction : Discussion, Purpose, and Overview

	9:35 – 9:55
	ELD Standards Development Efforts

	  9:55 – 10:30
	Report on Focus Group Feedback

	10:30 – 10:45
	Break

	10:45 – 11:30
	Research and Practice for ELD Standards Development

	11:30 – 12:30
	Lunch

	    12:30 – 2:00
	· General Design Principles

· Levels, Structure, and Organization of the Standards

· Granularity and Focus of ELD Standards and Correspondence to the Common Core State Standards 

· Academic Language



	2:00 – 2:15
	Break

	2:15 – 4:00
	· General Design Principles

· Levels, Structure, and Organization of the Standards

· Granularity and Focus of ELD Standards and Correspondence to the Common Core State Standards 

· Academic Language






ALL TIMES ARE APPROXIMATE AND ARE PROVIDED FOR CONVENIENCE ONLY. 
THE ORDER OF BUSINESS MAY BE CHANGED WITHOUT NOTICE.
REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS WILL BE PROVIDED FOR ANY INDIVIDUAL WITH A DISABILITY.
SPANISH INTERPRETATION WILL BE PROVIDED UPON REQUEST.

AMERICAN SIGN LANGUAGE SUPPORT IS AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST.

Pursuant to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, any individual with a disability who requires reasonable accommodation to attend or participate in this meeting may contact Michele Anberg-Espinosa, Bilingual/Migrant Education Consultant, by phone at 916-323-4872 or by e-mail at manbergespinosa@cde.ca.gov.

This agenda is posted on the English Language Development Standards Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/er/eldstandards.asp. [http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/pn/.
For more information, please contact Michele Anberg-Espinosa, Bilingual/Migrant Education Consultant, Language Policy and Leadership Office, by phone at 916-323-4872 or by e-mail at manbergespinosa@cde.ca.gov. 

Resources
Assembly Bill No. 124
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/asm/ab_0101-0150/ab_124_bill_20111008_chaptered.pdf
Current California English-Language Development Standards

http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/documents/englangdevstnd.pdf
Arizona English Language Proficiency Standards (aligned to the Common Core Standards)

http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/elps/
Kansas Curricular Standards for English for Speakers of Other Languages (aligned to the Common Core Standards)

http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=4694
World Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) English Language Proficiency Standards (aligned to the Common Core Standards)

http://www.wida.us/standards/elp.aspx
Visitor Information

Check-in
The California Department of Education (CDE) Headquarters is a secure building. Visitors must check-in at the guard station as they enter the building and sign in to receive a temporary badge. The guard will contact the appropriate CDE staff to escort the visitor through the building. Visitors are encouraged to make appointments with staff before visiting the Headquarters building.

Parking
Visitor parking is available in State Parking Lot 14, which is located at 1517 13th Street (between 13th and 14th Streets). The entrance to the parking structure is on 13th Street. There are approximately 80 rooftop spaces that have been identified for our visitors to use. Parking hours are from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and include a parking attendant on site. 

The City of Sacramento Off-street Parking Web page (Outside Source) provides information about parking garages in the downtown area.

On-street metered parking is available around the Headquarters building. Information regarding on-street parking options can be found on the City of Sacramento Parking Services Web site (Outside Source).

Public Transportation

There are various public transit options to travel to Headquarters, including a nearby light rail station. Information regarding bus and light rail schedules is available on the Sacramento Regional Transit District Web site (Outside Source). 
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