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How to Use This Document
This document is a companion to the Literacy Professional Development (PD) Programs Evaluation Rubric, which was developed in alignment with the State Board of Education (SBE)-approved Criteria and Guidance for the Selection or Development of Literacy PD Programs pursuant to California Education Code 33319.6. The criteria, guidance, and rubric are available on the California Department of Education (CDE) Literacy PD Programs web page. The Evaluation Rubric language is reproduced in full within the Evidence-Level Guidance tables in this document.
The Literacy PD Programs Evaluation Rubric Companion is intended to help local educational agencies (LEAs) understand the criteria used to evaluate literacy PD programs submitted for SBE approval. LEAs may also use this document in the selection or development of literacy PD programs. 
For each criterion, this document provides:
· The Definition: what the criterion means in the context of California literacy guidance;
· Guiding Questions: what to consider when reviewing a program; and
· Evidence-Level Guidance: a table with two rows for each evidence level: Rubric Descriptors, which reproduce the approved rubric language, and Look Fors, which provide criterion-specific guidance on what that level of evidence looks like in practice.
The information provided in this document about each criterion, including the definition, guiding questions, and evidence-level guidance, is the same information that was provided to support Review Committee members during program review and deliberations.
This companion document represents one interpretation of the criteria and is not intended to replace LEA professional judgment or local context in making program selection or development decisions.
The Definitions and Evidence-Level Guidance in this document are grounded in state and federal foundational guidance documents and standards. Sources include:
· Superintendent’s Quality Professional Learning Standards (QPLS)
· California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms for Transitional Kindergarten Through Grade Five (TK–5)
· English Language Arts (ELA)/English Language Development (ELD) Framework
· 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance
· California Dyslexia Guidelines
· Every Student Succeeds Act
Area 1: Professional Development Model and Delivery
In-service PD for teaching literacy follows the precepts of effective, evidence-based professional development, aligned to the SBE-approved QPLS.
Area 1 criteria address how a program is designed and delivered as a professional learning experience—independent of its literacy content. Evidence for these criteria may appear across program components: facilitator guides, participant materials, descriptions of program structure and format, sample session agendas, coaching protocols, and similar documentation.
Criterion A
Criterion A: PD is literacy content focused and provides evidence-based models of effective instructional practice. Criterion A Rubric Language: The program provides evidence-based models of effective PD as outlined in the QPLS, focused on effective means of teaching literacy.
Definition: The QPLS identify seven interdependent standards: data (using information to guide priorities and design); content and pedagogy (building educators' knowledge and instructional skills); equity (ensuring equitable access and outcomes for all students); design and structure (focused, sustained, job-embedded learning); collaboration and shared accountability (shared purpose, collective responsibility); resources (adequate time, staffing, materials); and alignment and coherence (connection to local education agency, school, state priorities). A program that provides evidence-based PD does not simply address one or two of these dimensions—it reflects intentional design across multiple standards in a coherent and connected way that supports improving literacy instruction.
Source: Superintendent's QPLS 
Guiding Questions
· Does the program describe its PD model explicitly, including how it is designed to support sustained educator learning rather than episodic training?
· Does the program demonstrate alignment with the QPLS across multiple standards?
· Does the program situate learning in authentic problems of practice (i.e., real instructional challenges that educators face in their specific context) related to literacy instruction?
· Does the program address equity by attending to the diverse learning needs of students, including students with disabilities, English learners, multilingual learners, and students from historically underserved communities?
· Does the program describe how its design connects to and supports broader school or district instructional priorities?
Criterion A Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly reflects an evidence-based PD model grounded in the QPLS. Evidence demonstrates intentional design across multiple standards: the program is job-embedded or situated in practice; focuses on content and pedagogy relevant to literacy instruction; attends to equity and the needs of diverse learners; provides adequate time and structures for sustained learning; and supports coherence with broader instructional goals. The connection between PD design and intended educator outcomes is clearly articulated. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program reflects an evidence-based approach to PD but addresses only some standards substantively. For example, the program may pay strong attention to content and pedagogy and design and structure, but it offers limited evidence of attention to equity or alignment and coherence. The PD model is recognizable and grounded in research, but it is not comprehensively developed across the full set of QPLS standards.
	The program references effective PD or cites the QPLS, but it does not provide substantive evidence that its design reflects these standards in practice. The PD model may appear incidental or underdeveloped. For example, the program has a one-time training described without reference to any of the QPLS dimensions or a program described only in terms of content coverage with no attention to how that content is delivered.
	The submission contains no evidence of an evidence-based PD model aligned with the QPLS or any comparable framework for quality professional learning.


Criterion B
Criterion B: PD is interactive and collaborative. 
Criterion B Rubric Language: The program is interactive and collaborative.
Definition: Quality professional learning actively engages educators in inquiry, practice, and collaborative sense-making rather than passively delivering information. Interaction and collaboration may take many forms—structured discussion, peer observation, collaborative analysis of student work, practice with feedback, co-planning, or study groups. The key is that educators are engaged with content and with one another as a central and consistent feature of the program's design.
Source: Superintendent's QPLS
Guiding Questions
· Does the program include structured opportunities for educators to interact with content and with one another over multiple learning sessions, rather than receiving information passively in a single “one-and-done” session?
· Does the program build collaborative structures into its design (e.g., discussion protocols, peer observation, collaborative analysis of student work)?
· Does the program include varied learning designs that actively engage educators across different settings (e.g., whole-group, small-group, partner, individual)?
Criterion B Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program provides clear, specific evidence that educators actively engage with content and with one another throughout the learning experience. Evidence includes structures for collaborative learning (e.g., study groups, peer observation, collaborative planning, discussion protocols) and opportunities for educators to interact with ideas, practice skills, and receive feedback from peers and facilitators over multiple learning sessions. Collaboration is built into the program's design rather than treated as an add-on. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program includes interactive and collaborative elements, but coverage is incomplete or inconsistently developed. For example, the program may include discussion activities, but it does not provide structures for sustained collaboration, or it may describe collaborative components for some participant groups but not others. Interaction is present but not a consistent and central feature of the program's design.
	The program references interaction or collaboration, but it does not provide substantive evidence of how they are structured and supported. It may describe the program as interactive without demonstrating what that looks like in practice, or it may include a single collaborative activity within an otherwise individually paced or lecture-based design.
	The submission contains no evidence of interactive or collaborative elements. The program appears to be entirely self-directed, lecture-based, or otherwise passive in its learning design.


Criterion C
Criterion C: PD provides adequate time and structures to master the concepts being taught, including opportunities for feedback and reflection, coaching, and periodic checks to demonstrate mastery of the concepts. Criterion C.1 Rubric Language: The program provides adequate time and structures to master the concepts being taught, including opportunities for feedback, reflection, and coaching.
Definition: Effective professional learning builds in structured opportunities for educators to pause, examine their thinking and practice, and receive input that supports growth. These may include structured reflection activities connected to participants' instructional practice, peer or facilitator feedback during learning activities, and coaching, where available. For a PD program, feedback and reflection may be embedded in the program itself; coaching may be a formal program component or a recommended follow-up structure. The critical feature is that these supports are intentionally designed into the program—not left to chance or the initiative of individual participants.
Source: Superintendent's QPLS
Guiding Questions
· Does the program include structured reflection activities that help participants connect new learning to their instructional practice in the classroom?
· Does the program include mechanisms for participants to give and receive feedback from facilitators, coaches, and peers?
· If coaching is a program component, is its structure and purpose clearly described?
· Are feedback and reflection built into the program at multiple points rather than concentrated at the end?
Criterion C.1 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program provides clear and specific evidence of structured opportunities for feedback, reflection, and coaching integrated throughout the learning experience. Reflection activities are connected to participants' practice and are designed to develop ongoing habits of inquiry. Feedback mechanisms allow participants to receive input from facilitators, coaches, or peers at meaningful points in the program. Coaching—whether embedded or recommended as a follow-up structure—is clearly described. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program includes feedback, reflection, or coaching, but it does not fully address all three or addresses them inconsistently. For example, the program may include structured reflection but provide limited guidance on feedback, or it may describe coaching as optional rather than integrated. The elements present are substantive, but the overall approach is incomplete.
	The program references feedback, reflection, or coaching, but it does not provide substantive evidence of how these are structured within the program. It may include a brief end-of-session reflection that doesn’t connect it to ongoing practice, or it may mention coaching without describing what it entails.
	The submission contains no evidence of structured feedback, reflection, or coaching opportunities.


Criterion C.2 Rubric Language: The program provides adequate time and structures to master the concepts being taught, including periodic checks to demonstrate mastery
Definition: Quality professional learning includes ongoing assessment of participant understanding—not only at the end of a program, but throughout it. Periodic checks allow participants to gauge their own progress, give facilitators information to adjust instruction or support, and ensure that foundational concepts are consolidated before participants move on to more complex material. Checks may take many forms, including knowledge checks, application tasks, skill demonstrations, or structured self-assessment.
Source: Superintendent's QPLS
Guiding Questions
· Does the program include checks on participant learning distributed throughout the program, not only at the end?
· Do mastery checks address both knowledge and application?
· Are participants given the opportunity to demonstrate mastery of introductory concepts before advancing to more complex material?
Criterion C.2 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program provides clear, specific evidence of structured mechanisms for periodically checking participant mastery throughout the learning experience. Formative strategies (e.g., knowledge checks, application tasks, skill demonstrations) are distributed across program components and connected to the program's learning goals. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program includes periodic checks on learning, but the coverage is incomplete. For example, the program may include knowledge checks at the end of sessions but not formative assessment during learning, or it may describe summative assessments without addressing how results inform support. The approach is present but not fully developed.
	The program references participant assessment or mastery, but it does not provide substantive evidence of how or when checks occur during the learning experience. It may include a final assessment or program completion requirement without describing formative strategies that support ongoing learning.
	The submission contains no evidence of mechanisms to check participant mastery at any point during the program.


Area 2: Effective Means of Teaching Literacy
In-service PD is aligned to evidence-based practices in state-adopted literacy documents and standards for universal, comprehensive literacy instruction in grades TK–5, inclusive, including the California ELA/ELD Framework and the California Dyslexia Guidelines. 
Criterion D
Criterion D: PD attends to explicit and systematic instruction in foundational literacy skills, including print concepts, phonological/phonemic awareness, phonics, decoding, word recognition, and reading fluency.
Criterion D Rubric Language: The program attends to explicit and systematic instruction in foundational literacy skills, including print concepts, phonological/phonemic awareness, phonics, word recognition, decoding, and reading fluency.
*Note: The rubric criterion specifies instruction that is both explicit and systematic. Both qualities must be present for strong evidence. A program that addresses a foundational skill only incidentally does not meet this threshold. Explicit instruction means that skills are taught directly rather than discovered or incidentally encountered. Systematic instruction means skills are taught in a planned, sequential order.
Criterion D.1 Rubric Language: Print Concepts
Definition: Print concepts are the organization and basic features of print. Print concepts include identifying a book's front and back covers and title page, directionality of print, use of spacing, recognition of uppercase and lowercase letters, the connection between spoken and written language, writing letters, and the function of capitalization and punctuation. Print concepts are taught primarily in transitional kindergarten (TK), kindergarten (K), and grade one, with support or intervention provided in subsequent grades as needed.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5)
Guiding Questions
· Does the program explicitly and systematically support how to teach students how print works, or is this assumed as prior knowledge (i.e., differentiation based on student need)?
· Does the program address the full range of basic print concepts (directionality, spacing, upper and lowercase letters, capitalization, punctuation, letter formation)?
· Is print concepts instruction positioned primarily at TK–grade one, as appropriate, with intervention supports for later grades?
Criterion D.1 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly and systematically addresses print concepts as a discrete instructional area with clear, sequenced instruction appropriate for TK–grade one. Coverage includes the full scope of print concepts (directionality, spacing, letter recognition, connection between spoken and written language, capitalization and punctuation, letter formation) and how to identify and support students who need intervention beyond grade one. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses print concepts, but coverage is incomplete—not all print concepts are addressed, or they are covered but not in an explicit, systematic manner. The content included is accurate, but the coverage is not comprehensive.
	Print concepts are mentioned or briefly referenced but are not developed as a systematic or explicit instructional focus. It may appear only as a list item or passing reference without evidence of instructional substance.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to print concepts instruction.


Criterion D.2 Rubric Language: Phonological/Phonemic Awareness
Definition: Phonological awareness is the ability to consciously attend to and manipulate the sound units (e.g., syllables, onsets, rimes, phonemes) in spoken words. Phonemic awareness is the ability to focus on and manipulate the individual sounds (i.e., phonemes) in spoken words. These concepts are taught primarily in TK, K, and grade one and remain a high priority for students needing additional support at subsequent grades.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5) 
Guiding Questions
· Does the program distinguish between phonological awareness (broader) and phonemic awareness (specific to phonemes)?
· Does the program systematically and explicitly address the developmental progression of phonological awareness skills, from larger units (syllables) to smaller units (individual phonemes)?
· Does the program address phonological and phonemic awareness primarily at TK–grade one, with guidance on intervention for students who need support at later grades?
· Does the program address crosslinguistic connections for English learners and multilingual learners (e.g., sounds that exist in English but not in a student's home language)?
Criterion D.2 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program clearly distinguishes phonological awareness from phonemic awareness and addresses both explicitly and systematically. Coverage includes the progression of skills (e.g., syllable awareness to onset-rime to phoneme blending and segmentation). The program prioritizes phonemic awareness and includes strategies for students who need intervention beyond grade one. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses phonological or phonemic awareness but may conflate the two terms, addressing only part of the skill progression or intervention for students who need support at later grades. The content is accurate but not comprehensive or covered in an explicit, systematic manner.
	The program references phonemic or phonological awareness but not developed as a systematic or explicit instructional focus. It may appear as a passing mention or brief definition without instructional guidance.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to phonological or phonemic awareness.


Criterion D.3 Rubric Language: Phonics, Decoding, and Word Recognition
Definition: Phonics and word recognition include knowledge of letter-sound correspondences; knowledge of word parts (syllables, morphemes); and recognition of irregularly spelled words. Learners use this knowledge to decode and encode, including representing speech sounds with symbols and learning to spell.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5)
Guiding Questions
· Does the program specify that phonics instruction is explicit, systematic, and follows a scope and sequence with formative assessment practices and differentiation as needed?
· Does the program address decoding (reading) and encoding (spelling)?
· Does the program address letter-symbol correspondences, syllable types, and morpheme knowledge (prefixes, suffixes, Greek and Latin roots)?
· Does the program address crosslinguistic transfer of sound-symbol correspondences for English learners and multilingual learners?
Criterion D.3 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program provides explicit, systematic instruction in phonics and word recognition using a scope and sequence. Coverage includes letter–sound correspondences, syllable types, morphemes (prefixes, suffixes, roots), decoding strategies for multisyllabic words, spelling and encoding, and high-frequency irregularly spelled words. Both decoding and encoding are addressed. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses phonics and word recognition substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program is missing some concepts, phonics instruction is present without reference to a scope and sequence, or some parts are emphasized while others receive limited attention. The content included is accurate but not comprehensive or covered in an explicit, systematic manner.
	The program mentions phonics, but instruction is incidental rather than explicit and systematic. It may reference phonics without providing instructional substance or without addressing the relationship between phonics and spelling.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to phonics, decoding, or word recognition instruction.


Criterion D.4 Rubric Language: Reading Fluency
Definition: Fluency is seemingly effortless reading in which words and phrases are accessed quickly and accurately. Fluency consists of word recognition accuracy, appropriate rate, and prosody (i.e., expression, which includes rhythm, phrasing, intonation) and reflects freedom from word-identification difficulties that might hinder comprehension in silent reading or the expression of ideas in oral reading.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5)
Guiding Questions
· Does the program address all three components of fluency: accuracy, rate, and prosody?
· Does the program explicitly connect fluency to comprehension, explaining that automaticity in word recognition frees cognitive resources for meaning making?
· Does the program include guidance or instructional strategies for fluency development across varied settings (e.g., whole-group, independent, modeling, repeated reading, echo reading, choral reading)?
Criterion D.4 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly and systematically addresses all three components of fluency (accuracy, rate, prosody) and provides instructional strategies for developing fluent reading. The program connects fluency to comprehension and meaning making and includes varied practice opportunities (whole-group, small-group, partner, independent, repeated reading, choral reading). Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses fluency but may focus on only one or two components (e.g., rate but not prosody), or addresses fluency practice opportunities without explicit instruction in what fluency is and why it matters. The connection between fluency and comprehension may be absent or underdeveloped. The content included is accurate but not comprehensive or covered in an explicit, systematic manner.
	The program mentions fluency, but it is not developed as an explicit instructional focus. It may appear as a passing reference to reading practice without addressing the components of fluency or instructional strategies.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to reading fluency.


Criterion E
Criterion E: PD attends to oral language development, vocabulary, background knowledge, comprehension, and writing.
Criterion E Rubric Language: The program attends to oral language development, vocabulary, background knowledge, comprehension, and writing. Criterion E.1 Rubric Language: Oral Language Development
Definition: Language—heard, spoken, signed, read, and written—is the primary means by which humans communicate and the cornerstone of literacy and learning. It is with and through language that students learn, think, and receive and express ideas, information, perspectives, and questions. Oral language development occurs in all content areas, both informally and formally, and is enriched when students have daily opportunities to interact with adults and one another as speakers, listeners, readers, and writers. Formal instruction includes teaching the meaning of words and word parts, how phrases and sentences are organized to convey meaning, and oral and written conventions that contribute to meaning (e.g., grammar, punctuation, capitalization). Students learn that language is purposeful and changes according to context, audience, and task.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5)
*Note: The California Literacy Content Blocks treat oral language development as an integrated, cross-cutting area rather than a standalone block. Evidence of oral language development in a submission may appear across multiple components—such as within foundational skills instruction, reading and writing activities, or ELD sections—rather than in a single designated section. Reviewers should look across the full submission.
Guiding Questions
· Does the program treat oral language as foundational to literacy or as an add-on (i.e., supplementary component addressed separately from core instruction)?
· Does the program address multiple dimensions of oracy, including vocabulary, grammar, sentence structure, and language use across contexts?
· Does the program address how oral language development supports and connects to reading and writing?
· Does the program address the role of oral language development for English learners and multilingual learners, including connections between home language and English?
Criterion E.1 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly positions oral language development as foundational to literacy and addresses it across instructional components. Systematic coverage includes oracy (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, sentence structure), collaborative conversation, and language use across contexts and purposes. The program provides explicit instructional strategies for oral language development and integrates oral language with reading and writing. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses oral language development but may treat it as secondary rather than foundational, or it may address some dimensions (e.g., vocabulary) more thoroughly than others (e.g., grammar, sentence structure, collaborative discourse). The content included is accurate but not comprehensive or covered in an explicit, systematic manner.
	The program references oral language development, but it is not developed as an explicit or systematic instructional focus. It may appear as a brief mention of discussion or conversation without instructional substance or connection to literacy development.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to oral language development.


Criterion E.2 Rubric Language: Vocabulary Development
Definition: Vocabulary development refers to direct, explicit, and systematic instruction in word meanings that builds students' knowledge of academic vocabulary, discipline-specific words, and high-frequency words connected to reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Effective vocabulary instruction develops rich word understanding—including multiple meanings, word forms, and usage across contexts—through morphology instruction, word-learning strategies, and multiple opportunities for students to engage with taught words in reading, writing, and discussion.
Source: 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance
Guiding Questions
· Does the program provide instructional strategies on direct, explicit instruction in word meanings, including academic vocabulary, discipline-specific words, and high-frequency words?
· Does the program include word-learning strategies (e.g., morphological analysis, use of context) so that teachers can support students in inferring unfamiliar words?
· Does the program address how teachers can provide multiple opportunities for students to use taught vocabulary in reading, writing, and discussion?
· Does the program address crosslinguistic connections, including cognates, for English learners and multilingual learners?
Criterion E.2 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program provides instructional strategies for direct, explicit, and systematic vocabulary instruction connected to reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Coverage includes academic vocabulary, discipline-specific words, and word-learning strategies, including morphology. The program provides multiple opportunities to use taught words in varied contexts and integrates crosslinguistic connections for English learners and multilingual learners. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses vocabulary instruction substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program includes direct word instruction, but word-learning strategies are underdeveloped, or vocabulary is addressed in isolation without consistent integration into reading and writing. The content included is accurate but not comprehensive.
	The program mentions vocabulary development, but it is not developed as a systematic instructional focus. It may appear as incidental word instruction without a structured approach to teaching word meanings, strategies, or morphology.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to vocabulary development.


Criterion E.3 Rubric Language: Background Knowledge
Definition: Background knowledge refers to the content and world knowledge that students bring to and build through literacy instruction. Background knowledge plays an important role in reading comprehension—when readers possess relevant knowledge about a topic, they generate inferences more readily and sustain understanding more effectively. Effective literacy instruction intentionally builds background knowledge through both understanding students’ cultural backgrounds and lived experiences and providing them with coherent, content-rich text sets, integrated literacy and content-area instruction, and rich discussion and writing opportunities.
Source: 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance
*Note: Background knowledge is addressed in California literacy guidance as an integrated component of comprehension and knowledge-building, not a standalone instructional block. Evidence of background knowledge instruction may appear across reading, content-area, and discussion components of a submission rather than in a single designated section.
Guiding Questions
· Does the program address the role of background knowledge in comprehension and provide instructional strategies accordingly?
· Does the program address how teachers use coherent, content-rich text sets organized around themes or disciplines to systematically build students' knowledge?
· Does the program integrate literacy instruction with content-area learning to build knowledge alongside literacy skills?
· Does the program include strategies for activating students' prior knowledge before reading?
Criterion E.3 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program addresses the role of background knowledge in comprehension and systematically builds it through coherent, content-rich texts and integrated literacy and content-area instruction. The program includes strategies for activating prior knowledge before reading. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses background knowledge, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program includes prior-knowledge activation strategies, but it does not use coherent text sets to build knowledge systematically, or content-area integration is mentioned but not developed. The content included is accurate but not comprehensive.
	The program mentions background but addresses it only incidentally. For example, the program includes a brief pre-reading activity without instructional substance or connection to comprehension development.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to background knowledge.


Criterion E.4 Rubric Language: Comprehension
Definition: Reading comprehension is the ability to process written text, understand its meaning, and integrate it with existing knowledge. Students' comprehension of text improves when reading and writing practices are taught in conjunction with one another, and students discuss and write about what they read. By understanding, analyzing, and responding to texts—both orally and in writing—with appropriate scaffolding, students enhance their ability to make meaning, build knowledge in all content areas, develop receptive and expressive language, and reinforce foundational literacy skills. Comprehension instruction includes explicit and systematic teaching of strategies before, during, and after reading, such as activating prior knowledge, making predictions, setting purposes for reading, monitoring comprehension, and creating summaries.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5)
Note for reviewers: The Content Blocks embed comprehension within integrated reading and writing rather than as a standalone block. Evidence of comprehension instruction may span reading, writing, and discussion components of a submission.
Guiding Questions
· Does the program provide explicit instruction in comprehension strategies (e.g., predicting, monitoring, summarizing, inferencing)?
· Does the program systematically address comprehension strategies across three phases (before, during, after reading) and comprehension types (literal, inferential)?
· Does the program connect comprehension to writing—for example, writing in response to texts as a tool for deepening understanding?
· Does the program address comprehension across a range of text types (literary, informational) and increasing complexity?
· Does the program address comprehension support for students who are still developing foundational skills?
Criterion E.4 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly and systematically addresses comprehension as a multidimensional skill and provides instruction in strategies before, during, and after reading. Coverage includes both literal and inferential understanding, text-dependent questioning, comprehension monitoring, and integration of reading, writing, and discussion to build meaning. The program addresses a range of text types and complexity levels. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses comprehension instruction substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program addresses comprehension strategies without connecting to text-dependent discussion and writing, or it addresses comprehension in reading without integrating writing as a tool for deepening understanding. The content included is accurate but not comprehensive or covered in an explicit, systematic manner.
	The program references comprehension but addresses it incidentally rather than as a systematic or explicit instructional focus. It may appear as a general reference to understanding text without specific instructional strategies or a before, during, and after framework.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to comprehension instruction.


Criterion E.5 Rubric Language: Writing
Definition: The ability to write includes combining mechanics (e.g., spelling, sentence structure) and cognitive processes (e.g., planning, organizing, coherent messaging). It is an essential and empowering literacy skill. Writing strengthens students’ foundational literacy skills and enhances their understanding of texts and learning experiences. The ability to write enables students to express themselves, communicate with others, and for their own satisfaction. Writing takes many forms—formal or informal, brief or lengthy, dictated or composed independently or collaboratively. Writing is taught and practiced daily, integrated in all content areas, and includes writing over both extended and shorter time frames for varied audiences.
Source: California Literacy Content Blocks for English-Medium Classrooms (TK–Grade 5)
Guiding Questions
· Does the program address the writing process (planning, drafting, revising, editing, publishing), including its recursive nature?
· Does the program address multiple text types appropriate for TK–grade five (opinion, informational, narrative)?
· Does the program include instructional strategies on explicit and systematic instruction in sentence construction, paragraph organization, and conventions?
· Does the program connect writing to reading—for example, using mentor texts and writing in response to reading?
· Does the program address writing development across TK–grade five, including how early writing (drawing, dictation, scaffolded writing) develops toward independent composition?
Criterion E.5 Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly and systematically addresses writing and shows how it is integrated across content areas. Coverage includes explicit instruction in the mechanics and cognitive parts of the writing process (planning, drafting, sharing, revising, editing, publishing); multiple text types (opinion, informational, narrative); sentence and paragraph construction; conventions; and connections between writing and reading. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses writing instruction substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program addresses the writing process but not for all text types or content areas. The program may address writing as a product without attending to process, or vice versa. The content included is accurate but not comprehensive or covered in an explicit, systematic manner.
	The program mentions writing, but is not developed as a systematic or explicit instructional focus. It may appear as a reference to writing activities without instructional substance addressing how teachers develop writing skills.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to writing instruction.


Criterion F
Criterion F: PD attends to Evidence-based means of teaching English learner students, including integration of comprehensive ELD (designated and integrated) in literacy development.
Criterion F Rubric Language: The program attends to evidence-based means of teaching English learner students, including newcomer students, with integration of comprehensive ELD (designated and integrated) in literacy development.
Definition: English learner students, including newcomer students, bring linguistic assets and cultural knowledge that effective literacy instruction recognizes and builds upon. Evidence-based instruction for English learner students integrates language development and literacy development rather than treating them as separate concerns. Comprehensive ELD encompasses both integrated and designated ELD, and effective PD for teaching English learner students builds educators' capacity to implement both, attend to students' linguistic backgrounds as learning resources, and differentiate instruction across proficiency levels.
Source: 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance
Guiding Questions
· Does the program address integrated and designated ELD and explain the purpose and structure of each?
· Does the program provide instructional strategies that leverage students' home languages and cultural knowledge as assets?
· Does the program address differentiation across English proficiency levels, including specific attention to newcomer students?
Criterion F Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly addresses evidence-based approaches for English learner students, including newcomer students, and provides clear, specific guidance on both integrated and designated ELD. The program builds educators' capacity to leverage students' home languages and cultural backgrounds as learning assets and to differentiate across proficiency levels. Language and literacy development are treated as interconnected. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses English learner instruction substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program may address integrated ELD without adequately developing designated ELD or may provide general strategies without addressing newcomer students or differentiation across proficiency levels. The content is accurate but not comprehensive.
	The program references English learner instruction, but is not developed as a substantive focus. It may include a brief mention of ELD or scaffolding strategies without instructional depth or treat support for English learner students as an add-on rather than integrated into the program's core instruction.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to evidence-based instruction for English learner students.


Criterion G
Criterion G: PD attends to Early intervention techniques and tiered supports for students with reading difficulties, dyslexia, and exceptional needs. 
Criterion G Rubric Language: The program attends to early intervention techniques and tiered supports for students with reading difficulties, including students with dyslexia and students with exceptional needs.
Definition: Not all students develop literacy skills at the same pace or without additional support. Effective literacy PD builds educators' capacity to identify students who need additional support early and to provide instruction that is appropriately intensified within a Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) framework. Students with significant reading difficulties require explicit, systematic, and often more intensive instruction—particularly in phonological awareness, phonics, and word recognition—that may need to be sustained well beyond the primary grades. Students with other exceptional needs, including those with individualized education programs (IEPs), require additional attention to accommodations and differentiated supports.
Source: 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance
Guiding Questions
· Does the program address MTSS as a framework for tiered supports and explain how instruction is differentiated and intensified based on student need?
· Does the program address early identification of reading difficulties and how to respond when students are not making adequate progress?
· Does the program provide evidence-based instructional approaches for students with reading difficulties at appropriate levels of intensity?
· Does the program address the needs of students with exceptional needs, including those with IEPs?
Criterion G Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly addresses early intervention and tiered supports within an MTSS framework. The program builds educators' capacity to identify reading difficulties early and provide evidence-based instructional responses that are appropriately intensified based on student need. Guidance for students with exceptional needs, including IEP considerations, is present and substantive. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses tiered supports substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program may address identification of reading difficulties without developing how instruction is intensified in response, or it may provide guidance on supports for some student groups but not others. The content is accurate, but it does not address the full scope.
	The program references early intervention or tiered supports, but is not developed. It may include a brief mention of intervention or MTSS without providing guidance on identification, intensity, or differentiated approaches.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to early intervention techniques, tiered supports, or exceptional needs.


Criterion H
Criterion H: PD attends to ongoing diagnostic techniques that inform teaching and assessment.
Criterion H Rubric Language: The program attends to ongoing diagnostic techniques that inform teaching and assessment.
Definition: Effective literacy instruction is continuously adjusted based on evidence of what students know and can do. Ongoing diagnostic assessment provides the information teachers need to make instructional decisions: which students need additional support, which skills require reteaching, whether an intervention is working, and when to adjust. This includes formative assessment during instruction, progress monitoring over time, and the use of screening data aligned to MTSS frameworks. Educators must be able not only to administer assessments but to interpret results and make deliberate instructional decisions in response.
Source: 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance
Guiding Questions
· Does the program build educators' capacity to use multiple forms of assessment—including formative assessment during instruction and progress monitoring over time—to inform teaching decisions?
· Does the program address how to interpret assessment data to make instructional adjustments, including decisions about grouping, pacing, and intervention?
· Does the program connect assessment practices to the MTSS framework—for example, explaining how progress monitoring data informs support decisions?
Criterion H Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program explicitly addresses ongoing diagnostic assessment as a tool for instructional decision-making. Coverage includes formative assessment during instruction, progress monitoring over time, and use of screening or diagnostic data within an MTSS framework. The program builds educators' capacity to interpret data and make specific instructional adjustments in response. The connection between assessment and instruction is clearly articulated. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses diagnostic or formative assessment substantively but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program may address progress monitoring tools without building capacity to interpret and act on results or may address formative assessment strategies without connecting them to MTSS decision-making. The content is present but not fully developed.
	The program mentions diagnostic or formative assessment, but is not developed as an instructional focus. It may reference the importance of assessment generally without providing guidance on specific practices or how data translates into instructional action.
	The submission contains no evidence of attention to ongoing diagnostic assessment techniques.


Criterion I
Criterion I: PD attends to evidence-based means of teaching literacy aligned to the ELA/ELD Framework, including the five key themes: foundational skills, meaning making, language development, effective expression, and content knowledge.
Criterion I Rubric Language: The program is aligned to the ELA/ELD Framework, including the themes of foundational skills, meaning making, language development, effective expression, and content knowledge.
Definition: The California ELA/ELD Framework for California Public Schools organizes literacy and language development around five interrelated themes: meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills. These themes are interconnected dimensions of a comprehensive literacy program that should be addressed in an integrated way. A PD program aligned with the ELA/ELD Framework grounds its instructional approach in the framework's vision of literacy as a complex, integrated process that encompasses both foundational skill development and rich engagement with language, texts, and content across disciplines.
Source: 2026 ELA/ELD Instructional Materials Follow-Up Adoption Supplemental Guidance; ELA/ELD Framework
Guiding Questions
· Does the program reflect all five of the ELA/ELD Framework's interconnected themes—meaning making, language development, effective expression, content knowledge, and foundational skills—rather than addressing only one or two?
· Does the program treat literacy as integrated and comprehensive, connecting foundational skills to meaning making and language development rather than presenting them in isolation?
· Does the program explicitly reference and align to the ELA/ELD Framework as a foundational source?
Criterion I Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program is explicitly grounded in the ELA/ELD Framework and reflects all five themes in an integrated way. The program's instructional approach aligns with the framework's vision of comprehensive literacy—connecting foundational skills to meaning making, language development, effective expression, and content knowledge. The framework is used substantively, not merely cited. Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program references the ELA/ELD Framework and addresses multiple themes, but coverage is uneven. For example, the program addresses foundational skills in depth, while meaning making or language development receives limited attention, or the framework is cited without substantive integration into the program's instructional approach.
	The program mentions the ELA/ELD Framework or its themes, but is not developed. It may include a passing reference to one or two themes without demonstrating that the program's design reflects the framework's integrated vision of literacy.
	The submission contains no evidence of alignment to the ELA/ELD Framework.


Criterion J
Criterion J: PD attends to evidence-based means of teaching literacy aligned to the California Dyslexia Guidelines, including indicators of potential dyslexia and structured literacy. 
Criterion J Rubric Language: The program is aligned to the California Dyslexia Guidelines, including how to identify early indicators of dyslexia and implement structured literacy practices.
Definition: The California Dyslexia Guidelines assist educators in identifying, assessing, and supporting students with dyslexia. A PD program aligned with the guidelines grounds its instructional approach in the framework's guidance on early identification and Structured Literacy—an approach to reading instruction that is explicit, systematic, cumulative, and multisensory. Because dyslexia exists on a continuum and can look different across age groups, programs should also address how educators can recognize early indicators at different grade levels.
Source: California Dyslexia Guidelines
Guiding Questions
· Does the program develop educators' understanding of dyslexia, including its defining characteristics and its basis in phonological processing deficits?
· Does the program address early indicators of dyslexia across grade levels so educators can recognize students who may need further screening or support?
· Does the program provide guidance on Structured Literacy instruction, including both what is taught (e.g., phonology, sound–symbol correspondences, morphology) and how it is taught (explicit, systematic, cumulative, multisensory)?
· Does the program address how to implement Structured Literacy with appropriate intensity and fidelity?
Criterion J Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence.
	Program provides adequate evidence.
	Program provides limited evidence.
	Program provides no evidence.

	Look Fors
	The program is grounded in the California Dyslexia Guidelines and builds educators' capacity in both identification and instruction. The program develops understanding of dyslexia's characteristics and its basis in phonological processing; prepares educators to recognize early indicators across grade levels; and provides clear, substantive guidance on Structured Literacy instruction, addressing both what is taught and how it is taught (explicit, systematic, cumulative, multisensory). Evidence is specific and well-documented.
	The program addresses dyslexia and Structured Literacy substantively, but coverage is incomplete. For example, the program may address identification of early indicators without developing the Structured Literacy instructional approach or address Structured Literacy components without connecting them to dyslexia identification or the guidelines. The content is accurate, but it does not address the full scope.
	The program mentions dyslexia or Structured Literacy, but is not developed. It may include a brief reference to dyslexia characteristics or the guidelines without building educators' capacity to identify early indicators or implement evidence-based instructional approaches for students with dyslexia.
	The submission contains no evidence of alignment with the California Dyslexia Guidelines.


Criterion K
Criterion K: PD has evidence of a positive impact on student and/or educator outcomes.
Criterion K Rubric Language: The program has evidence of a positive impact on student and/or educator outcomes.
*Note: This criterion is optional. A program will not be disqualified from approval if evidence of effectiveness is absent.
Definition: Programs may provide evidence that they have had a positive impact on student outcomes, educator outcomes, or both. The strength of evidence is evaluated based on how rigorously and independently it was gathered, ranging from externally conducted research demonstrating effects attributable to the program to program evaluation data using reasonable methodology to more limited internal data, such as participant surveys or pre- or post-comparisons. Evidence submitted may address outcomes for students, educators, or both.
Source: California Dyslexia Guidelines; Every Student Succeeds Act
Guiding Questions
· Does the program provide evidence of a positive impact on student outcomes (e.g., reading achievement, foundational skill development), educator outcomes (e.g., changes in practice, knowledge gains), or both?
· How rigorously and independently was the evidence gathered, and does it demonstrate that the program, specifically, contributed to the outcomes reported?
· Is the evidence specific to this program rather than to the general research base on literacy instruction?
Criterion K Evidence-Level Guidance
	Score
	Strong Evidence
	Moderate Evidence
	Minimal Evidence
	No Evidence

	Rubric Descriptors
	Program provides clear and well-documented evidence of a positive impact on student and educator outcomes.
	Program provides adequate evidence of a positive impact on student and/or educator outcomes.
	Program provides limited evidence of a positive impact on student or educator outcomes.
	Program provides no evidence of a positive impact on student and/or educator outcomes.

	Look Fors
	The program provides clear and well-documented evidence of a positive impact on student and educator outcomes. Evidence comes from independent, peer-reviewed, or externally conducted research demonstrating positive outcomes attributable to the program. Evidence is specific to this program.
	The program provides adequate evidence of a positive impact. Evidence includes program evaluation or outcome data gathered using a reasonable methodology. For example, the program uses comparison groups or pre- or post-measurement with clear documentation of methods and results.
	The program provides limited evidence of a positive impact. It may include participant surveys, informal pre- and post-comparisons without adequate controls, or citations to general research on literacy instruction without demonstrating program-specific effectiveness.
	The submission contains no evidence of a positive impact on student or educator outcomes.
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