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[bookmark: _Toc216439330]Introduction
In June 2025, Governor Newsom released the Golden State Literacy Plan, which highlights California’s multi-year, step-by-step strategy for improving reading achievement in all schools. Soon after, the governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 121 (Chapter 8, Statutes of 2025), the Education Omnibus Budget Trailer Bill, which calls for updated guidance to support the English Language Arts/English Language Development (ELA/ELD) Instructional Materials Follow-up Adoption for kindergarten through grade eight. The guidance reflects the need for instructional materials that align with current evidence-based practices.
The 2026 follow-up adoption supplements rather than replaces the existing list of instructional materials previously adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE), pursuant to Title 5, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 9517.1(c). As such, instructional materials approved by the SBE in this follow-up adoption will be added to the existing 2015 adoption list for ELA/ELD and will remain on the list. Local educational agencies (LEAs) may continue to select from all approved materials on the current list, with the follow-up adoption providing additional options that reflect recent advances in literacy research and instructional pedagogy.
AB 1454 (Chapter 471, Statutes of 2025) further reinforces the state's commitment to evidence-based literacy instruction by codifying requirements that align with this guidance. The legislation adds California Education Code (EC) Section 60205, which mandates that instructional materials adopted in the 2026 follow-up adoption adhere to the current English Language Arts/English Language Development Framework for California Public Schools: Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve (ELA/ELD Framework), align with evidence-based means of teaching foundational reading skills, including explicit and systematic instruction, align with program guidelines for dyslexia, and include materials that may focus on specific subsets of standards while clearly designating which standards they address. These statutory requirements and the provisions of AB 121 and AB 1454 are reflected throughout this guidance document.
With the adoption of the ELA/ELD Framework in 2015, California affirmed its commitment to a comprehensive, evidence-based approach to literacy instruction that encompasses the full complexity of language and literacy development from early childhood through grade twelve. The state's vision integrates five key interconnected themes: meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills. This vision is supported by multiple state initiatives that followed the framework’s adoption, including the California English Learner Roadmap, which charts the path toward comprehensive education policies and practices for English learner students; the California Dyslexia Guidelines, which assist general education teachers, special education teachers, and parents in identifying, assessing, and supporting students with dyslexia; and the California Literacy Roadmap, which provides educators with current guidance for implementing effective literacy instruction for all students with a focus on equity.
Since the last ELA/ELD instructional materials adoption in 2015, California's educational landscape has evolved significantly. The state has implemented universal transitional kindergarten, extending high-quality early learning opportunities to all four-year-old children. The California Preschool/Transitional Kindergarten Learning Foundations (CA PTKLF) and the Preschool through Third Grade (P–3) Learning Progressions in Language and Literacy provide knowledge and skill expectations for California’s youngest learners, recognizing that children's early language experiences in their home language and with their families and communities form the foundation for later language and literacy development.
Additionally, California has strengthened its commitment to early identification and intervention through the Screening for Risk of Reading Difficulties requirement. EC Section 53008 now requires all LEAs to adopt and implement screening instruments from the state-approved list beginning in the 2025–26 school year. This systematic approach to early screening in kindergarten through grade two enables timely identification and intervention for students at risk of reading difficulties, including dyslexia, ensuring that evidence-based supports are provided when they are most effective. These screening and intervention efforts align with California's Multi-Tiered System of Support (CA MTSS) framework, which provides a comprehensive approach to addressing the academic, behavioral, and social–emotional needs of all students through integrated data-driven prevention and intervention practices.
The state's integrated ELA/ELD Framework reflects California's commitment to comprehensive literacy by establishing evaluation criteria that serve students across all linguistic and academic backgrounds. Building on this foundation, the California Literacy Roadmap's Literacy Content Blocks and P–3 Learning Progressions for Language and Literacy provide educators with structured yet flexible guidance for implementing carefully sequenced instruction, appropriate practice and reinforcement, necessary intervention, and meaningful application across content areas. This follow-up adoption guidance incorporates these advances while addressing the specific requirements outlined in AB 121 and reinforced in AB 1454: supporting the evaluation of materials that address subsets of standards, ensuring alignment with evidence-based foundational reading instruction, and incorporating media literacy content to help students critically evaluate information across digital platforms and sources.

This guidance serves multiple purposes:
1. Extending Support to Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Learners: For the first time in a state-level ELA/ELD adoption, this guidance explicitly addresses TK, ensuring that instructional materials are developmentally appropriate for four-year-old learners while maintaining alignment with the preschool through grade three continuum of learning outlined in the CA PTKLF and the P–3 Learning Progressions in Language and Literacy.
2. Enabling Flexible Adoption Approaches: Recognizing that districts have diverse needs and existing resources, this guidance supports an approach that allows publishers and content developers to submit materials addressing specific subsets of standards rather than complete programs. This flexibility enables LEAs to combine materials strategically to create comprehensive programs tailored to their communities' needs.
3. Centering Evidence-Based Practices: The guidance emphasizes instructional materials that align with evidence-based literacy research, including explicit and systematic instruction in foundational skills while maintaining California's commitment to meaning making, language development, effective expression, and content knowledge across disciplines. 
4. Supporting California's Diverse Learners: Given California's large population of English learner students and students receiving special education services, this guidance maintains a strong focus on integrated and designated ELD instruction, with particular attention to supporting English learner students, including newcomer students, at all proficiency levels.
5. Providing Tiered Supports: The guidance emphasizes the importance of instructional materials that include systematic interventions and tiered supports for students with reading difficulties, students with exceptional needs, and students requiring additional assistance. This includes expanded intervention programs for students in grades one through three, aligned with the state's new screening requirements, to ensure early identification and support when students need it most.
To realize these purposes in practice, the guidance recognizes that high-quality materials must be paired with robust implementation support. Research demonstrates that the effectiveness of instructional materials depends significantly on implementation quality. Meta-analytic evidence shows that professional learning improves both teacher practice and student outcomes, particularly when it emphasizes active learning, maintains coherence with curricula, and includes coaching or modeling (Rice et al., 2022; Darling-Hammond, Hyler, and Gardner, 2017). Studies indicate that a majority of teachers adapt materials to meet student needs, a practice requiring substantial implementation support (Kaufman et al., 2020). Materials prove most effective when they include embedded professional learning opportunities throughout the program rather than relying solely on initial training (Krajcik and Delen, 2017). This research base directly informs the evaluation criteria's emphasis on comprehensive teacher supports and ongoing professional learning integrated within programs.
Through this multifaceted approach that builds on the foundation of the ELA/ELD Framework while incorporating current evidence-based literacy research, California seeks to develop not just proficient readers but broadly literate individuals who can think critically, communicate effectively, and engage meaningfully with complex ideas across all content areas. The alignment of instructional materials with the state's comprehensive literacy initiatives—from early screening through systematic intervention within the CA MTSS framework, from the English Learner Roadmap to the California Literacy Roadmap—ensures a coherent and equitable approach to literacy education for all California students.
[bookmark: _Toc216439331]Part I: Research Foundation and Materials Implications
Educational research continues to evolve, deepening our understanding of effective literacy instruction for California's diverse learners. This synthesis represents the current evidence base as of 2025, incorporating findings from the past decade that should inform instructional materials adoption. California's commitment to educational equity is reflected in this comprehensive approach to literacy instruction, which recognizes the assets that multilingual learners bring to the classroom and ensures that all students—including English learner students, students with disabilities, and students requiring advanced challenges—have access to high-quality, research-based materials.
[bookmark: _Hlk211004261]California has embraced an evidence-based approach to literacy that encompasses the full complexity of language and literacy development from early childhood through grade twelve. This approach integrates five key interconnected themes established in the ELA/ELD Framework: meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills. The state's vision values students' home languages, cultures, and backgrounds as learning assets while ensuring both systematic instruction in foundational skills and rich opportunities for critical thinking and meaningful engagement with varied texts. Research consistently demonstrates that supporting students' home languages while developing English proficiency leads to stronger overall academic outcomes, reflected in California's dual-language and biliteracy programs that serve both English learner and English-dominant students seeking to become bilingual and biliterate global citizens.
[bookmark: _Hlk211004319]The sections that follow synthesize research across multiple domains critical to literacy development. The review examines current evidence-based approaches to literacy and their implications for all learners, foundational skills development, comprehension and knowledge building, and the critical integration of reading and writing. Special attention is given to diverse English learner student populations—newcomer students, students in dual-language immersion programs, dually identified students, and English learner students with disabilities—and the program models that serve them effectively. The review discusses how MTSS provides interventions for struggling readers and students with disabilities, including students with dyslexia. Additional sections examine TK’s approach to emergent literacy, culturally and linguistically responsive pedagogies that honor students' linguistic repertoires, and the integration of media literacy in our digital age.
[bookmark: _heading=h.fu41jlftvli9][bookmark: _heading=h.ga2ieh2ebyzr][bookmark: _Toc216439332]A. Evidence-Based Literacy Instruction
Decades of converging research demonstrate that reading and writing development involve multiple interconnected processes that must work together for students to become proficient. Skilled readers simultaneously decode words, comprehend language, access background knowledge, and monitor understanding—all while engaging with texts for authentic purposes. This complex orchestration cannot be reduced to any single instructional approach.
[bookmark: _Hlk211005141]The following subsections examine the critical domains that research has consistently identified as essential: the foundational skills that build from sound–letter connections to fluent text reading, the language and knowledge resources driving comprehension, and the reciprocal relationship between reading and writing. Current evidence reveals these components develop most effectively when integrated rather than isolated—students learning to decode benefit from meaningful texts, vocabulary grows through content-rich materials, and writing about reading deepens both competencies. This integrated approach is particularly vital for multilingual students and students with reading difficulties who need explicit support connecting across all dimensions of literacy.
[bookmark: _heading=h.xrpvqqssz2na][bookmark: _Hlk211005222]This comprehensive view aligns with California's ELA/ELD Framework while incorporating research advances since 2014, particularly regarding how knowledge building accelerates comprehension, how home languages serve as assets, and why materials must balance systematic skill development with authentic literacy experiences.
These research advances also reflect ongoing developments in the Science of Reading, which represents a cumulative, interdisciplinary body of evidence spanning cognitive psychology, linguistics, neuroscience, and education research (The Reading League, 2022). The epistemological foundation of the science of reading, as emphasized by Petscher et al. (2020), evaluates claims based on the strength and quality of evidence from rigorous research methods, including randomized controlled trials, meta-analyses, and replicated designs, rather than promoting any single program or ideological approach. This definition aligns with The Reading League's positioning of the Science of Reading as a research-informed approach rather than a commercial curriculum brand:
The science of reading is a vast, interdisciplinary body of scientifically-based research about reading and issues related to reading and writing. This research has been conducted over the last five decades across the world, and it is derived from thousands of studies conducted in multiple languages. The science of reading has culminated in a preponderance of evidence to inform how proficient reading and writing develop; why some have difficulty; and how we can most effectively assess and teach and, therefore, improve student outcomes through prevention of and intervention for reading difficulties. (The Reading League, 2022, p. 6)
This collaborative, evidence-based approach is further exemplified by the joint statement from The Reading League and the National Committee for Effective Literacy (2023), which clarifies how Science of Reading principles can be appropriately implemented for English learner students and emergent bilingual students while maintaining rigorous research standards. Multiple conceptual frameworks guide the understanding of reading development.
Research consistently demonstrates that reading comprehension requires both accurate word recognition and strong language comprehension working together—neither component alone is sufficient for reading success (Hoover and Tunmer, 2022; Kim 2020; Duke and Cartwright, 2021). This evidence-based framework applies across all populations, including English learner students and students with disabilities, requiring adaptations that maintain scientific principles while addressing diverse learning needs (The Reading League and National Committee for Effective Literacy, 2023). For all students, this foundational evidence underscores the importance of systematic oral language development, vocabulary growth, and knowledge building alongside word recognition skills. For English learner students specifically, implementation must additionally leverage their full linguistic resources, including their home languages as assets in the learning process (Goldenberg, 2020; Kittle, Amendum, and Budde, 2024).
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Demonstrate alignment with research-validated instructional approaches rather than proprietary methodologies.
· Address both word recognition and language comprehension as integrated, essential components.
· Provide clear research rationale for instructional sequences and methods.
· Include systematic oral language development that leverages students' home language skills as assets through cross-linguistic connections for English learner students.
· Support multicomponent reading interventions that integrate systematic foundational skills with comprehension and writing activities.
[bookmark: _heading=h.lhg6vydglzu1]A.1. Foundational Skills
[bookmark: _Hlk211005447]Research demonstrates that fluent readers develop through orthographic mapping—bonding letters to sounds in memory—which requires systematic phonics instruction rather than guessing from context (Ehri, 2020; Seidenberg, 2013). Meta-analytic evidence on phonemic awareness (PA) instruction reinforces this finding. A comprehensive review of 46 studies found that explicit PA instruction significantly improves students’ ability to manipulate sounds, with a moderate effect size, and this benefit holds across teacher-, computer-, and parent-led contexts (Rice et al., 2022). Similarly, Erbeli et al. (2024) demonstrated that the dosage of PA instruction matters: around 10 hours of targeted PA instruction produces the strongest gains, especially for at-risk readers, after which additional time shows diminishing returns unless letters are integrated. Taken together, research indicates that when schools provide short but systematic PA instruction in early grades, students are more likely to acquire the sound–symbol connections that underlie fluent word recognition.
The National Reading Panel (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000) and subsequent What Works Clearinghouse practice guide (Institute of Education Sciences, 2016), along with a more recent meta-analysis (Gersten et al., 2020), provide converging evidence that systematic phonics and PA instruction in kindergarten through grade three lead to significant improvements in reading outcomes. Importantly, positive effects were found when interventions combined decoding instruction with encoding, fluency, and comprehension activities, reflecting the benefits of an integrated approach.
Integration with meaning making is also critical. Hwang, Cabell, and Joyner (2021) argue that separating code-focused and comprehension-focused instruction is artificial and counterproductive. Research shows that when children practice decoding within meaningful contexts, their gains in fluency and comprehension are stronger. Similarly, Graham and Santangelo (2014) demonstrated, through meta-analysis, that teaching spelling improves not only spelling outcomes but also reading and phonological awareness, as spelling instruction deepens students’ understanding of sound–symbol correspondences. Rather than using arbitrary word lists, effective spelling instruction should integrate morphology and phonics using words connected to current texts and themes, enabling students to apply their knowledge meaningfully in authentic reading and writing tasks.
Research also highlights the role of fluency as a bridge between decoding and comprehension. Burns (2024) found that reading fluency interventions, particularly when texts are selected at the appropriate instructional level, produced large gains for students with reading difficulties. This suggests that when teachers carefully match text difficulty to students’ decoding ability and provide repeated reading opportunities, students not only become more accurate and automatic readers but also improve comprehension outcomes.
Research on decodable texts shows they provide useful, structured practice with phonics but have only modest effects on word reading and decoding when used in isolation. Meta-analyses and systematic reviews (e.g., Price-Mohr and Price, 2018; Pugh et al., 2023; Murphy Odo, 2024; Birch et al., 2022) indicate that decodable texts are most effective when paired with other text types, supporting both skill development and motivation. While decodables are important for practicing letter–sound patterns, research tells us it is the combination of decodables and authentic texts that best supports young readers. Research also emphasizes the importance of varied reading materials—what some call a "text diet"—ensuring students experience different types of texts, from stories to informational books, as their reading skills develop (Conradi Smith and Hiebert, 2022). Instructional implications are clear: teacher expertise, purposeful text-to-lesson alignment, and variety in materials are essential for supporting both foundational decoding skills and long-term comprehension growth.
Finally, decoding is strongly linked to comprehension. García and Cain (2014) synthesized 110 studies and confirmed that decoding skill explains a substantial portion of variance in comprehension, with stronger effects in younger students. This means that in the early grades, word reading is often the constraining factor on comprehension: When we improve decoding, we directly expand students’ capacity to understand texts.
Taken together, this research converges on the point that foundational skills instruction must be explicit and systematic in phonemic awareness, phonics, spelling, and morphology; integrated with meaningful practice in decodable and connected texts; calibrated for dosage and difficulty, ensuring instruction is neither too brief nor misaligned to student ability; and linked to higher-level skills, so that gains in decoding translate to fluency and comprehension. Instructional implications are clear: Teacher expertise, purposeful text-to-lesson alignment, and variety in materials are essential for supporting both foundational decoding skills and long-term comprehension growth.
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Provide systematic foundational skills instruction embedded within authentic reading and writing activities, including phonemic awareness, phonics, word recognition, morphology, and orthographic patterns.
· Use a mix of decodable texts and authentic literature and informational texts that gradually increase in complexity over time to develop fluency.
· Feature authentic texts incorporating multiple linguistic varieties.
[bookmark: _heading=h.v8ui3u5vvq7m]A.2. Comprehension and Knowledge Building
Reading comprehension extends far beyond accurate word recognition, requiring robust vocabulary knowledge, background knowledge, understanding of syntax and text structures, and strategic reading skills. Duke, Ward, and Pearson (2021) synthesize extensive evidence supporting explicit instruction in comprehension strategies, text structure awareness, and vocabulary development. Hwang, Cabell, and Joyner (2021) provide evidence that systematic exposure to content-rich texts within integrated literacy and content-area instruction supports the development of comprehension by enhancing students’ ability to make inferences, recognize meaningful relations between prior and new knowledge, and construct deep textual understanding.
Research consistently demonstrates the importance of background knowledge as a driver of comprehension. Smith et al. (2021) critically reviewed research and concluded that background knowledge exerts a strong influence on comprehension outcomes across a wide variety of texts. When readers possess relevant knowledge, they are better able to generate inferences and sustain comprehension. Importantly, strong background knowledge can partially compensate for weaker decoding skills, particularly for recall and summary tasks, though this compensation is incomplete—readers with weaker skills still show deficits in inference-making compared to skilled readers with similar knowledge. Conversely, when knowledge is weak, comprehension falters despite accurate word reading. Instructional approaches that deliberately incorporate content knowledge across disciplines can therefore help narrow opportunity gaps, though they should not replace foundational reading skill instruction.
Vocabulary instruction has also been extensively studied. Cervetti et al. (2023) reported that direct teaching of individual word meanings reliably improved knowledge of those specific words, while strategy-based instruction improved word-solving ability but did not always expand overall vocabulary size. Wright and Cervetti (2016) similarly concluded that vocabulary instruction enhances comprehension of texts containing the taught words, but broader comprehension gains are most likely when vocabulary learning is paired with opportunities to practice inferencing and strategy use. These findings suggest that instructional materials should combine explicit teaching of high-utility academic terms with systematic opportunities for students to engage in word-learning strategies across a wide range of texts.
Knowledge-building requires integrating literacy with content-area instruction. Hwang, Cabell, and Joyner (2021) found that integrated literacy and content-area instruction in science and social studies leads to significant improvements in elementary students’ vocabulary and comprehension. The results highlight that engaging students with content-rich texts and literacy activities as part of disciplinary learning enhances both literacy skills and conceptual understanding, supporting future reading development. Instructional materials that include coherent text sets organized around themes or disciplines provide essential scaffolds for this work.
Seidenberg (2013) draws from cognitive science and neuroscience research to demonstrate that comprehension difficulties often reflect gaps in language experience and background knowledge rather than decoding deficits. This finding aligns with recommendations from the What Works Clearinghouse practice guide Improving Reading Comprehension in Kindergarten Through 3rd Grade, which emphasizes explicit vocabulary instruction and comprehension strategy teaching embedded within content-rich instruction.
Meta-analytic research adds further weight to these recommendations. Spencer and Wagner's (2018) meta-analysis of 86 studies found that children with specific reading comprehension deficits demonstrate oral language impairments that are substantial but significantly less severe than their reading comprehension deficits, suggesting that oral language weaknesses alone cannot fully explain their comprehension difficulties. When compared to younger comprehension-matched readers, these children showed comparable oral language skills, indicating their language weakness represents a developmental delay rather than a qualitative deficit. Filderman et al. (2021) found that comprehension-focused interventions significantly improve outcomes for struggling readers in grades three through twelve, especially when instruction targets inferencing, main idea generation, and text structure awareness. Importantly, they noted that interventions were more effective when students applied strategies within authentic reading tasks.
Finally, fluency relates to reading comprehension, but this relationship weakens for adolescents. Washburn (2022) found that oral reading fluency has limited predictive value for comprehension in secondary students with reading difficulties, as multiple factors, including vocabulary, linguistic comprehension, and prosody, become more important, making fluency scores alone insufficient for determining instructional needs.
Together, this body of research underscores that comprehension is best fostered through systematic instruction in vocabulary, strategies, and text structures embedded within knowledge-rich curricula. Materials should therefore be designed not only to teach students how to process texts but also to ensure they are learning about the world through those texts.
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Provide coherent, content-rich text sets that build background knowledge systematically across disciplines.
· Include systematic vocabulary instruction targeting both academic words and strategies for inferring unknown words within content areas.
· Incorporate explicit teaching of text structures and comprehension strategies within authentic reading tasks.
· Demonstrate how vocabulary and background knowledge instruction connect to and support decoding instruction.
· Embed fluency practice within meaningful, content-rich reading experiences at all grade levels.
[bookmark: _heading=h.5x39y4vphzzh]A.3. Reading–Writing Integration
Reading and writing develop as reciprocal, mutually reinforcing processes that should be taught together rather than in isolation. Meta-analytic evidence demonstrates that integrated reading–writing instruction significantly enhances both reading comprehension and word recognition skills (Graham et al., 2018). Most recently, a randomized control trial confirmed that students receiving combined strategy instruction showed significant improvements in both domains (Kim et al., 2025).
This reciprocal relationship operates across multiple levels. At the foundational level, explicit spelling instruction reinforces phonics learning while improving word-reading proficiency (Graham and Santangelo, 2014). At the comprehension level, writing about texts requires students to analyze and synthesize what they have read, deepening their understanding. The Interactive Dynamic Literacy Model (Kim, 2020) explains these connections as hierarchical and interactive—reading provides models and content for writing, while writing strengthens both word-level skills and comprehension.
Effective integration requires explicit connections between domains (Kim and Zagata, 2024). For example, teaching students to use comprehension monitoring both when reading texts and revising their own writing builds transferable strategies. When instruction leverages these natural connections through activities like writing text summaries or analyzing text structure through writing, students develop stronger comprehensive literacy skills. The evidence is clear: A stronger emphasis on integrated reading-writing instruction is not just beneficial but essential for optimal literacy development.
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Integrate reading and writing instruction with explicit strategy transfer between domains.
· Provide frequent opportunities for writing about texts (e.g., summaries, analyses, opinions), as well as about students’ experiences.
· Demonstrate how spelling (encoding) instruction connects to and reinforces phonics (decoding) instruction.
· Track both reading and writing progress through assessments that capture how the two domains support one another.
· Include explicit teaching of the writing process connected to reading comprehension strategies.
· Provide models and examples showing the relationships between reading and writing skills.
[bookmark: _Toc216439333]B. Tiered Supports
B.1. Interventions for Struggling Readers and Pupils with Reading Difficulties
Research on tiered interventions demonstrates that struggling readers make the most progress when prevention and targeted supports are integrated into a coherent multi-tiered system. Within Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) or Response to Intervention (RTI) frameworks, students are universally screened and progress is monitored so that supports can be intensified for those who struggle (Coyne et al., 2018). These frameworks provide high-quality initial instruction (Tier 1), targeted supports (Tier 2), and intensive interventions (Tier 3). When schools systematically implement Tier 2 interventions, struggling readers are more likely to make measurable gains in decoding, fluency, and comprehension.
Research on primary grade interventions has established that Tier 2 supports produce moderate to large effects, especially when the intervention emphasizes word reading and fluency. Gersten et al. (2020) reviewed thirty-three rigorous studies and found that struggling readers who received supplemental interventions improved word reading, pseudoword reading, and reading fluency with an average effect size of 0.39. When schools deliver targeted small-group instruction alongside core curriculum, students at risk of reading difficulties receive the intensity needed to catch up to grade-level expectations.
Phonological awareness interventions are particularly powerful in early grades. Meta-analyses demonstrate that explicit phonemic awareness instruction strengthens students' ability to manipulate sounds, which directly improves word recognition (Rice et al., 2022). When teachers integrate letter–sound correspondences into these activities, gains in phonemic awareness transfer more robustly to decoding; these findings underscore the importance of materials that sequence phonemic awareness alongside phonics.
Research on fluency also guides how interventions should be designed. Burns (2024) conducted a meta-analysis of fluency interventions and found that selecting texts at an appropriate instructional level resulted in much stronger gains for students with reading difficulties, with very large effects reported for students with identified disabilities. Maki and Hammerschmidt-Snidarich (2022) highlight that dosage should be measured not only in minutes but also in opportunities to respond, such as words or passages read, with longer total exposure linked to stronger growth. Hudson et al. (2020) found that repeated reading routines with fluent modeling and feedback are particularly effective for struggling readers. Lee and Yoon (2017) confirmed that repeated reading combined with listening to passage previews and feedback accelerates both accuracy and comprehension. Zimmermann, Reed, and Aloe (2021) found that non-repetitive reading interventions, including wide reading with various supports, produced small but positive effects that were statistically similar to repeated reading interventions for students with reading difficulties. When teachers implement non-repetitive reading interventions where students read different texts with support (such as error correction and appropriate text selection), students with reading difficulties show small but statistically significant improvements in both fluency and comprehension, with effects comparable to repeated reading interventions.
Decoding interventions also impact comprehension outcomes. García and Cain (2014) analyzed more than one hundred studies and confirmed that decoding skill explains a substantial portion of variance in comprehension. Denton et al. (2022) found that small-group or individual interventions incorporating foundational reading skills significantly improve reading comprehension for students with reading difficulties in kindergarten through grade three, suggesting that classroom materials emphasizing both code-oriented and comprehension instruction can effectively support early readers. This means that interventions that emphasize decoding have downstream benefits for comprehension. When schools provide systematic decoding instruction, struggling readers expand their capacity to understand texts since less cognitive energy is spent on word recognition.
Spelling and orthographic instruction also enhance interventions for struggling readers. Graham and Santangelo (2014) found that spelling instruction improves spelling, reading, and phonological awareness. Chandler et al. (2025b) further demonstrated in a meta-analytic review that spelling interventions significantly improve word-reading outcomes for students with or at risk for learning disabilities. When teachers explicitly connect spelling instruction to phonics patterns and word reading, struggling readers develop more secure orthographic representations.
Recent evidence further strengthens the case for including comprehension-focused supports in Tier 2 interventions. Filderman et al. (2021) conducted a meta-analysis of 64 studies on comprehension interventions for struggling readers in grades three through twelve and reported a significant overall effect. The strongest effects were found when instruction targeted background knowledge and provided explicit strategy instruction, including main idea generation, inference making, retelling, prediction, and the use of text structure. Instructional enhancements such as graphic organizers or technology integration showed smaller effects but still contributed positively. Duke, Ward, and Pearson (2021) emphasized that comprehension strategies must be taught in the context of authentic texts rather than isolated drills to support transfer. Hall et al (2017) found that inference instruction, including prior knowledge activation and guided practice, produced particularly large effects for struggling readers. Pico et al. (2021) demonstrated that narrative interventions focusing on story grammar and retelling improve both oral language and comprehension. When struggling readers receive systematic instruction in comprehension strategies alongside decoding and fluency, they are more likely to make meaningful gains in overall reading achievement. These findings highlight that comprehension instruction cannot be delayed until after foundational skills are secure but must be integrated throughout the intervention process.
This body of work also emphasizes the importance of vocabulary and content knowledge. Interventions that built students' knowledge of word meanings and subject matter supported stronger comprehension outcomes. This suggests that programs designed for struggling readers must not only include code-focused components but also intentionally provide opportunities to grow students' language and knowledge base.
Large-scale evaluation work also points to issues of targeting and alignment within tiered supports. In a multi-state regression discontinuity study of response to intervention (RtI) in elementary reading, Balu et al. (2015) found that, for grade one students just below the school cut point, assignment to Tier 2 or Tier 3 produced a negative impact on a comprehensive reading measure (about −0.17 standard deviation[SD]), while effects in grades two and three were not statistically significant; impacts varied substantially across schools. The study also documented common implementation patterns, including more time and smaller groups for students below benchmark, frequent provision of intervention during the core block, and even delivery of intervention to some groups at or above benchmark. Taken together, these findings suggest materials should support accurate screening and decision rules, strong alignment between intervention and core instruction, and monitoring of the actual service contrast (time, group size, skill focus) to avoid mistargeting near the threshold.
Multiple studies have demonstrated that supplemental comprehension instruction, particularly when explicitly scaffolded, benefits struggling readers, including English learner students (Vaughn et al., 2019; Vaughn et al., 2022). Filderman et al. (2021) further reinforced that comprehension interventions combining background knowledge activation with strategy instruction, such as main idea generation, inferencing, and summarization, yield the strongest effects for struggling readers in grades three through twelve. Collectively, this body of work underscores that when instruction deliberately integrates background knowledge and targeted comprehension strategies, students, particularly those at risk for reading difficulties and English learner students, experience measurable gains in reading comprehension and academic achievement.
Austin, Vaughn, and McClelland (2017) synthesized research showing that intensive daily interventions focusing on phonics and fluency can help inadequate responders in kindergarten through grade three make significant gains, though these students typically remain behind their grade-level peers. Across multiple syntheses, Wanzek et al. (2018, 2019) found that intensive reading interventions produce significant effects in upper elementary and secondary grades, though outcomes are smaller than in early grades. This underscores the importance of sustaining interventions over time and designing materials that extend beyond primary school.
Research also underscores the need for multicomponent interventions such as those that combine phonics with vocabulary and text-level work. Truckenmiller (2024) notes that teachers want materials that integrate both foundational skills and comprehension supports, since struggling readers require practice in both domains.
In summary, research on supports for struggling readers shows that explicit, systematic, and integrated interventions in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, spelling, and comprehension produce meaningful gains. When schools use instructional materials that align with these principles, students with reading difficulties are more likely to accelerate their growth and approach grade-level proficiency.
Instructional Materials Guidance
· Provide diagnostic assessments aligned to evidence-based screening instruments with clear decision rules for support placement and progress monitoring, including tools that distinguish between language acquisition needs and reading difficulties.
· Provide multi-tiered intervention materials aligned to Tier 1 (core instruction), Tier 2 (targeted), and Tier 3 (intensive) supports.
· Ensure materials support coordination between intervention and core instruction to maximize learning transfer, with clear guidance for integrating language and literacy supports.
· Integrate explicit, systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, spelling, fluency, morphology, vocabulary, and oral language development within intervention materials.
B.2. Interventions for Students with Disabilities Including Dyslexia
Students with identified disabilities, including dyslexia, require intensive and sustained interventions. Research across four decades of reading interventions shows that students with disabilities benefit from explicit and systematic instruction, but they often need higher dosage and individualized scaffolds (Hall et al., 2023). When schools provide sustained supports across multiple years, students with disabilities demonstrate measurable growth in word reading and fluency, though gaps in comprehension may persist without targeted support.
Findings from Shanahan (2023) further clarify the role of core classroom (Tier 1) reading instruction in supporting students with dyslexia. The review underscores that reading is a skilled activity requiring mastery of particular abilities—chief among them phonemic awareness, phonics, reading comprehension strategies, and text structure knowledge. Effective classroom instruction for dyslexic students should maximize the amount and intensity of these research-proven components. While some evidence supports the value of increasing classroom instructional time for struggling readers, Shanahan notes that dosage alone is insufficient; differentiation and curriculum quality matter significantly. Explicit decoding instruction benefits all students, but those with dyslexia require more extensive, sustained, and sometimes continued instruction well into later grades.
Dyslexia interventions in particular have been well studied. Hall et al. (2023) synthesized forty years of research and found that interventions for students with or at risk for dyslexia produce significant positive effects, especially in the domains of word reading and decoding. Effects were strongest when instruction was systematic, intensive, and provided over longer durations. However, effects on comprehension were smaller, suggesting the need for multicomponent supports that include vocabulary and knowledge building.
Research on structured literacy and Orton-Gillingham-related approaches provides additional insight. Stevens, Walker, and Vaughn (2021) conducted a systematic review and concluded that Orton-Gillingham interventions showed mixed evidence overall. While multisensory techniques and explicit phonics instruction are beneficial, the evidence base does not support Orton-Gillingham as a comprehensive program for all students with dyslexia. Instead, the effective elements are those aligned with the broader science of reading, such as systematic phonics, explicit instruction, and practice in connected text.
Adolescent learners with reading disabilities also require ongoing intervention. Chandler et al. (2025a) reviewed word-level interventions for adolescents and found that students continue to benefit from systematic instruction in multisyllabic decoding, morphology, and spelling. Gains are smaller than in early grades but still meaningful, which suggests that instructional materials must be designed for sustained intervention into secondary school. Vaughn et al. (2015) demonstrated that two years of intensive reading intervention for high school students with disabilities produced significant comprehension gains, supporting the value of extended interventions at the secondary level. Truckenmiller (2024) similarly reported that teachers want resources to address reading disabilities beyond the primary grades.
Spelling interventions are especially important for students with disabilities. Chandler et al. (2025a) demonstrated that spelling interventions significantly improved both spelling and word-reading outcomes for students with or at risk for learning disabilities. This evidence reinforces that interventions must also include morphology and orthography. When teachers embed spelling into reading interventions, students with dyslexia gain stronger orthographic mapping skills.
Fluency supports also show particular benefit for students with disabilities. Burns (2024) reported that fluency interventions produced very large effects for students with identified reading disabilities, particularly when instructional-level texts were used. This highlights the importance of materials that provide scaffolded fluency passages, repeated reading opportunities, and diagnostic assessment tools to adjust text difficulty.
Research on the relationship between decoding and comprehension further clarifies why students with disabilities require sustained intervention. García and Cain (2014) found that decoding skills strongly predict comprehension, with correlations above 0.7. For students with dyslexia, weaknesses in decoding continue to constrain comprehension unless explicitly addressed. When schools intensify decoding instruction and provide opportunities for text-level practice, comprehension outcomes improve over time.
In summary, research shows that students with disabilities, including dyslexia, require interventions that are explicit, systematic, intensive, and sustained. They benefit most from materials that provide structured phonics, spelling, morphology, and fluency supports, combined with comprehension instruction. When schools adopt materials that align with these principles and implement them with fidelity, students with disabilities can make meaningful progress toward literacy proficiency.
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Provide systematic phonics instruction with integrated spelling and morphology, using aligned decodable and authentic texts for practice and orthographic mapping.
· Build comprehension through explicit strategy instruction, vocabulary development, and background knowledge using content-rich texts with oral practice.
· Include scaffolded fluency routines with modeling, repeated reading, and feedback at appropriate instructional levels.
· Design flexible Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions addressing literacy and oral language within MTSS frameworks, using home languages strategically.
· Embed diagnostic assessments and progress monitoring to guide intensity, dosage, and pacing adjustments.
· Ensure culturally responsive materials grounded in Universal Design for Learning (UDL) principles—multiple means of engagement, action and expression, and representation—providing equitable access to grade-level content for diverse learners.
B.3. Interventions for English Learner Students
Research consistently shows that English learner students benefit from tiered systems of support that integrate language development with literacy instruction as they are simultaneously acquiring English and grade-level academic content. Consequently, effective MTSS frameworks must embed practices that address both language and literacy needs.
Systematic reviews indicate that Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions are most effective when they combine explicit literacy instruction with opportunities for oral language practice. Richards-Tutor et al. (2016) found that small-group interventions targeting phonological awareness, word reading, and vocabulary yielded moderate to large effect sizes for English learner students in kindergarten and first grade. These interventions emphasized explicit, teacher-led instruction, frequent opportunities for guided practice, and scaffolded feedback. Importantly, the review noted that group size and instructional minutes did not significantly predict outcomes, suggesting that instructional quality matters more than structure when interventions are well designed. Similarly, Boon and Barbetta (2017) add further evidence that effective interventions for English learner students must include both foundational skills and comprehension scaffolds. They note that strategies such as reciprocal teaching, story retelling, and the use of graphic organizers strengthen comprehension when paired with phonics and vocabulary instruction. Their findings support the conclusion that English learner interventions should not overemphasize decoding at the expense of meaning making.
Additional evidence highlights the importance of embedding academic language into literacy instruction. Baker et al. (2014) concluded that English learner students benefit from interventions that emphasize vocabulary and academic discourse as integral to reading growth. For example, when Tier 2 interventions explicitly teach word meanings in context and provide structured oral practice, students demonstrate stronger comprehension outcomes. Richards-Tutor et al. (2016) further underscore that effective interventions often integrate cooperative learning and the strategic use of students’ home languages as scaffolds.
Li et al. (2025) synthesized 20 years of intervention studies to reveal that interventions for English learner students with learning difficulties are unevenly distributed across domains. Of 15 identified studies, six focused on reading comprehension, three on vocabulary, and a smaller number on writing and math. The review concludes that while there are promising approaches, there remains a scarcity of interventions designed specifically for English learner students with learning disabilities. However, studies consistently show that when interventions integrate explicit literacy instruction with language supports, English learner students demonstrate measurable academic gains.
Moreover, early interventions appear particularly powerful. Studies demonstrate that explicit Tier 2 support in the early grades, particularly for phonological awareness and vocabulary, can accelerate literacy growth and prevent later reading difficulties. When Tier 3 interventions are required, more intensive scaffolds and alignment with students’ language development levels are essential. For example, Cho, Kim, and Jeong (2021) found that strategy-embedded instruction significantly improved reading outcomes for English learner students, highlighting the need for interventions that incorporate effective strategy instruction alongside explicit linguistic supports.
Taken together, research suggests that tiered supports for English learner students should move beyond generic interventions to incorporate targeted language instruction, culturally and linguistically responsive instructional practices, and explicit connections between oral language, vocabulary, and reading comprehension.
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Include explicit, small-group Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions that address both literacy and oral language development.
· Provide academic vocabulary in meaningful contexts and be accompanied by structured oral practice opportunities.
· Strategically integrate students’ home languages where feasible to scaffold concept development.
· Include explicit instruction in text structures, comprehension strategies, and morphological awareness.
· Include progress monitoring tools that measure growth in both language proficiency and literacy outcomes.
· Provide clear guidance for integrating intervention supports within general education MTSS frameworks.
[bookmark: _Toc216439334]C. Instructional Materials for English Learner Students
Research since the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework increasingly demonstrates that California's English learner student population comprises distinct student groups—including newcomer students, long-term English learner students, students in dual language programs, and dually identified students—who benefit from differentiated instructional approaches tailored to their specific needs. The following synthesis examines research for each population and its implications for materials design.
Foundational to all effective English learner instruction are asset-based perspectives that position students' linguistic background as a valuable learning tool rather than a deficit to overcome. Research demonstrates that when students' home languages and cultural practices are recognized as resources, both achievement and engagement improve significantly (California Department of Education, 2020). Recent research demonstrates how leveraging students' funds of knowledge and cultural resources as part of inclusive learning communities fosters engagement and achievement (Teemant et al., 2024). Effective approaches draw from students' assets across sociocultural, linguistic, and cognitive domains through shared practices, dialogue, collaboration, visual representation, explicit instruction, and inquiry (Piazza, Rao, and Protacio, 2015).
[bookmark: _heading=h.k4n66af6vich]Large-scale quasi-experimental studies demonstrate that schools adopting systematic ELD curricula show significantly higher English proficiency gains than those without systematic materials, with effects most pronounced when materials explicitly align language and content goals throughout instruction (Le and Polikoff, 2020). Meta-analyses of reading interventions reveal that English learner students benefit most from programs combining explicit foundational skills instruction with vocabulary and comprehension strategies specifically adapted for linguistic needs—interventions delivered through small groups with systematic scaffolding and linguistic adaptation produce substantially larger effects than whole-class or English-only approaches (Cho, Kim, and Jeong, 2021).
Content-area studies provide compelling evidence that curricula intentionally designed with embedded language supports, particularly when paired with sustained professional development, yield gains in both academic language and content knowledge; science programs prove especially effective when hands-on learning provides rich contexts for language use (Llosa et al., 2016). However, implementation research reveals critical moderating factors: Teacher adaptation remains nearly universal, with over 70 percent of educators supplementing materials, and effectiveness depends heavily on implementation fidelity, teachers' language pedagogy knowledge, and access to job-embedded professional development rather than one-time trainings (Kaufman et al., 2020).
Research also identifies the importance of preventing students from becoming long-term English learner students through consistent, high-quality integrated and designated ELD in elementary grades. Studies show that approximately one-third of long-term English learner students are also students with disabilities, highlighting the need for materials that help educators distinguish between language acquisition needs and learning differences (Learning Policy Institute, 2024). For students who have not yet achieved proficiency after extended enrollment, materials should provide accelerated pathways that simultaneously address academic language development and grade-level content, with explicit focus on academic discourse patterns and discipline-specific vocabulary.


Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Align content and language goals explicitly with intentionally designed language supports and scaffolds, accompanied by sustained professional development opportunities.
· Address diverse English learner student profiles with differentiated supports, including accelerated pathways for long-term English learner students.
· Focus explicitly on academic discourse patterns, discipline-specific vocabulary, and complex syntax through high-quality integrated and designated ELD instruction.
· Embed formative assessment opportunities that differentiate between content understanding and language development.
· Include guidance distinguishing between linguistic scaffolding and special education accommodations for dually identified students.
[bookmark: _heading=h.ojoqlzqg15r3]C.1. Newcomer Students
[bookmark: _Hlk211005820]Despite comprising 13 percent of California's English learner student population, newcomer students face a striking gap between their substantial presence and the limited empirical research base informing their instruction. The available evidence consistently emphasizes oral language development as foundational to all other learning—studies document that secondary programs overemphasize reading and writing at the expense of speaking and listening skills that must develop concurrently with literacy (Miranda and Cherng, 2025). Effective programs integrate language and content learning through carefully structured thematic units that build from students' prior knowledge while systematically introducing academic language; successful approaches balance safe multilingual spaces where students can use home languages for understanding with structured opportunities for supported English practice (Santos et al., 2018). Translanguaging research demonstrates that when students strategically use their full linguistic repertoires—drawing on home languages to make meaning while producing in English—both comprehension and engagement improve, though Lang (2019) cautions that excessive accommodation without English practice opportunities may limit language development, suggesting the need for intentional balance.
[bookmark: _heading=h.a9pbf9prvh45][bookmark: _heading=h.n4qkvp7j06g2]Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Prioritize oral language development through structured peer interaction and collaborative activities requiring meaningful communication.
· Integrate language and content instruction through thematic units that systematically build academic language.
· Provide educative materials explaining the rationale behind instructional approaches, given limited newcomer-specific professional development.
· Offer multiple modalities for demonstrating understanding while maintaining high expectations for language development.
· Connect instruction to students' cultural backgrounds and prior knowledge, recognizing these as foundational assets that support academic learning and language development.
C.2. Dual-Language Programs
[bookmark: _Hlk211005971]Research on instructional materials specifically designed for dual-language contexts remains surprisingly limited, given these programs' expansion, with most evidence derived from program evaluations rather than materials studies. Large-scale investigations reveal that dual-language participants generally achieve academic outcomes comparable to or exceeding mainstream peers, though success depends heavily on implementation features, including materials quality, language allocation models, and teacher preparation (Steele et al., 2017). Some studies have identified three approaches districts may take toward instructional materials, each of which can pose challenges: using parallel monolingual curricula that lack coordination across languages, translating English materials that lose cultural authenticity and linguistic appropriateness, or relying on teacher-created resources that vary in quality and sustainability (Li et al., 2016; Watzinger-Tharp, Swenson, and Mayne, 2016). Classroom research consistently documents that teachers spend excessive time adapting materials to function bilingually—reorganizing content, creating cross-linguistic connections, and developing scaffolds absent from commercial packages—with this teacher-driven adaptation effectively becoming the implemented curriculum and raising equity concerns about differential quality based on teacher capacity (Lachance, 2018; Elshafie and Zhang, 2024). The research emphasizes that effective dual-language materials must transcend simple translation to include explicit biliteracy progressions leveraging metalinguistic awareness, systematic cross-linguistic transfer activities, particularly around cognates and morphology, and authentic texts in both languages rather than translated materials (Lachance, 2018).
Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Provide coordinated biliteracy progressions with explicit cross-linguistic connections and transfer activities, including strategic home language use that supports comprehension while building English production.
· Include ready-to-use bilingual text pairings and scaffolds that reduce teacher preparation burden.
· Design integrated assessment systems measuring progress in both languages using parallel but linguistically appropriate tools.
· Develop authentic materials for under-resourced partner languages rather than relying on translations.
· Include explicit guidance for different language allocation models and how materials support various program designs.
C.3. English Learner Students with Disabilities
[bookmark: _Hlk211006007]English learner students with disabilities face compounded challenges that remain poorly understood due to limited research specifically addressing this population—most studies examine either language or disability in isolation, missing critical interactions between the two. Available evidence indicates these students benefit most from carefully orchestrated multi-component instruction that weaves together phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and comprehension strategies with continuous oral language support embedded throughout, rather than treating language as an add-on to reading intervention (Hall et al., 2017). Systematic reviews reveal that effective interventions provide explicit, systematic instruction with extensive modeling and guided practice using strategies such as graphic organizers, peer-tutoring with story retelling, and repeated reading with vocabulary instruction, particularly when implemented with culturally relevant texts and individualized support (Boon and Barbetta, 2017; Bashiru and Smith, 2023). Critical identification challenges persist, as states vary dramatically in distinguishing between expected second language acquisition patterns and true learning disabilities, resulting in both under-identification that denies needed services and over-identification that pathologizes normal language development (Burr, Haas, and Ferriere, 2015). Assessment tools that help distinguish between language acquisition and disability-related needs are essential for appropriate identification (Bashiru and Smith, 2023). The intersection with long-term English learner status proves particularly problematic, as these students show disproportionately high disability identification rates, suggesting systemic confusion between protracted language acquisition and learning disabilities that requires careful assessment and differentiated instruction (Rhinehart, Bailey, and Haager, 2024).
[bookmark: _heading=h.uvj1gngmrdfi][bookmark: _heading=h.3neqme24duq8]Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Combine systematic literacy instruction with fully integrated oral language and vocabulary development throughout all activities.
· Include comprehensive assessment protocols that help distinguish expected language acquisition patterns from disability-related needs.
· Provide culturally relevant, engaging texts that build both background knowledge and maintain student motivation.
· Design flexible intervention pathways allowing individualized intensity and pacing based on both language and learning needs.
· Offer explicit guidance for coordinating language supports with special education services and accommodations.
[bookmark: _heading=h.ipyd84n8drsf][bookmark: _Toc216439335]D. Media Literacy
[bookmark: _Hlk211006234]Media literacy has become essential to ELA instruction as students increasingly encounter information across digital platforms and must evaluate source credibility. Recent meta-analyses demonstrate that systematic media literacy instruction significantly improves students' ability to detect misinformation and engage with texts critically, competencies that directly support California's ELA/ELD Framework goals (Huang, Jia, and Yu, 2024; Lu et al., 2024).
Assessment data reveal critical gaps in students' abilities to evaluate online information, with the vast majority unable to distinguish sponsored content from news or consider source credibility (McGrew et al., 2018). However, targeted instruction in specific skills—particularly lateral reading where students verify information across multiple sources—produces substantial improvements. Meta-analyses indicate effective interventions require sustained instruction across multiple sessions, with programs incorporating both analysis and production activities showing nearly double the effect of analysis-only approaches (Huang, Jia, and Yu, 2024).
Research identifies clear developmental progressions: Primary grades focus on recognizing that media messages are constructed; upper elementary students analyze purpose and audience; middle school students examine bias and representation; and high school students engage in critical analysis and create counter-narratives (Schmidt, 2013). While most educators recognize media literacy as essential, only one-third feel prepared to teach it, with systematic curricula significantly improving both confidence and implementation (McNelly and Harvey, 2021).
Instructional Materials Guidance
[bookmark: _heading=h.jrs8gxpnl471]Programs should do the following:
· Provide sustained media literacy instruction across multiple sessions integrated with ELA content, as single lessons show significantly weaker effects than extended programs.
· Include explicit instruction in detecting misinformation through specific strategies: lateral reading (checking multiple sources), reverse image searching, and recognizing technical manipulation indicators.
· Offer comprehensive teacher guides with professional learning resources, as lack of teacher preparation is the primary barrier to successful media literacy implementation.
· Follow documented developmental progressions aligned with cognitive development from early recognition of media construction to critical analysis in secondary grades.
· Include performance-based assessments and portfolio tools rather than traditional tests alone, allowing teachers to evaluate both analytical skills and practical application.
[bookmark: _Toc216439336]E. Transitional Kindergarten
TK bridges early childhood education and the kindergarten through grade twelve system through developmentally appropriate practices that recognize how four- and five-year-olds learn best. Research demonstrates that children's readiness for academic learning emerges through integrated, contextually grounded experiences that develop attention, language, executive function, and symbolic thinking. During this developmental period, inferential thinking and comprehension processes are still emergent, requiring intentional scaffolding through play-based and language-rich experiences rather than formalized skill instruction (Fisher and Kloos, 2016; Filiatrault-Veilleux et al., 2015/2016).
Play-Based Learning as Foundation
[bookmark: _Hlk211006307]Play serves as the primary vehicle for literacy development in TK. Vocabulary acquisition significantly increases when children engage in play-based extensions of shared reading, as social and imaginative contexts provide authentic opportunities for language use and concept application (Toub et al., 2018). Narrative and play-based activities enhance emergent reading and writing, oral language, and social competence, particularly for children from under-resourced communities (Nicolopoulou et al., 2015). Effective TK instruction integrates guided play—where adults support child-directed exploration toward learning goals—alongside storytelling and dialogic reading that features interactive conversations about text (Neuman, Pinkham, and Kaefer, 2015).
Universal Prevention Model
[bookmark: _Hlk211006337]TK's design as a preventive, universal educational model reflects extensive evidence that early exposure to literacy-rich, developmentally appropriate environments mitigates later learning disparities. Preschool-wide instruction in phonemic awareness and letter-sound knowledge effectively builds code-based readiness skills for both typically developing children and those with language vulnerabilities (Carson, Bayetto, and Roberts, 2019). This aligns with prevention science perspectives showing that high-quality, universal experiences yield stronger population-level outcomes than later compensatory interventions (Hjetland et al., 2017). By providing systematic support in oral language, phonological awareness, and print concepts for all learners, TK functions as a proactive literacy foundation that reduces the need for later interventions.
Connection to California Preschool and Transitional Kindergarten Learning Foundations
TK builds directly on the CA PTKLF, extending children's development through progressively complex learning experiences. Comprehension, vocabulary, and inferential reasoning are interdependent and develop gradually over time through meaningful interactions with text and language (Schickedanz and Collins, 2013; van den Broek et al., 2011). The quality and variety of linguistic input during this period—particularly vocabulary richness and conversational interactions—strongly predict later literacy and cognitive growth (Gardner-Neblett and Iruka, 2015; Weiss et al., 2022). Culturally relevant and inclusive literacy practices that reflect multiple perspectives ensure instruction reflects the diverse linguistic and cultural assets of California's TK population.
[bookmark: _heading=h.7k5l5a2vmsub]Instructional Materials Guidance
Programs should do the following:
· Integrate guided play, storytelling, and dialogic reading within literacy routines, recognizing play as the primary vehicle for learning and engagement in early childhood.
· Prioritize oral language development through materials that emphasize conversation, vocabulary exploration, and language modeling integrated across all subject areas.
· Align materials with the CA PTKLF while scaffolding toward kindergarten standards through authentic, meaningful contexts and developmentally appropriate progressions.
· Include a wide range of texts with translanguaging supports that represent children's home languages and experiences, ensuring all children see themselves reflected in materials.
· Design materials with multiple entry points and varied developmental scaffolds that provide universal access for all learners through flexible, asset-based approaches.
[bookmark: _Toc216439337]Part II: Program Updates
The 2026 ELA/ELD follow-up adoption expands upon the five program types established in the ELA/ELD Framework to address California's evolving instructional landscape and serve all students. These updates reflect both legislative mandates and evidence-based literacy research that has emerged since the framework’s adoption in 2015.
[bookmark: _Toc216439338]Key Updates in the 2025 Guidance
[bookmark: _Hlk211006479]New Program Type
In response to California's expansion of universal transitional kindergarten (UTK), the 2025 guidance introduces Program Type 6: Basic ELA, Basic ELA/ELD, and Basic Biliteracy for Transitional Kindergarten. This specialized program type addresses the unique developmental and instructional needs of TK learners, providing age-appropriate materials that build foundational language and pre-literacy skills. It also aligns with existing program types to provide publishers and content developers with the parameters necessary to create TK content that can support programs in Basic ELA, Basic ELA/ELD, and Basic Biliteracy.
As authorized by AB 121 and EC Section 60205 added by AB 1454, Program Types 1, 2, and 3 now include subset options. This change allows publishers and content developers to submit materials that focus on teaching specific skills and standards that represent a subset of the entire ELA/ELD Framework. Publishers and content developers must clearly designate which standards their materials address, enabling LEAs to adopt complementary sets of materials that, in combination, address all state standards and framework components. This subset approach recognizes that specialized programs focusing on particular aspects of literacy instruction—such as foundational skills, language development, or comprehension—may provide more targeted instruction than comprehensive programs attempting to address all standards equally.
[bookmark: _Hlk211006463]Expanded Grade Spans
Program Type 4 (Intensive Intervention ELA), an accelerated, intensive intervention pathway to support the needs of students in grades four through eight whose academic performance, including proficiency in English language arts and literacy in reading and writing, is two or more years below grade level, has been expanded to provide intervention to students in grades one through three. This expansion acknowledges the critical importance of early intervention and aligns with evidence-based practices emphasizing the prevention of reading difficulties through systematic, explicit instruction and MTSS beginning in the earliest grades.
These program updates ensure that California's instructional materials adoption process remains responsive to both the state's commitment to evidence-based literacy instruction and the practical needs of educators serving all learners, including English learner students, students with exceptional needs, and those requiring additional support in developing foundational reading skills.
[bookmark: _heading=h.gsgqw7wnlkdm][bookmark: _Toc216439339]Program Type 1: Basic ELA, K–8 
Program Type 1 provides curriculum in ELA for kindergarten through grade eight. For the 2026 follow-up adoption, publishers and content developers may continue to submit comprehensive programs addressing all standards, or they may choose subset options that enable them to submit materials addressing focused areas of literacy instruction.
Publishers and content developers may submit Program Type 1 materials in the following configurations:
· Option 1: Comprehensive ELA K–8
· Materials addressing all California Common Core State Standards (CA CCSS) for ELA/Literacy standards at one or more grade levels, meeting the requirements from the 2015 Program Type 1
· Option 2: Subset—Select CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards
· Materials addressing either of the following:
a) at least one complete strand from the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy (Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, or Language) at one or more grade levels, or
b) the Reading Standards for Foundational Skills at one or more grade levels in K–5.
Under either option, materials must address all standards. That is, for Option (a), all the grade-appropriate standards within the selected strands must be addressed. For Option (b), all the grade-appropriate Reading Standards for Foundational Skills must be addressed.
Given the interconnected nature of literacy and language development, publishers and content developers are encouraged to indicate any additional standards their materials address beyond the chosen subset. For example, a Foundational Skills program addressing only the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Reading Foundational Skills Standards would likely also address CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Language strand standards related to spelling. While evaluation will focus only on the selected subset, this additional information helps LEAs consider alignment and coherence across standards when selecting and combining resources.
Evaluation Parameters
Program reviews will align with the 2025 guidance, which builds on the existing 2015 criteria, and has been added to evaluation criteria maps. Where applicable, the criteria incorporate 2025 guidance that reflects current evidence-based practices. Publishers and content developers must demonstrate that their materials provide sufficient depth and breadth within the selected CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards to constitute a complete instructional program for the subset selected.
For subset submissions
· Publishers and content developers should refer to the Partial Program Strand Maps for Subset Programs, organized by strand and sub-strand to reflect the structure of the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy.
· Evaluation criteria will indicate applicable criteria depending on program type, and where modifications apply to subset submissions versus full programs.
· Publishers and content developers submitting subset programs should clearly identify which standards their materials address and provide evidence of comprehensive coverage within their selected scope.
[bookmark: _heading=h.kp45fddtxd64][bookmark: _Toc216439340]Program Type 2: Basic ELA/ELD, K–8
[bookmark: _heading=h.hcrnhtdn86l]Program Type 2 provides curriculum in ELA with integrated ELD and includes materials for designated ELD instruction. For the 2026 follow-up adoption, no subset options are available for the CA ELD Standards—all Program Type 2 materials must address all CA ELD Standards for their selected grade levels. However, publishers and content developers may submit full programs or subset options for the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards.
Publishers and content developers may submit Program Type 2 materials in the following configurations:
· Option 1: All CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards and all CA ELD Standards
· Materials addressing all CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy standards and all CA ELD Standards at one or more grade levels (consistent with the 2014 Program Type 2 requirements)
· Option 2: Subsets of CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards and all CA ELD Standards
· Materials addressing all CA ELD Standards at the selected grade levels, plus either of the following:
a) at least one complete strand from the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy (Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, or Language) at one or more grade levels, or
b) the Reading Standards for Foundational Skills (K–5) at one or more grade levels.
Given the interconnected nature of literacy development and the continuum of English language proficiency, publishers and content developers are encouraged to indicate any additional standards their materials address beyond their selected CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards and to describe how their integrated and designated ELD materials work together as a coherent system. While evaluation will focus only on the identified CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy subsets, this information helps LEAs ensure comprehensive alignment with all standards when selecting and combining resources.
Program Type 2 includes materials for designated ELD instruction aligned with the guidance in the ELA/ELD Framework and 5 CCR Section 11300[a], which specifies that designated ELD builds the English language skills necessary for grade-level academic content learning. These materials are intended for use with the general English learner student population during designated ELD instruction that complements grade-level ELA instruction. Program Type 5 (Specialized ELD 4–8) serves a different purpose and is intended for a specific typology of English learner students. Program Type 5 is for a specialized designated ELD instructional period and provides an intensive, accelerated pathway that supports the needs of English learner students, including those at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learners, who are making minimal progress toward English proficiency, and whose lack of language proficiency precludes them from meeting proficiency standards in ELA. While instructional materials decisions are made locally, this distinction between designated ELD provided in Programs 2 and 5 helps LEAs select appropriate materials for their varied English learner student populations. Program Type 2 is designed to ensure coherence between grade-level ELA with integrated ELD and aligned designated ELD.   
Evaluation Parameters
Program reviews will align with the 2025 guidance, which builds on the existing 2015 criteria, and has been added to evaluation criteria maps. Where applicable, the criteria incorporate 2025 guidance that reflects current evidence-based practices. Publishers and content developers must demonstrate that their materials provide sufficient depth and breadth within the selected CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards to constitute a complete instructional program for the subset selected. Program Type 2 materials must include materials necessary for designated ELD instruction.
For subset submissions
· Publishers and content developers should refer to the Partial Program Strand Maps for Subset Programs, organized by strand and sub-strand to reflect the structure of the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy.
· Evaluation criteria will indicate applicable criteria depending on program type, and where modifications apply to subset submissions versus full programs.
· Publishers and content developers submitting subset programs should clearly identify which standards their materials address and provide evidence of comprehensive coverage within their selected scope.
[bookmark: _Toc216439341]Program Type 3: Basic Biliteracy Language Arts/English Language Development Basic Program, K–8
Program Type 3 provides curriculum for biliteracy development in English and a target language, with integrated ELD and includes materials for designated ELD instruction. For the 2026 follow-up adoption, no subset options are available for the CA ELD Standards—all Program 3 materials must address all CA ELD Standards for their selected grade levels. However, for the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy, publishers and content developers may submit full programs or subset options.
Publishers and content developers may submit Program Type 3 materials in the following configurations:
· Option 1: All CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards and all CA ELD Standards
· Materials addressing all CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy standards and all CA ELD Standards at one or more grade levels
· Option 2: Subsets of CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards and all CA ELD Standards
· Materials addressing all CA ELD Standards at the selected grade levels, plus either of the following: 
a) at least one complete strand from the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy (Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, or Language) at one or more grade levels, or
b) the Reading Standards for Foundational Skills (K–5) at one or more grade levels.
Given the unique nature of biliteracy development, publishers and content developers are encouraged to indicate how their materials support cross-linguistic connections and leverage students' primary language as a resource, even when focusing on specific strands. Publishers and content developers should clearly indicate which language allocation models their materials support (e.g., 50/50, 90/10) and how educators can supplement materials to address the full continuum of learner needs in both languages. While evaluation will focus only on the identified CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy subsets, this information helps LEAs ensure that selected materials work together to support students' development as biliterate learners.
Evaluation Parameters 
Evaluation will follow the same approach as Program Type 2. Program reviews will align with the 2025 guidance, which builds on the existing 2015 criteria, and has been added to evaluation criteria maps. Where applicable, the criteria incorporate 2025 guidance that reflects current evidence-based practices. Publishers and content developers must demonstrate that their materials provide sufficient depth and breadth within the selected CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards to constitute a complete instructional program for the subset selected. Program Type 3 materials must address both languages of instruction and include materials necessary for designated English language development instruction.
[bookmark: _heading=h.adbgxaxnjoy1][bookmark: _Toc216439342]Program Type 4: Intensive Intervention 1–8 ELA
For the 2026 adoption, Program Type 4 has been significantly expanded to include intervention support for students in grades one through three, extending from the previous design for students needing intervention in grades four through eight. This expansion recognizes the critical importance of early intervention and aligns with California's new universal screening requirements for kindergarten through grade two students. Program Type 4 now provides intensive intervention in ELA materials for students in grades one through eight who are demonstrating literacy skills significantly below grade level, offering explicit, systematic instruction designed to accelerate progress toward grade-level proficiency in ELA.
The addition of intervention materials for grades one through three represents a major shift in California's approach to early intervention. These materials enable immediate, intensive support for young students identified through California's approved screening instruments as having characteristics of dyslexia or other significant reading difficulties. Program Type 4 provides specialized intervention materials aligned with MTSS Tier 3 supports for students requiring intensive, systematic instruction beyond core and supplemental programs. 
Materials submitted under Program Type 4 must provide targeted, evidence-based intervention strategies that address specific skills in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and reading comprehension. Materials must demonstrate alignment with standards indicated in Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1 from the ELA/ELD Framework and meet the California Dyslexia Guidelines requirements for explicit, systematic, multisensory, and cumulative instruction.
Programs must include the following:
· diagnostic assessments that complement and build upon data from screening instruments,
· progress monitoring tools calibrated to MTSS data cycles,
· evidence-based intervention protocols with clear entry and exit criteria,
· guidance for coordination with core instruction within MTSS frameworks,
· suggested implementation guidance regarding dosage (frequency, duration, group size),
· family communication templates per EC Section 56329, and
· protocols for students not responding to intervention.
Program Type 4 addresses intensive reading intervention needs using CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards only. English learner students requiring intensive support should receive appropriate interventions that also address their language development needs through Programs 2 or 5, which incorporate ELD Standards. Program Type 4 interventions may be used as part of a comprehensive support plan for English learner students but must be supplemented with designated ELD instruction.
When submitting materials for Program Type 4, publishers and content developers must recognize that students requiring intensive intervention typically have not mastered standards from earlier grade levels. Therefore, materials must include coverage of applicable standards from Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1 up through the highest grade level for which they are submitting. While kindergarten standards are not included in Appendix 12-B- Matrix 1 and will therefore not be an explicit part of the review process, publishers and content developers should consider including kindergarten-level foundational skills instruction as appropriate for students requiring the most intensive support for grades one through three interventions.
Evaluation Parameters
Program reviews will align with the 2025 guidance, which builds on the existing 2015 criteria, and has been added to evaluation criteria maps. Where applicable, the criteria incorporate 2025 guidance that reflects current evidence-based practices. Evaluation for Program Type 4 will use the standards map in Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1 from the EL/ELD Framework with additional consideration for alignment with MTSS Tier 3 specifications and the California Dyslexia Guidelines. Publishers and content developers must demonstrate that materials provide sufficient intensity and explicitness to accelerate progress for students with significant reading difficulties. Evaluation criteria will emphasize evidence-based practices for intensive intervention, progress monitoring systems, and coordination with screening and diagnostic assessment results.
[bookmark: _heading=h.grqnrrx1brap][bookmark: _Toc216439343]Program Type 5: Specialized ELD 4–8
Program Type 5 remains unchanged from the 2014 framework, maintaining its focus on providing specialized, designated ELD instruction. The existing evaluation criteria and standards maps remain in effect. No subset options are available for this program type.
Program Type 5 serves a specific population of English learner students and differs from the designated ELD materials provided as part of Program Type 2. This program for a specialized designated ELD instructional period provides an intensive, accelerated pathway that supports the needs of English learner students, including those at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learner students, who are making minimal progress towards English proficiency, and whose lack of language proficiency precludes them from meeting proficiency standards in ELA. The materials in Program Type 5 are designed to support students in their movement to standards proficiency in English within 12 to 18 months and include clear instructional plans and tools for entering and exiting the program, at which point students transition to receiving designated ELD instruction through Program Type 2 materials. While all English learner students are entitled to designated ELD instruction until reclassification, Program Type 5 specifically addresses the needs of students requiring intensive language support beyond what Program Type 2 provides. This distinction between designated ELD provided through Program Types 2 and 5 helps LEAs select appropriate materials based on their English learner students' specific instructional needs.
Evaluation Parameters
Program reviews will align with the 2025 guidance, which builds on the existing 2015 criteria, and has been added to evaluation criteria maps. Where applicable, the criteria incorporate 2025 guidance that reflects current evidence-based practices. Publishers and content developers must demonstrate that materials provide intensive, accelerated instruction designed to achieve grade-level English proficiency within 12 to 18 months.
[bookmark: _heading=h.mtyeh0gyae7p][bookmark: _Toc216439344]Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3: Transitional Kindergarten, including Basic ELA TK, Basic ELA/ELD TK, Basic Biliteracy TK
Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 are a new category for language and literacy curriculum specifically designed for TK students, serving four- and five-year-olds in their bridge year between preschool and kindergarten. Publishers and content developers may submit comprehensive curricula that address multiple domains (such as mathematics, social–emotional development, science, etc.) along with language and literacy; however, evaluation will focus solely on the language and literacy components. Materials must align with the CA PTKLF, particularly the Foundational Language Development (FLD) subdomain of the Language & Literacy Development domain, while building toward kindergarten readiness through developmentally appropriate, play-based learning experiences.
Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 emphasize universal preventive supports embedded throughout instruction rather than targeted remediation, recognizing that high-quality, language-rich environments benefit all learners and reduce later disparities. Materials support development across listening and speaking, phonological awareness, alphabet knowledge, print concepts, comprehension, and emergent writing through guided play, storytelling, dialogic reading, and inquiry-based exploration.
Materials submitted under Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 must demonstrate developmentally appropriate design, with limited use of worksheets or workbooks and emphasis on playful, child-directed learning experiences. Whole-group instruction sessions should last no longer than 10–15 minutes, reflecting the attention spans and learning needs of four- and five-year-olds. The program must provide multimodal learning opportunities with emphasis on small-group instruction, recognizing that TK students' executive function and selective attention are still developing.
 Materials should include explicit teacher guidance for facilitating language-rich environments, conducting interactive read-alouds with strategic questioning, and providing explicit, playful phonological awareness instruction through gestures, picture cards, objects, and movement activities. Materials must also include developmentally appropriate assessments—both observation-based and direct assessments—aligned with the CA PTKLF. These assessments should be brief, playful, and focused on monitoring growth through age-appropriate methods that engage young learners without creating stress or pressure. Family engagement components must support home–school connections through culturally and linguistically responsive instructional practices and materials in families' home languages, ensuring equitable access for all students to foundational literacy experiences without tracking or labeling students.
Submission Options
Publishers and content developers may submit Program Type 6.1 materials designed either for standalone Basic ELA TK instruction or for integration within Program Type 2 Basic ELA/ELD settings, or for use within Program Type 3: Basic Biliteracy, with the latter two requiring additional alignment with the CA PTKLF ELD subdomain foundations.
Evaluation Parameters
Evaluation will assess alignment with the CA PTKLF and developmentally appropriate practices for four- and five-year-olds. Criteria will emphasize play-based learning integration, oral language development as foundational to literacy, universal design principles supporting varied developmental levels, and cultural and linguistic responsiveness. Publishers and content developers must demonstrate how materials provide both language-rich experiences and explicit instruction in foundational skills such as phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge, ensuring that all instructional approaches are brief, engaging, and developmentally appropriate for young learners. Assessment should focus on observational and growth-monitoring approaches appropriate for early childhood. Publishers and content developers may submit comprehensive curricula that address multiple domains (such as mathematics, social–emotional development, science, etc.) along with language and literacy; however, evaluation will focus solely on the language and literacy components. See Appendix C for more detail on Program Type 6 evaluation parameters.
[bookmark: _heading=h.fmjb8un4fxu3][bookmark: _Hlk211007076][bookmark: _Toc216439345]Part III: Updated Evaluation Categories
The evaluation criteria have been updated to reflect current evidence-based literacy research and accommodate the new subset approach authorized by AB 121 and EC Section 60205. Publishers and content developers may now submit materials addressing specific portions of the standards, with clear guidance on how these subsets will be evaluated.
The 2025 guidance integrates findings from the past decade of research, including advances in our understanding of foundational skills instruction, English learner student supports, dyslexia screening and intervention, and the role of knowledge building in comprehension. These research-based updates ensure that evaluation criteria align with current evidence while maintaining California's comprehensive approach to literacy development.
The 2025 guidance works in conjunction with the 2015 criteria to create a comprehensive approach for follow-up adoption. While the 2015 criteria remain the foundation, the 2025 guidance may supplement, clarify, or, in some cases, update these criteria based on current research. Publishers and content developers should read both the original 2015 criteria and any accompanying 2025 guidance as an integrated whole. Where 2025 guidance is provided, it reflects the most current understanding and should guide the interpretation of that criterion.
Each category section below preserves the complete criteria from Chapter 12 of the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework, presented in a side-by-side format with 2025 guidance modifications clearly marked in the right column where applicable. Not all original 2015 criteria text includes 2025 guidance modifications—only those sections requiring updates based on current research and legislative changes. This side-by-side presentation ensures evaluation that conforms with the ELA/ELD Framework, while incorporating the 2025 guidance updates, allowing reviewers to easily identify both the continuity with established standards and specific enhancements where needed. Where the subset approach creates new evaluation considerations, additional guidance clarifies how partial programs will be assessed for depth and quality within their designated scope.
All programs, whether comprehensive or partial, submitted under the subset option must align with both the grade- and strand-specific standards for their declared scope and the evaluation criteria for their program type. Meeting the evaluation criteria means demonstrating that materials satisfy all applicable Category 1 criteria and show strengths in Categories 2 through 5. For subset submissions, "applicable" refers to those criteria relevant to the program type and the standards being addressed. See Appendix A for Standards Maps for Subset Programs and Appendix B for evaluation criteria maps updated to reflect 2025 guidance, including which criteria are applicable to subset programs.

[bookmark: _heading=h.6w769dejx8op][bookmark: _Hlk211007143][bookmark: _Toc216439346]Category 1: English Language Arts and English Language Development Content/Alignment with the Standards
[bookmark: _Hlk211536043]Category Overview from the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework: Instructional materials include content as specified in the CA CCSS for ELA and the CA ELD Standards, as appropriate for the program type. Programs must meet all identified standards fully for the appropriate program type to be eligible for adoption. 
Category 1 2015 Evaluation Criteria (with 2025 Guidance)
	[bookmark: _Hlk211536160]#
	2015 Criteria
	2025 Guidance

	1.1
	Instructional materials as defined in EC Section 60010(h) are designed to ensure that all students master each of the CA CCSS for ELA, as adopted by the State Board of Education August 2, 2010, and modified March 13, 2013. Submissions for Program 1 Basic ELA, Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy must demonstrate alignment with all CA CCSS for ELA. Program 4 Intensive Intervention ELA and Program 5 Specialized ELD must demonstrate coverage of those standards that are included on the standards maps based on Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1 for Program 4: Intensive Intervention Program in ELA and Appendix 12-B: Matrix 2 for Program 5: Specialized Designated ELD Program submissions.
	See new program options in Part II above for addressing standards subsets for the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy, as appropriate to the program.

	1.2
	Instructional materials for Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, and Program 5 Specialized ELD are aligned to the CA ELD Standards, as adopted by the State Board of Education November 7, 2012. Submissions must demonstrate alignment with all of the CA ELD Standards indicated on the appropriate standards maps.
	See new program options in Part II above for addressing standards subsets for the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy, as appropriate to the program.

	1.3
	Instructional materials reflect and incorporate the content of this English Language Arts/English Language Development Framework for California Public Schools (ELA/ELD Framework). Several key themes and practices typify effective curriculum and instruction and appear as organizers demonstrating the integrated nature of the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy and the CA ELD Standards in this ELA/ELD Framework. These key themes of ELA/Literacy and ELD instruction are: meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills.
	Programs addressing only subsets of the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards should incorporate all five themes of the ELA/ELD Framework to the fullest extent possible: meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills. This ensures that subset programs reinforce and support California's integrated model of language and literacy.

	1.4
	Program 3 Basic Biliteracy programs are aligned with the CA CCSS for ELA and the CA ELD Standards with appropriate modifications for the non-English language.
	No updated guidance.

	1.5
	Instruction reflects current and confirmed research in English language arts instruction as defined in EC Section 44757.5(j).
	Education Code referenced in 2015 criterion 1.5 is no longer applicable. Instruction reflects current and confirmed research in English language development and dual language instruction, as appropriate to the program.

	1.6
	Instructional materials use proper grammar and spelling (EC Section 60045).
	No updated guidance.

	1.7
	Reading selections and suggested texts are of high quality, depth and breadth, and reflect a balance of instructional time for both literary and informational text appropriate to the grade level and consistent with the grade-level standards. Texts should span many genres, cultures, and eras, and, where appropriate, tie into other content-area standards to build a broad range of knowledge and literacy experiences both within and across grade levels. For Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, reading selections are of parallel quality and quantity and include authentic literature of both languages.
	Texts should include variation within linguistic groups. Materials should provide explicit support for language development in the context of wide and close reading of complex texts, especially in informational texts that students are likely to encounter in college and career. For Program Type 3 Basic Biliteracy, reading selection quality goes beyond simple translations of English text. For Program Type 5, specialized designated ELD materials should support accelerated language development for English learners, including those at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learner students, using complex texts that connect directly to rigorous, content-area learning during integrated ELD instruction.

	1.8
	Materials include read-aloud selections of more complex texts to build knowledge and illustrations or graphics to develop comprehension, as appropriate.
	No updated guidance.

	1.9
	Materials are designed to support students' independent reading of increasingly complex texts as they progress toward college and career readiness. Programs should meet the following, as appropriate to the grade: a. Provide a progression of texts with increasing complexity within grade-level bands that overlap to a limited degree with earlier bands and align with the complexity requirements outlined in the standards, i.e., Reading Standard 10. b. Literary and informational text are of an appropriate text complexity, with scaffolds designed to serve a wide range of readers, for the grade level (based on research-based quantitative and qualitative measures or the criteria in Appendix A of the CCSS (NGA/CCSSO 2010a) to measure text complexity and Appendix B of the CCSS (NGA/CCSSO 2010b) for text exemplars, illustrating the complexity, quality, and range of reading appropriate for various grade levels). c. Allow all students opportunities to encounter grade-level complex text. d. Include shorter, challenging texts that allow for close reading and re-reading regularly at each grade. e. Provide novels, plays, poetry, and other extended full-length texts for close reading opportunities and broader and enriching literary opportunities. f. Provide materials that appeal to students' interests while developing their knowledge base within and across grade levels. g. Provide an organized independent reading program as outlined in this ELA/ELD Framework.
	Provide guidance for supporting students to read strategically and deconstruct language to make meaning from shorter, challenging texts to support skills transfer to other complex texts. Provide materials that reflect students' varied languages and backgrounds and appeal to a student population with varied prior knowledge and experiences.
Part G: Independent reading programs should include guidance for text selection that includes both decodable and authentic texts based on student readiness indicators, incorporating both skill-building and engagement considerations as supported by current research on varied text experiences.

	1.10
	Materials include effective, research-based instruction for all aspects of foundational reading skills, providing explicit, sequential, linguistically logical, and systematic practice and instruction, assessment opportunities, and diagnostic support in the following Reading Standards for Foundational Skills, kindergarten through grade five of the CA CCSS for ELA: print concepts, phonological awareness, phonics and word recognition, and fluency. Further details are outlined in this ELA/ELD Framework and Appendix A of the CCSS (NGA/CCSSO 2010a), including, but not limited to, the explicit teaching of decoding, including the speech sounds of English orthography, instruction in the nature of the speech sound system, and instruction in letter formation as well as letter naming and alphabetic order.
	Foundational skills instruction should explicitly support orthographic mapping through systematic practice connecting graphemes to phonemes and align with MTSS Tier 1 core instruction. Materials should include embedded progress monitoring checkpoints aligned with California's approved screening instruments and provide explicit multisensory instructional routines meeting the California Dyslexia Guidelines requirements for structured literacy. For TK programs, phonological awareness activities should be embedded in play-based contexts with developmental progressions from the CA PTKLF. Guidance applies to materials in English and in languages other than English for Program Type 3.

	1.11
	Appropriate to the grade levels, materials provide effective, research-based instruction in reading fluency, including oral reading fluency, and the skills of word recognition, accuracy, pacing, rate, and prosody. Programs offer research-based teaching strategies and varied opportunities to engage with different text types for improving student fluency, including, but not limited to, decodable text.
	Fluency instruction should bridge decoding to comprehension through carefully matched text difficulty and repeated reading opportunities. Materials should include fluency benchmarks aligned with screening cut-points for identifying students at risk for reading difficulties, including dyslexia. Provide differentiated fluency practice within MTSS tiers (e.g., repeated reading with modeling for Tier 2, intensive fluency interventions with prosody instruction for Tier 3). Materials should include protocols for selecting texts at appropriate instructional levels, with progress-monitoring tools measuring accuracy, rate, prosody, and comprehension. Include decision rules for adjusting instruction and explicit guidance on transitioning from decodable to increasingly complex texts as automaticity develops.

	1.12
	As part of a complete curriculum that includes a variety of text, instructional materials for foundational skills include sufficient pre-decodable and decodable text at the early stages of reading instruction to allow students to develop automaticity and practice fluency. For greater clarification, see this ELA/ELD Framework, Chapter 3, Phonics and Word Recognition section. (Sufficiency of pre-decodable and decodable texts refers only to available instructional materials and does not define class instruction. Instruction should be based on student needs.) a. Those materials designated as decodable must have text with at least 75–80 percent of the words consisting solely of previously taught letter-sound and spelling-sound correspondences and in which 20–25 percent of the words consist of previously taught high-frequency, irregularly spelled words and story or content words. High-frequency words introduced in pre-decodable and decodable texts are taken from a list of the most commonly used words in English, prioritized by their utility. For those sounds with multiple spellings, two sound-spellings may be paired in one decodable book or reading passage. b. Each decodable text contains at the back a list of all the high-frequency words and sound-spelling correspondences introduced in that text. c. Sufficient is defined as follows:
	Based on recent research, materials should position decodable texts as one component within a comprehensive approach to text selection rather than an exclusive approach. Decodable texts should be closely aligned with the phonics scope and sequence, providing immediate practice with recently taught grapheme-phoneme correspondences. Materials should include explicit guidance for teachers to purposefully integrate decodable texts with authentic texts, progressing from accessible decodable texts in early stages, supplemented by other authentic texts, to increasingly complex and varied genres.
Teacher guidance should emphasize flexible use based on individual student needs rather than rigid adherence to decodability percentages or word counts. Current research does not support the specific numerical requirements in the 2015 criteria (e.g., 75–80% decodability, prescribed book counts, or word totals); instead, sufficiency should be determined by student progress monitoring and instructional needs.

	1.12
	(continued)
1. Kindergarten — At least 15 pre-decodable books (pre-decodable is defined as small books used to teach simple, beginning, high-frequency words usually coupled with a rebus).
2. Kindergarten — Approximately 20 decodable books, integrated with the sequence of instruction.
3. First grade — Two books per sound-spelling, totaling a minimum of 8,000 words of decodable text over the course of a year.
4. Second grade — Approximately 9,000 words of decodable text: two decodable books per sound-spelling determined by the instructional sequence of letter-sound correspondence for students who still need this instruction.
5. Intensive intervention program — Approximately 9,000 words of decodable text: two decodable reading selections/passages per sound-spelling determined by the instructional sequence of letter-sound correspondence for students who still need this instruction. Careful attention must be given to the age group for which these decodables are designed to ensure the content is age-appropriate and engaging for students in grades four through eight.
	(see above)

	1.13
	To build a comprehensive language arts program in grades K–2, a sufficiency of materials is needed to cover all aspects of language and literacy development. In addition to decodable texts, K–2 materials shall be aligned to this ELA/ELD Framework's support for meaning making, language development, effective expression, and acquisition of content knowledge by providing a wide array of text types, as described in Chapters 3 and 4 of this ELA/ELD Framework. Comprehensive instruction with all of these texts and tools, in concert with decodable text, defines a comprehensive language and literacy program to be implemented based on individual student need.
	Materials should provide explicit guidance on balancing decodable texts with other text types throughout kindergarten through grade two, as research indicates exclusive use of any single text type yields fewer positive outcomes. Materials should include protocols for transitioning students from primarily decodable to increasingly varied texts based on individual progress-monitoring data, with recommendations for integrating informational texts, authentic literature, and texts with varied complexity features beyond decodability. In all programs, oral language development is featured prominently, and materials include daily oral language opportunities, both formal and informal, that include meaningful interactions among students. For Program Type 3 (Basic Biliteracy), this includes both English and the language other than English.

	1.14
	Materials include direct, explicit instruction of spelling using research-based, developmentally appropriate words for each grade level and, where appropriate, link spelling (encoding) with decoding as reciprocal skills. Spelling tasks are based on the phonemic and morphologic concepts taught at appropriate grade levels as defined in the CA CCSS for ELA.
	Spelling instruction should be embedded alongside phonics to deepen sound–symbol correspondences and improve both reading and phonological awareness outcomes. Materials should explicitly teach morphological patterns beyond simple letter–sound correspondences and basic spelling patterns (e.g., CVC, digraphs, blends), supporting students' ability to generalize decoding skills to authentic reading and writing tasks. Spelling tasks are based on the phonemic and morphological concepts taught at appropriate grade levels as defined in the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy and, for Program Type 3 (Basic Biliteracy), as appropriate for the language other than English. Materials should provide instructions to ensure that students understand the meanings of the words that are the focus of instruction. Materials should include assessment tools measuring orthographic mapping development and automaticity of word recognition.

	1.15
	Materials provide direct, explicit, and systematic word-learning strategies and opportunities for student practice and application in key vocabulary connected to reading, writing, listening, and speaking, including academic vocabulary (described in more detail as Tier 2 words in Appendix A of the CCSS), discipline-specific words from content areas, and high-frequency words.
	Guidance for building vocabulary knowledge, including the use of visuals, actions, and props as appropriate, is included with attention to rich understanding beyond memorization. Multiple opportunities for students to engage with previously taught vocabulary in reading, writing, and discussion are provided. Materials highlight cognates and crosslinguistic connections. For English learner students, including newcomer students, at emerging proficiency levels, vocabulary instruction should include explicit support for understanding multiple meanings, word forms, and usage in different contexts, with particular attention to academic language that may not have direct translations in students' primary languages. For English learner students, including newcomer students, across proficiency levels, materials should support students to use grade-level discipline-specific and general academic vocabulary during conversations and in writing, reflecting the ELD Standards’ integrated approach to the development of speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills.

	1.16
	Materials are aligned with the specific types of writing required by the CA CCSS for ELA, including the specific academic language and structures associated with the different genres of reading and writing. Direct instruction and assignments should provide scaffolding and progress in breadth, depth, and thematic development as specified by the grade-level standards.
	Guidance is provided for students to write in response to text, thereby increasing comprehension, and to write for their own purposes in a range of genres identified in the ELA/ELD Framework.

	1.17
	Materials include a variety of student writing samples with corresponding model rubrics or evaluation tools for use by students and teachers.
	No updated guidance.

	1.18
	A variety of writing activities and assignments, addressing the grade-level progressions of all three types of writing, should be provided that integrate reading, speaking, listening, and language instruction, vary in length, highlight different requirements of the writing process, emphasize writing to sources, incorporate research projects, and connect to literature and informational texts that serve as models of writing.
	For Program Types 2 and 3, materials include examples of crosslinguistic transfer (e.g., cognates) and non-transfer (e.g., capitalization, punctuation, false cognates).

	1.19
	A variety of writing activities and assignments should be provided that ask students to draw on their life experience, their imagination, and the texts they encounter through reading or read-alouds.
	No updated guidance.

	1.20
	Materials are designed to promote relevant academic discussions around grade-level topics and texts, as specified by the grade-level standards, and include speaking and listening prompts, questions, and evaluation tools to strengthen students' listening skills and their ability to respond to and challenge follow-up responses and evidence.
	Materials support back-and-forth dialogue by including structures and routines, and varied grouping suggestions, to ensure meaningful input from all students.

	1.21
	For Program 1 Basic ELA, Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, materials provide guidance for differentiated instruction by teachers to support success for all students in reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language in the basic program. The differentiated instruction is embedded as part of the basic program and includes the following: a. Teacher edition and student materials that reinforce and extend the regular classroom curriculum and instruction in all strands. b. Instruction to increase background knowledge and prerequisite skills. c. Additional opportunities for the teacher to preteach planned content, to check for students' understanding, to reteach materials already taught, and for students to practice key skills and strategies. d. Additional support in areas where students are likely to have difficulty, including phonological-based spelling; listening and reading comprehension; organization and delivery of oral communication; speaking and writing applications; academic language; sentence structure and syntax; and the knowledge of language and its conventions.
	Differentiated instruction should explicitly align with MTSS tier placement. Materials should include supports for students with dyslexia characteristics identified through screening, encompassing both phonological supports (e.g., multisensory techniques, extended practice with controlled text) and visual accessibility features (e.g., specialized formatting, spacing adjustments, reading tools, and alternative formats such as audio or digital text).

	1.22
	For Program 1 Basic ELA, Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, materials provide a reading intervention supplement for grades kindergarten through grade six. The instructional strategies should be consistent with those used in the basic program and include the following: 
a. Intervention materials for efficient and effective use in tutorial or small-group instructional settings. These materials focus on students who need reteaching and practice in one or more of the four identified key foundational skills that are part of the Reading Standards: Foundational Skills in the CA CCSS for ELA: (1) print concepts; (2) phonological awareness; (3) phonics and word recognition; and (4) fluency. 
b. Grade-related foundational skills materials are designed for explicit, sequential, and systematic instruction and include periodic progress-monitoring assessments for determining attainment of the skill or skills taught. 
c. For kindergarten through grade three, each grade-related set of materials will be distinct, building on the previous grade-related instruction. As a result, there will be four sets of grade-related supplemental reading intervention materials: (a) kindergarten, (b) first grade with kindergarten materials, (c) second grade with first grade and kindergarten materials, and (d) third grade with second, first, and kindergarten materials. 
d. One set of materials for grades four through six, which includes foundational standards from grades two through five.
	Intervention materials should align with MTSS approaches, including diagnostic assessments designed to identify student strengths and needs, intervention protocols addressing specific student needs identified through screening, tools for monitoring student progress, and structured literacy components supporting the California Dyslexia Guidelines. Materials should include suggested implementation guidance regarding dosage (frequency, duration, group size) for each intervention tier.

	1.23
	In Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, and Program 5 Specialized ELD, the ELD instructional materials: 
a. Should refer to and address the Guidance provided in the CA ELD Standards. 
b. Should refer to and address the Guidance provided in this ELA/ELD Framework, Chapter 2, Figure 2.23 "Essential Features of Designated ELD Instruction." 
c. Should address differentiation of the Emerging, Expanding, and Bridging levels of proficiency in Programs 2 and 3 to ensure English acquisition as quickly and effectively as possible. For Program 5, the ELD instructional materials should address differentiation of the Expanding and Bridging levels of proficiency to ensure English acquisition as quickly and effectively as possible.
 d. Provide Guidance for instruction that targets a proficiency level while progressing towards attainment of grade-level ELA standards. 
e. Provide explicit linguistic instruction, practice, and skills development, including those that are transferable from students' primary language to the target language. 
f. Provide explicit, direct teaching of standard forms of English (e.g., vocabulary, syntax, morphology, functions and conventions, and foundational skills). 
g. Include an emphasis on academic language as well as conversational language. 
h. Provide opportunities for active engagement with a focus on oral and written language development, emphasizing listening and speaking and incorporating 
	Materials should include differentiation not only by ELD proficiency level but, as appropriate, by English learner student typology (e.g., newcomer students at the Emerging level, English learner students at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learner students, English learner students with disabilities) and should provide supports and strategies for English learner students to fully participate in all instruction.

	1.23
	(continued)
reading and writing. 
i. Integrate meaning and communication to support explicit teaching of language and to facilitate and motivate second-language acquisition and use of targeted language forms. 
j. Provide Guidance on the use of formative assessment strategies to meet ELD learning goals.
	(see above)

	1.24
	For Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, optional supplemental materials may be provided for the needs of newcomers to the English language, including: 
a. Explicit instruction in basic interpersonal and social uses of English (e.g., ask and answer survival questions, identify objects, identify school workers, and express likes/dislikes), with an emphasis on oral language. 
b. Support for acculturation to U.S. society, school, and the local community. 
c. Screening assessments of students' level of literacy in their home language and English and their schooling history to determine needed support. 
d. Instructional support in basic reading foundational skills for those students with low literacy in home language and/or gaps in prior schooling. 
e. Guidance for individualized, flexible instruction, which may include the use of technology. 
f. Sufficient instructional content and Guidance for 120 days of supplemental instruction. 
g. Guidance for communications between school and home, including orientation to the school system and expectations of student behavior (e.g., homework, the roles of students, teachers, and school staff). 
h. Guidance on maximizing the use of English during instruction, using the primary language strategically.
	Program Type 4 Intensive Intervention ELA materials are designed to support an accelerated, intensive intervention pathway to address the needs of students in grades four through eight whose academic performance, which includes proficiency in English language arts and literacy in reading and writing, is two or more years below grade level. The materials include the following: (a) alignment with the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy identified in Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1, "Program Type 4 – Intensive Intervention Program for English Language Arts, Grades Four Through Eight"; and (b) curriculum-embedded, diagnostic, and progress-monitoring assessments with guidance for teachers that support students to progress rapidly toward successful reentry into the basic program at their appropriate grade level. The design goal is for students to gain two grade levels for each year of instruction; (c) multiple levels and points of entry and exit to appropriately address the skill levels and ELA content knowledge of students in grades four through eight and assist in transitioning into a basic program; (d) opportunities for students to increase academic achievement through the integration of all strands: Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, and Language; and 

	1.24
	(see above)
	e) teacher and student materials provide explicit, sequential, linguistically logical, and systematic instruction, practice, applications, and support in areas where students are likely to have difficulty, including: concepts of print, the alphabetic principles, phonological awareness, phonics, word analysis skills, oral reading fluency, vocabulary and morphology, the knowledge of language and its conventions, listening and reading comprehension, sentence structure and syntax, and production of the different writing types.

	1.25
	Program 4 Intensive Intervention ELA materials are designed to support an accelerated, intensive intervention pathway to address the needs of students in grades four through eight whose academic performance, which includes proficiency in English language arts and literacy in reading and writing, is two or more years below grade level. The materials include the following: 
a. Alignment with the CA CCSS for ELA identified in Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1, "Program 4 – Intensive Intervention Program for English Language Arts, Grades Four Through Eight." 
b. Curriculum-embedded, diagnostic, and progress-monitoring assessments with Guidance for teachers that support students to progress rapidly toward successful reentry into the basic program at their appropriate grade level. The design goal is for students to gain two grade levels for each year of instruction. 
c. Multiple levels and points of entry and exit to appropriately address the skill levels and ELA content knowledge of students in grades four through eight and assist in transitioning into a basic program. 
d. Opportunities for students to increase academic achievement through the integration of all strands: Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, and Language. e. Teacher and student materials provide explicit, sequential, linguistically logical, and systematic instruction, practice, applications, and support in areas where students are likely to have difficulty, including: concepts of print, the alphabetic principles, phonological awareness, phonics, word analysis skills, oral reading fluency, vocabulary and morphology, the knowledge of language and its conventions, listening and reading comprehension, sentence structure and syntax, and production of the different writing types.

















	Program Type 4 Intensive Intervention ELA materials are designed to support an accelerated, intensive intervention pathway to address the needs of students in kindergarten through grade eight whose academic performance, which includes proficiency in ELA and literacy in reading and writing, is significantly below grade level.

	1.25
	
	(see above)

	1.26
	Program 5 Specialized ELD materials provide an intensive, accelerated pathway to support the needs of English learners, including those at risk of becoming or are long-term English learners, whose academic performance is below grade level and whose language proficiency precludes them from performing at grade level in English language arts. The program should be used during a designated ELD period of time and is not intended to serve as ELA instructional time. The program should include clear instructional plans and tools for students entering and transitioning out of the Specialized ELD program. The materials include the following: 
a. Alignment with CA CCSS for ELA and CA ELD Standards identified in Appendix 12-B: Matrix 2, "Program 5 – Specialized Designated ELD, Grades Four Through Eight." 
b. Curriculum-embedded assessments with Guidance for teachers that support students who are at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learners to progress rapidly to grade-level proficiency in English literacy within 12–18 months. 
c. Multiple levels and points of entry and exit to appropriately address the English proficiency levels of students in grades four through eight. 
d. Instruction that integrates all strands: Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, and Language. 
e. Teacher and student materials support the needs of students who are at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learners in moving 
	No updated guidance.

	1.26
	(continued)
to grade-level proficiency in English literacy and include: development of academic language, organization and delivery of oral communication, development of reading fluency and comprehension, consistent instructional routines, and support of active student engagement. 
f. Teacher materials provide instructional guidance for understanding text structure, close reading, and evaluating language choices, utilizing texts from other content areas, consistent with the CA CCSS for literacy in history/social studies, science, and technical subjects. 
g. Materials can be submitted for a range of at least two consecutive grade levels within the 4–8 grade span (e.g., grades 4–5, 4–6, 6–8, 7–8).
1.Instructional materials as defined in EC Section 60010(h) are designed to ensure that all students master each of the CA CCSS for ELA, as adopted by the State Board of Education August 2, 2010, and modified March 13, 2013. Submissions for Program 1 Basic ELA, Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy must demonstrate alignment with all CA CCSS for ELA. Program 4 Intensive Intervention ELA and Program 5 Specialized ELD must demonstrate coverage of those standards that are included on the standards maps based 
	(see above)

	1.26
	(continued)
on Appendix 12-B: Matrix 1 for Program 4: Intensive Intervention Program in ELA and Appendix 12-B: Matrix 2 for Program 5: Specialized Designated ELD Program submissions.
	(see above)


[bookmark: _heading=h.oslu2pbt9dup][bookmark: _Toc216439347]Category 2: Program Organization
Category Overview from the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework: Instructional materials support instruction and learning of the standards and include such features as the organization and design of the programs and standards; chapter, unit, and lesson overviews; and glossaries.
Sequential organization and a coherent instructional design of the ELA program provide structure for what students should learn each year and allow teachers to teach the content efficiently and effectively. The program design supports the ELA/ELD Framework's organizational structure of the standards for ELA and ELD around the five themes: meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills. The instructional design serves as the scaffold for students with diverse learning needs. Instructional materials must have strengths in these areas to be considered for adoption.
Category 2 2015 Evaluation Criteria (with 2025 Guidance)
	#
	2015 Criteria
	2025 Guidance

	2.1
	The program provides sufficient instructional content for 180 days of instruction to cover both the daily and unit of instructional needs envisioned by the standards and this framework, including: (a) daily and units of instruction for ELA time, (b) designated ELD for Programs 2, 3, and 5, (c) supportive materials for the other disciplines such as novels, biographies, essays, and a variety of discipline-specific texts such as primary sources and scientific reports, and (d) suggestions for integrated and multi-disciplinary lessons, units of instruction, and multi-year strands.
	Programs utilizing the subset approach for the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy Standards may provide less than 180 days of instruction if they address only specific strands or domains of the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy, provided the instructional time is sufficient to adequately cover the selected standards. For Program Type 5 Specialized ELD, materials should provide intensive support aligned with the program's accelerated timeline goals. Designated ELD for Program Types 2, 3, and 5 should directly connect to and support standards and content addressed in ELA instruction. Assessment tools should provide rubrics for evaluating students' media literacy skills, including the ability to analyze digital texts with assess source credibility. Materials submitted for Program Type 6 should address all CA PTKLF for language and literacy development with developmentally appropriate instructional time.

	2.2
	Scope and sequence align with the CA CCSS for ELA and CA ELD Standards as appropriate for the program type. Publishers submitting for Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, and Program 5 Specialized ELD must provide a scope and sequence for ELD that addresses Parts I, II, and III of the CA ELD Standards, beginning in the program's first grade level.
	Publishers and content developers submitting for Program 2 Type Basic ELA/ELD, Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, and Program Type 5 Specialized ELD should provide a scope and sequence for ELD, beginning with the program's first grade level. For Program Type 2, the scope and sequence should address all proficiency levels (Emerging, Expanding, and Bridging) across all CA ELD Standards, as no subset options are available for ELD. Scope and sequence should reflect coherent and progressive development of content and language over the course of each unit and across units. Scope and sequence should indicate universal screening windows (at least annually, with consideration for allowing adequate instructional time before initial screening), diagnostic assessment points, and MTSS intervention cycles. For students with reading difficulties, including characteristics of dyslexia, materials should include scope and sequence guidance that shows the systematic progression of foundational literacy skills. 

	2.3
	Publishers indicate in teacher materials all program components necessary to address all of the standards for the appropriate program submission for each grade level.
	Publishers and content developers indicate all program components necessary to address all of the CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy or a subset of standards (either by strand or domain) covered in their materials. For Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, publishers and content developers indicate all program components necessary to address all of the CA PTKLF for language and literacy development.

	2.4
	Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy Program instructional materials must provide explicit Guidance for designated ELD instruction and support for integrating ELA and ELD.
	No updated guidance.

	2.5
	Program 3 Basic Biliteracy includes a list of linguistic augmentations and modifications addressed at each grade level for the target language and appropriate Guidance for explicit instruction of cross-linguistic transfer.
	Examples of linguistic augmentations and modifications addressed at each grade level for the target language include the following:
· Phonological (Spanish–English): Additional phonemic awareness for Spanish phonemes not in English (rolled /rr/, /ñ/); explicit instruction on vowel consistency in Spanish versus vowel variation in English
· Orthographic (Chinese–English): Chinese logographic characters representing morphemes versus English's alphabetic system; lack of spaces between words in Chinese text; vertical and horizontal text directionality options
· Syntactic (Vietnamese–English): Serial verb constructions; classifier system for nouns; topic-comment structure; head-initial phrase structure
· Morphological (Arab–English): Triconsonantal root system with pattern-based derivation; complex verb conjugation for person, number, gender, and aspect; broken plural patterns

	2.6
	Materials drawn from other content areas are consistent with the adopted California grade-level standards, and connect to the CA CCSS for literacy in history/social studies, science, and technical subjects, as appropriate. Any standards utilized from other content areas need to be specifically identified.
	For Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, materials drawn from other content areas are consistent with the adopted CA PTKLF for language and literacy development and connect to CA PTKLF in social–emotional development, mathematics, science, physical development, health, history–social science, or visual and performing arts.

	2.7
	Internal structure of the program within a grade level and across grade levels is consistent with the design and intent of the CA CCSS for ELA to integrate strands and in the teaching routines and procedures used in program components.
	Internal structure of materials submitted for Program Type 6 is consistent with the design and intent of the CA PTKLF for language and literacy development.

	2.8
	Materials promote the use of multimedia and technology, as specified in the grade-level standards, to enhance reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language standards and skills by teachers and students.
	Materials promote the use of multimedia and technology, as specified in grade-level ELA Standards for the strand or domains, or both, addressed by the program.

	2.9
	Guidance to teach students skills and strategies and provide multiple opportunities to practice, connect, and apply those skills and strategies in context.
	Materials should provide guidance for determining skill mastery, tools for progress monitoring, and support for adjusting instruction based on student response data within multi-tiered frameworks.

	2.10
	Dimensions of complex tasks are analyzed and broken down into component parts; each part is taught in a logical progression.
	No updated guidance.

	2.11
	The amount of new information is controlled and connected to prior learning, and students are explicitly assisted in making connections.
	No updated guidance.

	2.12
	Instructional materials include directions and, where appropriate, examples for: a. Embedding formative assessment to guide instruction. b. Direct teaching and inquiry-based instruction. c. Teacher and student example texts used for modeling with the intent of fostering independent student work. d. Guided and independent practice and application with corrective feedback during all phases of instruction and practice. e. Guidance on implementing units of instruction, curriculum guides, thematic units, or flexible methods for pacing of instruction. f. Preteaching and reteaching as needed. g. Students, and students and teachers, engaging in collaborative conversations and discussions, including student language and behaviors. h. Connecting instruction of standards across the strands. i. Student interaction and engagement in text. j. Research- and project-based learning.
	Instructional materials include directions and, where appropriate, examples for embedding formative assessment practices to guide instruction in content, skills, and language. For Program Types 2 and 3, instructional materials explicitly address the ELD Standards, either in tandem with CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy (for integrated ELD) or as the focal standards (for designated ELD), and include examples of integrating CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy and CA ELD Standards across the strands. Teachers are provided with strategies for ensuring the participation of all students in collaborative conversations and discussions. Teachers are provided with strategies to engage all students in grade-level texts regardless of language proficiency, including specific scaffolding techniques for English learner students at different proficiency levels. Part (a) should include screening protocols with administration windows, progress monitoring tools with benchmarks, diagnostic assessment decision trees, and data templates for tracking intervention effectiveness. For students with dyslexia characteristics, include explicit multisensory instructional routines with fidelity checklists.

	2.13
	A list of the grade-level standards is included in the teacher's guide together with page number citations or other references that demonstrate alignment with the content standards.
	For Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, a list of CA PTKLF in language and literacy development is included in the teacher's guide, together with page-number citations or other references that demonstrate alignment with learning foundations. For programs using the subset approach, the list should clearly indicate which specific standards or domains are addressed and which are not included in the materials.

	2.14
	Teacher materials and student materials, as appropriate to the grade-level standards, contain an overview of the chapters, clearly identify the ELA/ELD concepts, and include tables of contents, indexes, and glossaries that contain important ELA/ELD terms.
	For Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, teacher materials and student materials, as appropriate to the CA PTKLF, contain an overview of the chapters, clearly identify the language and literacy development concepts, and include tables of contents and indexes that contain important language and literacy development terms.

	2.15
	Support materials are an integral part of the instructional program and are clearly aligned with the standards.
	For Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, support materials are an integral part of the instructional program and are clearly aligned with the standards or CA PTKLF as appropriate.

	2.16
	In Program 1 Basic ELA, Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy Program, the grade-level CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy and CA ELD Standards shall be explicitly stated in the student materials as appropriate to the program types.
	In Program Types 2 and 3, the grade-level CA CCSS for ELA/Literacy and CA ELD Standards shall be explicitly stated in the student materials as appropriate to the program types.

	2.17
	In order to meet the needs of students, Program 4 Intensive Intervention ELA materials shall be flexible enough to be a temporary intensive intervention program or support a basic program.
	No updated guidance.


[bookmark: _heading=h.cb3iywnonrr][bookmark: _Toc216439348]Category 3: Assessment
Category Overview from the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework: Instructional materials include assessments for measuring what students know and are able to do, and provide guidance for teachers on how to use assessment results to guide instruction.
This program provides teachers with assistance in using assessments for planning instruction, determining effective flexible grouping strategies, implementing other strategies for meeting the instructional needs of students, and measuring the effectiveness of instruction through progress monitoring. Instructional materials must have strengths in these areas to be considered suitable for adoption.
Category 3 2015 Evaluation Criteria (with 2025 Guidance)
	#
	2015 Criteria
	2025 Guidance

	3.1
	All assessments should have content validity to assess all the strands. Assessments should be provided to measure individual student progress over varied durations of time, at regular intervals, and at strategic points of instruction, and should include: a. Multiple methods of assessing what students know and are able to do, such as selected response, constructed responses (short answers, constructed response, and extended constructed response), performance tasks, open-ended questions, and technology-enabled and technology-enhanced questions. b. Guidance for making decisions about instructional practices and how to modify instruction so that all students are consistently progressing toward meeting or exceeding the content standards. c. Materials and suggestions to assist the teacher in keeping parents and students informed about student progress. d. Guidance on developing and using assessment tools that reflect the range of oral and written work students produce indicated by the CA CCSS for ELA and this framework, such as (but not limited to) rubrics, technology, valid online assessments, portfolios, exemplars, anchor papers, collaborative conversations, teacher observations, and authentic writing for students to demonstrate grade-level proficiency.
	Assessment systems should align with MTSS tiers, including universal screening at least annually (with consideration for allowing adequate instructional time before initial screening), diagnostic assessments for students demonstrating a need for additional support, and progress monitoring tools that complement the state's required universal screening schedule per SB 114. For TK, assessments should be observation-based and embedded in play activities, aligned with CA PTKLF. Part (b) should include data protocols with guidance for movement between tiers and guidance for students showing characteristics of dyslexia per EC Section 56335, tracking both content and language development.

	3.2
	Summative assessments should be designed to provide valid, reliable, and fair measures of students' progress and competency toward and attainment of the knowledge and skills after a period of instruction, for example each chapter or unit test, weekly quiz, or end-of-term test.
	Summative assessments should complement data from approved universal screeners when appropriate and provide information for instructional planning and tier placement decisions within MTSS frameworks. Assessments should be adaptable to support accommodations and modifications per students' IEP or 504 plans. Materials should support appropriate adaptations for English learner students to ensure language proficiency is not a barrier to demonstrating content mastery, aligning with both universal and designated supports on external assessments.

	3.3
	Guidance on the use of diagnostic screening assessments to identify students' instructional needs for targeted intervention.
	Materials should include progress-monitoring tools and instructional guidance responsive to early literacy screening results per SB 114 screening requirements for all Kinder through grade 2. For English learner students, materials should provide guidance for interpreting progress-monitoring data in the context of typical second-language acquisition patterns versus potential learning disabilities. Materials must provide parent notification templates per EC Section 56329 regarding instructional interventions.

	3.4
	Frequent and easily implemented assessment opportunities for grades K–5 that measure progress in the Reading Standards: Foundational Skills, with a system for record keeping and follow-up.
	Assessment tools should specifically identify risk factors for reading difficulties, including dyslexia. Materials should include progress-monitoring tools aligned with structured literacy interventions and systems for tracking RtI within MTSS cycles.

	3.5
	Guidance to teachers on how to develop students' abilities to take responsibility for their own assessment, growth, and goals and how to support students' development of self-assessment skills.
	Materials should include student-friendly data-tracking tools for monitoring progress in both language and content areas within MTSS tiers, with visual representations appropriate for young learners and students with reading difficulties. For TK, include picture-based self-reflection tools embedded in play-based activities. Student data-tracking tools should be differentiated and aligned with action planning by student language and learning profile. For English learner students, materials should support self-assessment of language proficiency and progress toward language development goals, with options in primary languages for emerging-level students. Differentiated approaches should include supporting students with disabilities to advocate for both IEP accommodations and linguistic supports, and helping English learner students, including students who are at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learner students, understand the implications of their language proficiency and academic achievement for college and career readiness.

	3.6
	Tools for teachers that facilitate collecting, analyzing, and sharing data on student progress and achievement.
	Curricular pacing guides and scope and sequences should allot time for ongoing formative assessment (including qualitative and observational data collected during instruction) as well as support for differentiated next steps based on this data. Include guidance on implementing formative assessment, for example, using the Observation Protocol for Teachers of English Learners (OPTEL).

	3.7
	For Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, and Program 5 Specialized ELD, assessments that measure progress across language proficiency levels.
	Materials should provide progress-monitoring protocols that track both language development and content mastery for English learner students, with guidance for interpreting data in coordination with results from approved dyslexia screeners. Materials should provide dual-assessment protocols for monitoring English learner students' progress on indicators associated with reading difficulties like dyslexia while tracking advancement toward integrated language and content objectives.

	3.8
	Assessments in the Program 3 Basic Biliteracy measure progress in both languages.
	Materials should include parallel progress-monitoring tools in both languages to track student advancement toward biliteracy language goals and content objectives. Assessment protocols should help educators interpret progress monitoring data in the context of cross-linguistic transfer and coordinate instructional interventions across both languages within MTSS frameworks.

	3.9
	Program 4 Intensive Intervention ELA and Program 5 Specialized ELD must provide placement and exit assessments designed to help determine the appropriate instructional level for entry into and exit from the program.
	No updated guidance.


[bookmark: _heading=h.6l45zer60ghr][bookmark: _Toc216439349]Category 4: Universal Access
Category Overview from the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework: Instructional materials provide access to the standards-based curriculum for all students, including English learner students, students with disabilities, advanced learner students, students below grade level in any strands of ELA, and students who speak African American English (AAE).
The goal of ELA programs in California is to ensure universal and equitable access to high-quality curriculum and instruction for all students so they can meet or exceed the expectations as described in the CA CCSS for ELA and, when appropriate, the CA ELD Standards. To reach the goals of equity and access, instructional materials must provide teachers with the necessary content and pedagogical tools to teach all students the CA CCSS for ELA and help all English learner students achieve proficiency with the CA ELD Standards. All students, including English learner students, long-term English learner students, students with disabilities, advanced learner students, standard English learner students, students who use African American English (AAE), students who are deaf and hard of hearing whose primary language is American Sign Language, students with reading difficulties, and students who are falling behind in any strand in ELA. Materials should incorporate recognized principles, concepts, and strategies to meet the needs of students and provide equal access to learning, which could include UDL, RtI, and MTSS, as outlined in Chapter 9 on access and equity in this framework. Instructional materials must have strengths in these areas to be considered for adoption.


Category 4 2015 Evaluation Criteria (with 2025 Guidance):
	#
	2015 Criteria
	2025 Guidance

	4.1
	Alignment of both lessons and teacher's editions, as appropriate, with ELD Standards, incorporating strategies to address, at every grade level, the needs of all English learners, pursuant to EC Section 60204(b)(1).
	Alignment of both lessons and teachers' editions, as appropriate, with CA ELD Standards, incorporating strategies to address, at every grade level, the needs of all English learner students. Materials at the Emerging level should be appropriate for newcomer students, e.g. address their unique academic and English language development needs (through materials that address their experiences, social emotional needs, etc.). Materials should demonstrate explicit alignment with MTSS Tier 1 universal supports for English learner students, including integrated and designated ELD instruction that is responsive to students' linguistic differences, and provide supported translanguaging opportunities when appropriate. Materials should provide clear guidance for using formative assessment data to identify when students require Tier 2 targeted supports, with specific intervention protocols for English learner students at varying proficiency levels. Documentation should include decision rules for intensifying supports and examples of how to coordinate ELD services within the MTSS framework.

	4.1
	(see above)
	(continued)
For Program Types 2, 3, and 5, materials should include comprehensive scaffolding systems (e.g., visual supports, graphic organizers) appropriate to students' English proficiency levels. These scaffolds should be gradually released as students progress along the English proficiency level continuum, with clear guidance on when and how to adjust support. Materials should provide explicit metalinguistic awareness instruction (e.g., analyzing authors' language choices, identifying rhetorical devices and their effects) to be embedded within content learning and include contrastive analysis opportunities for English learner students.

	4.2
	Incorporation of instructional strategies to address the needs of students with disabilities in both lessons and teacher's edition, as appropriate, at every grade level, pursuant to EC Section 60204(b)(2).
	Materials should include explicit connections to MTSS data-based decision-making for students with disabilities, demonstrating how UDL principles are embedded in Tier 1 instruction. Instructional materials should include structured literacy components aligned with the California Dyslexia Guidelines: systematic and explicit phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension instruction with multisensory teaching strategies. Materials should include progress-monitoring tools aligned with structured literacy interventions and systems for tracking RtI within MTSS cycles, with documentation that includes guidance for adjusting instruction based on progress-monitoring data and intensification strategies for students not responding to interventions. Family notification protocols and engagement strategies must be included, consistent with EC Section 56329 requirements for informing parents about screening results and available interventions. Documentation should include decision rules for adjusting instruction based on progress monitoring data.

	4.3
	Comprehensive guidance and differentiation strategies, which could include the use of technology, to adapt the curriculum to meet students' identified special needs and to provide effective, efficient instruction for all students. Strategies may include: a. How to master linguistic and cognitive skills in order to fully engage in intellectually challenging academic tasks. b. Suggestions for reinforcing or expanding the curriculum, including preteaching, reteaching, and adapting instruction. c. Additional instructional time and additional practice, including specialized teaching methods or materials and accommodations for students with targeted instructional needs. d. For students who are below grade level, more explicit explanations with ample and additional differentiated support based on student need, or other assistance that will help to accelerate student performance to grade level. e. For Program 3 Basic Biliteracy only, how to address learning languages other than English, including cross-linguistic transfer and contrastive analysis of language skills.
	Materials should demonstrate systematic differentiation aligned with MTSS tiers, including (a) Tier 1 universal screening protocols and differentiated core instruction for all learners, (b) Tier 2 targeted intervention materials with progress monitoring tools and decision rules for movement between tiers, and (c) Tier 3 intensive intervention resources with diagnostic assessments and individualized support plans. Materials should include collaborative problem-solving protocols for instructional teams, family engagement strategies aligned with MTSS principles, and data-collection templates for documenting student response to intervention across all tiers.
Materials should include explicit guidance and protocols for asset-based instruction that systematically draw upon students' lived experiences and linguistic backgrounds, prior knowledge, and personal interests. This should include (a) pre-teaching activities that activate and assess students' prior knowledge; (b) inclusive texts that mirror and window students' experiences; (c) structured protocols for incorporating students' home languages, and cultural practices into instruction; (d) interest inventories, choice menus, and other opportunities that allow students to connect learning to their identities, lived experiences, personal goals, and community contexts; and (e) family engagement strategies that position families as partners in identifying and building upon students' backgrounds and linguistic resources.

	4.4
	Materials include support for students who use AAE and may have difficulty with phonological awareness and standard academic English structures of oral and written language, including spelling and grammar.
	Materials include support for students who use variations of English and may have difficulty with phonological awareness and standard academic English structures of oral and written language, including spelling and grammar.

	4.5
	Suggestions on a variety of ways for students with special instructional needs to access the materials and demonstrate their competence (e.g., physically forming letters for students who have dyslexia or who have difficulties writing legibly or spelling words). Examples of such accommodations might be (but are not limited to) student use of computers to complete tasks, including the use of on-screen scanning keyboards, enlarged keyboards, word prediction, and spell checkers
	Materials should provide accommodations aligned with the California Dyslexia Guidelines, including multisensory learning (e.g., simultaneous visual, auditory, kinesthetic, and tactile activities for phonics instruction), alternative demonstration methods (e.g., oral responses), and technology supports (text-to-speech with synchronized highlighting). Materials should maintain structured literacy fidelity while providing these accommodations, ensuring systematic, explicit instruction with appropriate pacing adjustments and additional practice opportunities.

	4.6
	Materials remind teachers to set high expectations for all students and inform teachers of the progression of skill development and concepts to higher grade levels.
	No updated guidance.

	4.7
	In Program 1 Basic ELA, Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD, and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, teacher and student editions include suggestions or materials for advanced learners who need an enriched or accelerated program or assignments, such as suggestions to help students study a particular author, theme, or concept in more depth and conduct a more complex analysis of additional independent reading.
	Materials should provide differentiated enrichment for advanced learner students. This includes (a) compacting strategies for students who demonstrate mastery of grade-level standards, (b) extension activities that promote critical and creative thinking, (c) opportunities for independent research and self-directed learning, (d) connections to above-grade-level standards while maintaining age-appropriate themes and contexts, and (e) guidance for accelerated pacing without sacrificing depth of understanding.


[bookmark: _heading=h.xpg4lrkj6l5b][bookmark: _Toc216439350]Category 5: Instructional Planning and Support
Category Overview from the 2014 ELA/ELD Framework: Information and materials contain a clear roadmap for teachers to follow when planning instruction and are designed to help teachers provide effective standards-based instruction.
Instructional materials must present explicit guidance to help teachers plan instruction. Instructional materials should be designed to help teachers provide instruction that ensures opportunities for all students to learn the essential skills and knowledge specified in the CA CCSS for ELA and, where appropriate, the CA ELD Standards. Instructional materials must have strengths in these areas of instructional planning and teacher support to be considered suitable for adoption.
Category 5 2015 Evaluation Criteria (with 2025 Guidance)
	#
	2015 Criteria
	2025 Guidance

	5.1
	Program materials include a curriculum guide for the academic instructional year for teachers to follow when planning instruction, such as a teacher planning and pacing guide for 180 days of instruction.
	Planning guides integrate MTSS implementation timelines, including universal screening windows (at least annually, with consideration for allowing adequate instructional time before initial screening), intervention cycles (6–8 weeks), and progress-monitoring schedules.

	5.2
	The teacher edition provides guidance in daily lessons or units of instruction on appropriate opportunities for checking for understanding and adjusting lessons if necessary.
	The teacher edition should provide opportunities to adjust lessons both to provide additional support and extension opportunities and any materials necessary for lesson adjustments.

	5.3
	For Program 2 Basic ELA/ELD and Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, the teacher edition provides guidance for both daily integrated and designated English language development instruction, as appropriate to the program design.
	No updated guidance.

	5.4
	For Program 3 Basic Biliteracy, the teacher edition provides resources and activities in cross-linguistic transfer, contrastive analysis, and activities that encourage students to draw upon literacy/language skills they already possess in another language to facilitate biliteracy development.
	No updated guidance.

	5.5
	The teacher edition provides support and opportunities for teachers of English language arts to work collaboratively with other content-area teachers to develop student literacy.
	No updated guidance.

	5.6
	Lesson plans and the relationships of parts of the lesson and program components are clear.
	No updated guidance.

	5.7
	Learning, language, and instructional objectives in the student materials and teacher edition are explicit and clearly identifiable.
	Instructional materials (teacher and student editions) show the progression of language and literacy development within and across units, making it clear how the complexity increases across the curriculum.

	5.8
	A list of required materials is provided for each lesson.
	No updated guidance.

	5.9
	Terms from the CA CCSS for ELA and the CA ELD Standards are used appropriately in all guidance for teachers.
	No updated guidance.

	5.10
	The teacher materials provide background information about each reading selection, including author, context, content, and information about illustrations, if any.
	No updated guidance.

	5.11
	Answer keys are provided for all workbooks, assessments, and all related student activities.
	No updated guidance.

	5.12
	The teacher edition suggests reading material for students to read outside of class and suggestions for organizing individualized reading goals.
	The teacher edition suggests reading material for students to read outside of class and suggestions for organizing individualized reading goals, including exemplar texts that support student analysis and independent practice with the language features, organizational structures, or literary elements being studied.

	5.13
	Homework, if included, extends and reinforces classroom instruction and provides additional practice of skills that have been taught.
	No updated guidance.

	5.14
	The teacher edition includes ample and useful annotations and suggestions on how to present content in the student edition and in the ancillary materials, including differentiation for English learners, students with disabilities, advanced learners, and students performing below grade level.
	The annotations or suggestions in the teacher edition include guidance for teachers on modeling, thinking aloud, co-constructing, and deconstructing language to support students’ meaningful engagement with the text. When applicable, the teacher edition includes opportunities to support teacher learning of content and pedagogy, including resources to deepen content knowledge and supports for adaptations.

	5.15
	Lists of program lessons in the teacher edition cross-reference the standards covered and provide an estimated instructional time for each lesson, chapter, and unit.
	No updated guidance.

	5.16
	All components of the program are user-friendly and, in the case of electronic materials, platform neutral.
	No updated guidance.

	5.17
	Materials help teachers and students plan collaborative academic discussions based on grade-level topics and texts.
	No updated guidance.

	5.18
	Kindergarten materials include guidance for teachers and administrators to adapt those materials for use in a transitional kindergarten setting, including a combination transitional kindergarten/kindergarten class. Guidance should build on the California Preschool/TK Learning Foundations; address appropriate social and emotional development and language and literacy skills; and the pacing, expectations, and amount of learning that is situated in playful contexts.
	For English learner students, including students who are at risk of becoming or who are long-term English learners, TK guidance should align with the CA PTKLF for language and literacy development, emphasizing play-based contexts for phonological awareness activities. Materials should include developmental progressions for early literacy skills with observation-based assessment tools and family engagement strategies that support emergent literacy at home. While LEAs may choose to use modified kindergarten curriculum for TK instruction, materials submitted for Program Type 6 should be specifically designed for TK learners and their unique developmental needs.

	5.19
	The program includes suggestions for parents or caregivers on how to support student achievement. The suggestions should be designed so that families receive specific information and support for extending their children's learning at home. The program should include materials that teachers can use to inform families about the CA CCSS for ELA and the CA ELD Standards, this ELA/ELD Framework, program-embedded assessments, and the degree to which students are mastering the standards.
	Suggestions for parents or caregivers should include ideas for how to support students in need of additional support and advanced learner students. Additionally, suggestions for parents and caregivers should be inclusive and support engagement for families from varied backgrounds. Materials should be available in multiple languages commonly spoken by families of English learner students in California schools.

	5.20
	Materials include whole-group, flexible small-group, and individual instructional strategies that promote student responsibility, engagement, and independence.
	No updated guidance.

	5.21
	Materials include guidance for teachers to adapt for combination classes of two different grade levels of students.
	Materials should include suggestions for adapting content to meet the needs of multiple grade levels within a single classroom, with specific strategies for managing differentiated instruction across grade-level standards.

	5.22
	Materials include guidance for teachers in support of students who use AAE and may have difficulty with phonological awareness and standard academic English structures of oral and written language, including spelling and grammar.
	Materials include guidance for teachers on how to engage students of varying language proficiency levels, validate the linguistic diversity of students, and ensure all students meaningfully engage in instructional activities. Materials should include asset-based instruction that is inclusive of English variations. Materials should include guidance on differentiating between dialectal variations and indicators of dyslexia, as phonological processing differences may manifest differently for speakers who use variations of English. For Program Types 2, 3, and 5, materials should include guidance for teachers on supporting English learner students' use of strategies for determining meaning from context, cognates, and morphological analysis.

	5.23
	Using guidance from the Model School Library Standards for California Public Schools at https://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/documents/librarystandards.pdf (CDE 2010), materials provide information for teachers on the effective use of library and media resources that best complement the standards.
	Materials should include guidance for teaching media literacy skills such as evaluating online information and recognizing misinformation, with clear connections to ELA standards.

	5.24
	The materials contain explanations of the instructional approaches of the program and identify the research-based strategies.
	Whenever possible, materials should include embedded professional learning to support teacher knowledge development of both the topics and the approaches used within the lessons.

	5.25
	The program provides cross-linguistic transfer and contrastive analysis charts in the teacher edition that show and explain how new or difficult sounds and features of the English language are taught and reinforced. Comparisons with the five (or more) of the most common languages in California and AAE will be incorporated as appropriate, accentuating transferable and nontransferable skills.
	Cross-linguistic transfer charts should include comparisons with the most common languages in California, including Spanish, Mandarin, Vietnamese, Russian, Persian (Farsi), and Arabic. Materials should also include contrastive analysis for students who use variations of English. Materials should provide guidance on leveraging students' home languages as assets for learning, including strategies for addressing both positive transfer and potential areas of interference.

	5.26
	Electronic learning resources, when included, are integral parts of the program, support instruction, and connect explicitly to the standards. All audiovisual, multimedia, and information technology resources include technical support and suggestions for appropriate use.
	No updated guidance.

	5.27
	The materials are designed to help teachers identify the reason(s) that students may find demonstrating mastery of a particular skill or concept more challenging than another and point to specific remedies
	No updated guidance.



[bookmark: _heading=h.t7ouajya6ax][bookmark: _Toc216439351]Part IV: Implementation Considerations for Local Educational Agencies
LEAs selecting materials from the 2026 adoption should consider the guidance provided in the California Department of Education's Guidance for Local Instructional Materials Adoptions (available at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/glima.asp) that provides comprehensive support for the selection, review, piloting, and adoption process. Key considerations include the following:
· Combine subset materials: When publishers and content developers offer materials addressing specific strands or domains, LEAs may need to evaluate and combine multiple programs to ensure comprehensive coverage of all standards. The goal is to maintain coherence across the literacy program, recognizing that the strands of ELA—Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, and Language—are deeply interconnected and mutually reinforcing. Districts should verify that selected combinations provide aligned scope and sequence without gaps or unnecessary redundancy, and that materials work together to support the integrated nature of literacy development rather than treating strands as isolated skills. As noted in the CDE's guidance, LEAs should develop evaluation instruments based on current content standards and framework criteria when reviewing materials.
· Align with screening instruments: For kindergarten through grade two materials, ensure selected programs align with the district's chosen screening instruments from California's approved list. Materials should support the instructional pathways indicated by screening results. The CDE's guidance emphasizes analyzing district and site-level data to identify student strengths and weaknesses before selecting materials.
· Plan professional learning: The integration of MTSS frameworks, structured literacy components, and distinct supports for English learner students requires comprehensive professional development. Districts should plan for sustained, job-embedded learning opportunities rather than one-time trainings. As recommended in the CDE guidance, initial training should be followed by ongoing support throughout implementation, with progress monitoring to assess program effectiveness.
· Pilot the process: LEAs should consider conducting field tests of materials before adoption, as outlined in the CDE's guidance document. This allows teachers and students to experience materials in authentic classroom settings and provides valuable data for final selection decisions.
· Review of previous reports of findings: LEAs may find it valuable to review the 2015 ELA/ELD Adoption Reports (available at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/elaeld2015adoptrpts.asp), which provide detailed analyses of previously adopted programs. While these reports evaluate materials against the 2014 framework criteria, they offer insights into how programs have addressed standards alignment, universal access, and support for diverse learners. Following the 2026 adoption process, new reports will be available that detail the program evaluation aligned with evaluation criteria, including updates in this guidance. These reports serve as reference points for understanding the depth of review expected and the types of evidence that demonstrate alignment with California's standards and frameworks.
[bookmark: _Toc216439352]Appendix A: Standards Maps for Subset Programs
This appendix provides standards maps designed to support publishers and content developers submitting partial instructional materials programs under the subset approach. These maps are organized by strand and sub-strand, reflecting the structure of the California Common Core State Standards for English language arts.
The standards maps in this appendix cover
· individual strand-specific programs (Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, or Language),
· grade-level programs addressing multiple strands, and
· programs serving specific grade spans.
Each map follows the same format used for comprehensive programs, with columns for
· standard code and language,
· publisher and content developer citations documenting where standards are addressed
· reviewer determination of whether standards are met, and
· space for reviewer notes.
Publishers and content developers using these maps should complete the citation column with specific references to where each applicable standard is addressed in their materials. Programs submitted under the subset approach are evaluated only on the standards relevant to their declared scope, as indicated in each map's title and organizational structure.
For guidance on determining which standards map to use and understanding the subset approach requirements, refer to Parts II and III of this document.
The Standards Maps for Subset Programs can be found on the CDE web page here, https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/ under the Publisher Tab.


[bookmark: _Hlk212030455][bookmark: _Toc216439353][bookmark: _Hlk212030633]Appendix B: Updated Evaluation Criteria Maps for Program Types 1–5
This appendix provides comprehensive evaluation criteria maps that integrate the 2025 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-up Adoption guidance with the established criteria from the 2015 adoption. These updated maps are designed to support publishers, content developers, and reviewers in evaluating instructional materials submissions across all program types.
The evaluation criteria maps in this appendix cover the following:
· Program Type 1: Basic ELA (K–8)
· Program Type 2: Basic ELA/ELD (K–8)
· Program Type 3: Basic Biliteracy (K–8)
· Program Type 4: Intensive Intervention ELA (1–8)
· Program Type 5: Specialized ELD (4–8)
Each map preserves the complete criteria from the 2015 ELA/ELD Adoption while incorporating 2025 guidance modifications directly below applicable criteria. This integrated format ensures evaluation that conforms with both the established ELA/ELD Framework and current legislative requirements from AB 121 and AB 1454.
The 2025 guidance appears in clearly marked sections beneath relevant 2015 criteria, allowing reviewers to
· maintain continuity with established standards,
· identify specific enhancements based on current research,
· understand how the subset approach submissions should be evaluated, and
· apply updated requirements for foundational skills instruction.
Not all original 2015 criteria include 2025 modifications—only those sections requiring updates based on evolving educational research, legislative changes, and lessons learned from the previous adoption cycle. Where the subset approach creates new evaluation considerations, additional guidance clarifies how partial programs will be assessed for depth and quality within their designated scope.
Publishers and content developers should use the map corresponding to their program type and complete the citation column with specific references to where each applicable standard and criterion is addressed in their materials. Programs submitted under the subset approach are evaluated only on the criteria relevant to their declared scope, while comprehensive programs must address all criteria within their program category.
For guidance on determining which program type applies and understanding submission requirements, including subset approach options, refer to Parts II and III of this document.
The Updated Evaluation Criteria Maps for Programs 1–5 can be found on the CDE web page at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/ under the Publisher Tab.

[bookmark: _Toc216439354]Appendix C: Transitional Kindergarten Foundation Maps and Evaluation Criteria for Program Type 6
[bookmark: _Toc216439355]Transitional Kindergarten (TK), including Basic ELA TK, Basic ELA/ELD TK, Basic Biliteracy TK
This appendix provides comprehensive evaluation criteria and foundation alignment maps specifically designed for Program Type 6: Transitional Kindergarten (TK), including Program Type 6.1 Basic ELA TK, Program Type 6.2 Basic ELA/ELD TK, and Program Type 6.3 Basic Biliteracy TK. These tools, aligned with the California Preschool/Transitional Kindergarten Learning Foundations (CA PTKLF), support publishers, content developers, and reviewers in evaluating instructional materials submissions that serve four- and five-year-olds in their bridge year between preschool and kindergarten.
The evaluation resources in this appendix include the following:
· ELA Foundations Map for Program Type 6: Basic ELA Transitional Kindergarten (6.1), Basic ELA/ELD Transitional Kindergarten (6.2), Basic Biliteracy Transitional Kindergarten (6.3)
· ELD Foundations Map for Program Type 6: Basic ELA/ELD Transitional Kindergarten (6.2), Basic Biliteracy Transitional Kindergarten (6.3)
· Evaluation Criteria Maps–2026 ELA/ELD Follow-Up Adoption (Program Types 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3)
The foundation alignment maps provide clear connections between submitted materials and the CA PTKLF, particularly within the Language & Literacy Development domain. While there is no requirement for integrated or designated ELD instruction in TK, it is still important to support multilingual learners’ home language development in addition to their acquisition of English, so instructional materials in TK for multilingual learner students should emphasize both the FLD and the ELD subdomains of the CA PTKLF.
Publishers and content developers should complete the citation columns with specific references to where each applicable foundation and criterion is addressed in their materials. While publishers may submit a comprehensive curriculum for TK that addresses multiple domains (e.g., math, social–emotional development, science, literacy, etc.), evaluation focuses solely on language and literacy components aligned with the CA PTKLF.
For guidance on Program Type 6 submission requirements and understanding how TK materials integrate with or stand apart from kindergarten through grade eight programs, refer to Parts II and III of this document.
The Transitional Kindergarten Foundation Maps and Evaluation Criteria for Program Type 6 can be found on the CDE web page at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/ under the Publisher Tab.
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