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On July 12, 2017, the California State Board of Education (SBE) unanimously approved 
the California English Learner Roadmap SBE: Educational Programs and Services for 
English Learners. The SBE policy ushers in a new era of English learner education that 
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On July 12, 2017, the California State Board of Education (SBE) unanimously approved 
a new policy for English learners, the California English Learner Roadmap: Educational 
Programs and Services for English Learners (EL Roadmap Policy) with the following 
vision and mission: 

Vision 

English learners fully and meaningfully access and participate in a twenty-first century 
education from early childhood through grade twelve that results in their attaining high 
levels of English proficiency, mastery of grade level standards, and opportunities to 
develop proficiency in multiple languages. 

Mission 
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The primary audiences for this guidance document are the state’s LEAs and technical 
assistance providers, including county offices of education. But every parent, 
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• IHEs to prepare teachers and leaders who understand and ensure that English 
learners are the responsibility of all educators, to strengthen pathways for 
bilingual teachers, and to collaborate with accrediting agencies on these needs.  

• Professional associations to leverage their conferences and professional 
development opportunities in support of "=!*.!0'#12#3!principles and 
components, and to foster collaboration on their implementation.  
	

In a state whose prosperity depends on the success of immigrants and their children, all 
California stakeholders must own this vision and mission, respond to this call to action, 
and interpret and apply the content of this guidance document within their respective 
roles in order to improve educational opportunities for the state’s English learner 
students.  
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1. Are they based on sound educational theory?  

2. Are they implemented with sufficient rigor?  

3. Is there demonstrable evidence of effectiveness after a sufficient period of 
implementation?  

An implicit fourth standard speaks to continuous improvement:  

4. Based on the evidence of effectiveness, does the system make efforts to improve 
implementa
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cases of effective bilingual schools to show what is possible, an important legacy of this 
work was the recognition of what we today call academic uses of language as 
distinguished from everyday oral language.7
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Child Left Behind [NCLB]), and in broad strokes it remains the framework for the current 
reauthorization, the ESSA of 2015. 

California was first in the nation to produce ELD Standards in 2000 and implement a 
standards-based annual ELD assessment in 2001, signaling the importance of 
systematically focusing on the language development needs of EL students along with 
academic needs. California’s efforts arguably influenced NCLB Title III, which required 
all states to adopt ELD standards, and mandated annual assessment and accountability 
for English learner progress toward, and attainment of, English language proficiency.10  

During the NCLB period, the state was also focused on the “scientifically-based 
research” aspect of the law that guided academic programs and textbook adoptions 
adhering to this paradigm. This new paradigm asked educators to be more accountable 
for the evidence that they had to support their decision-making in practice, and had the 
effect of making programs focus largely on foundational literacy skills, where much of 
the strongest research evidence existed. This scientific paradigm was limited by its 
definition of rigor (through randomized control trials), which in turn limited the range of 
practices that could be identified, and therefore identified only those practices that could 
be confirmed across different contexts. In effect, the paradigm ignored approaches 
adapted to be effective with particular students served in local contexts.  

These laws, by focusing on student attainment and progress toward attainment of the 
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reduce selection bias created by removing English-proficient students from the 
subgroup, and (b) provide a fuller accounting of long-term EL success;16,17  
 

• States, under Title III, must establish standardized, statewide entry and exit 
procedures and criteria for EL status, responsive to evidence of their importance 
from extensive research and policy analysis;18,19,20 

• Evidence-based interventions (not restricted to EL programs) are tiered to allow 
for a range of innovations and local adaptations.21 

These changes in federal law allow for more coherent, nuanced, and responsive 
policies and systems of accountability that complement and support California’s 
approach to continuous improvement and capacity building. 

A New Accountability Paradigm  
ESSA, as well as California’s emerging accountability system for continuous 
improvement, represents a broad acknowledgment of the failure of NCLB-style 

                                            
16 Saunders, W. M., & Marcelletti, D. J. (2013). The Gap That Can’t Go Away: The 
Catch-22 of Reclassification in Monitoring the Progress of English Learners. 
*189#6%')#$!*7#$8#6%')!#)1!:'$%9D!=)#$D,%,!(35)2, 139
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accountability to reduce achievement gaps. The state encourages the measurement 
and improvement of meaningful learning for students, improved resource allocation to 
the neediest students, and professional learning and supports for teachers and leaders. 
Accompanying these shifts are a continuous improvement model that builds political 
accountability (through LCAPs), professional accountability, and performance 
accountability.22 A crosswalk of the "=!*.!0'#12#3!to LCFF/LCAP, as elaborated later 
in this report, is essential to successfully implementing California’s improvement 
strategy. 

Proposition 58: California Education for a Global Economy (CA 
Ed.G.E.) Initiative 
Proposition 58 was approved by 73.5 percent of California voters in 2016, including by a 
majority of voters in every county. The CA Ed.G.E. Initiative reaffirms the requirement 
that public schools ensure EL students attain English langu
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• Academic language support during content area instruction, balanced with 
structured explicit opportunities for oral and written language skills development  

• Appropriate assessment in various forms (e.g., formative, benchmark, 
summative) to understand and support student learning  

• Processes related to social-emotional development and identity formation  

The NASEM report also reviews existing research on educational systems serving 
English learners, and notes the following characteristics (from pages 7–20, emphasis 
added) of effective local systems: 

• Administrative leadership at the district and school levels takes 
responsibility for initiating and sustaining instructional programs and practices 
that support the full academic development of all students, including [English 
learners].  

• [English learners] are recognized as capable of learning whatever society 
expects all children to learn in school rather than as incapable of handling 
the school’s curriculum until they master English. This is a fundamental epis-
temological difference between schools that educate [English learners] 
successfully and those that do not.  
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and feedback to both, bringing to bear the diverse professional expertise and practical 
experiences of the workgroup’s members.28 

  

                                            
28 The full list of the EL Roadmap Workgroup members can be found at 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/rm/roadmapmembers.asp. 
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Four principles support the vision and provide the foundation of the "=!*.!0'#12#3. 
These principles are intended to gu
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needs and capacities than do students entering at intermediate or advanced 
levels. Similarly, students entering in kindergarten have different needs than 
students entering in later grades. The needs of long term English learners are 
vastly different from recently arrived students (who in turn vary in their prior 
formal education). Districts vary considerably in the distribution of these EL 
profiles, so no single program or instructional approach works for all EL students.  

C. School climates and campuses are affirming, inclusive, and safe. 

D. Schools value and build strong family and school partnerships. 
E. Schools and districts develop a collaborative framework for identifying English 

learners with disabilities and use valid assessment practices. Schools and 
districts develop appropriate individualized education programs (IEPs) that 
support culturally and linguistically inclusive practices and provide appropriate 
training to teachers, thus leveraging expertise specific to English learners. The 
IEP addresses academic goals that take into account student language 
development, as called for in state and national policy recommendations.29,30,31 

Principle Two: Intellectual Qual
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B. Students are provided a rigorous, intellectually rich, standards-based 
curriculum with instructional scaffolding that increases comprehension and 
participation and develops student autonomy and mastery. 

C. Teaching and learning emphasize engagement, interaction, discourse, inquiry, 
and critical thinking with the same high expectations for English learners as for 
all students in each of the content areas. 

D. English learners are provided access to the full curriculum along with the 
provision of appropriate EL supports and services. 

E. Students’ home language is understood as a means to access subject matter 
content, as a foundation for developing English, and, where possible, is 
developed to high levels of literacy and proficiency along with English. 

F. Rigorous instructional materials support high levels of intellectual engagement. 
Explicit scaffolding enables meaningful participation by English learners at 
different levels of English language proficiency. Integrated language 
development, content learning, and opportunities for bilingual/biliterate 
development are appropriate according to the program model. 

G. English learners are provided choices of research-based language 
support/development programs (including options for developing skills in multiple 
languages) and are enrolled in programs designed to overcome language 
barriers and provide access to the curriculum.32 

Principle Three: System Conditions That Support Effectiveness 
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Master Plan and English Learner Advisory Committee (ELAC) and District 
English Learner Advisory Committee (DELAC) regulations.33 

B. The school system invests adequate resources to support the conditions 
required to address EL needs. 

C. A system of culturally and linguistically valid and reliable assessment 
supports instruction, continuous improvement, and accountability for attainment 
of English proficiency, biliteracy, and academic achievement. 

D. Capacity building occurs at all levels of the system, including leadership 
development 
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C. EL educational approaches and programs are designed to be coherent across 
schools within districts, across initiatives, and across the state. 

These principles and elements provide a set of research-, evidence-, and practice-
based considerations that districts can use as they develop strategies and modify local 
action plans in the process of continuous improvement. As a guide, the table below 
shows a crosswalk of "=!*.!0'#12#3!principles and elements with the LCFF priorities. 
As these principles and elements are integrated into the communication of district and 
school systems, educators can shape conversations about priorities both with each 
other and with parents and community members, and better serve EL students. 

Crosswalk of the CA EL Roadmap Principle and Elements to the LCFF 
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Crosswalk Principle One 
Assets-
Oriented and 
Needs-
Responsive 
Schools 

Principle Two 
Intellectual 
Quality of 
Instruction and 
Meaningful 
Access 

Principle 
Three 
System 
Conditions that 
Support 
Effectiveness 

Principle Four 
Alignment And 
Articulation 
Within and 
Across 
Systems 

LCAP One 
Basic 
(Conditions of 
Learning) 
Teachers, 
Materials, 
Facilities 

Elements 
A, C & E 

 
 
 

Elements 
A, B, & D 

Elements 
B & D 

Elements 
A, B, & C 

LCAP Two 
State 
Standards 
(Conditions of 
Learning) 

Elements 
A, B & E 

Elements 
A, B, F, & G 

Elements 
B & D 

Elements 
B & C 

LCAP Three 
Parental 
Involvement 
(Engagement) 

Elements 
B, D & E 

Element 
D 

Element 
D 

Element 
C 

LCAP Four 
Pupil 
Achievement 
(Pupil 
Outcomes) 

Element 
C 

Elements 
A, B, & C 

Elements 
A & B 

Elements 
B & C 

LCAP Five 
Pupil 
Engagement 
(Engagement) 

Elements 
B, C, & D 

?'515+3)
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The online resources to this guidance document contain examples of system 
approaches and strategies that illustrate the principles and elements of the "=!*.!
0'#12#3. Sharing such examples will model and inspire practitioners throughout 
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standards, evidence should be applied to the theoretical or conceptual model, the 
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• “Promising Futures“ report from the National Academies of Sciences, 
Engineering and Medicine (discussed above)38 

• Institute of Education Sciences Practice Guides on literacy39 and academic 
content/language40 

• National Literacy Panel on English learners41 
• The CDE’s publication of research-based practices42 
• Other published syntheses of research on English learners43 

Such publications should provide an initial impetus to districts looking for an evidentiary 
foothold into their reform efforts. That said, the conclusions from research by no means 
guarantee applicability and effectiveness in a given local context — with local variations 
in capacity for implementation or the appropri
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Standard 2: Monitoring use of local metrics of system implementation and adult 
learning outcomes. 
Research on effective systems serving English learners speaks to the important role of 
coherent leadership. In a process of continuous improvement, it would therefore be 
important to develop meaningful indicators of system implementation, such as: 

1. Leadership roles and responsibilities for EL students are distributed and shared. 
2. Leadership creates different plans for EL students based on individual 

educational and learning histories (e.g., differentiating between programs for 
newcomers, long-term English learners, and reclassified English-proficient 
students). 

3. Professional learning is focused on content pedagogy, active learning, and 
coherent, sustained, collective participation. 

4. Leadership engages in networks and collaborations with other districts in 
continuous improvement planning and activities. 

5. District resource allocation processes are driven by strategic priorities for English 
learners. 

Standard 2a: Monitoring use of local metrics of student learning supports and 
processes. 
Student learning outcomes are ultimately products of classroom instruction and student 
engagement in learning. The capacity of schools and districts to deliver a high 
intellectual quality of instruction and meaningful access through rigorous instruction 
depends on the availability of materials, the professional learning opportunities available 
to teachers, and how the educators in the system are formatively assessing their 
practice. The following are examples of indicators that might help educators understand 
the quality of the classroom learning environment. 
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Principle Two: Intellectual Quality of Instruction and Meaningful Access  

Element 2A – Integrated and Designated ELD  

Element 2B – 
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professional development supported by job-embedded coaching and facilitation, 
coupled with leadership development and the building of a collaborative culture. SEAL 
provides a toolkit of research-based instructional strategies that fit in the larger 
pedagogical context of integrated language and content instruction and cross-content 
thematic units. 

Further, SEAL recognizes that mastering a complex set of new instructional strategies 
and curricular approaches takes time, resources, and support for teachers. Teachers 
also need opportunities to see the practices being modeled in their own classrooms, 
encouragement to try new strategies, and constructive feedback from a knowledgeable 
and supportive coach and from colleagues. 

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with each participating school district outlines 
all the components of implementation, including job-embedded coaching. 

SEAL is currently being implemented at 101 sites across 20 California districts. These 
districts range from rural (Williams, Coalinga-Huron, Golden Plains, Mendota, and 
Fillmore Unified School Districts) to urban (Los Angeles Unified School District), to 
suburban (Oak Grove and Milpitas Unified School Districts). SEAL implementation also 
entails leadership development and technical assistance for site and district 
administrators. 

Evidentiary Basis 
Standard 1 (supported by an existing research basis): The program explicitly states 
three foundations that draw from research syntheses on effective instruction and the 
importance of attending to student language development.46 

Standard 2 (local metrics of system implementation and adult learning outcomes): 
Teachers who participated in professional learning supports showed evidence of SEAL 
instructional approaches; SEAL parents who were involved in training on the importance 
of engaging in literacy activities with their children showed greater engagement 
compared with national comparison statistics. 

Standard 2a (local metrics of student learning supports and processes): There was an 
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Standard 3 (student learning outcomes): In a five year pilot evaluation study, SEAL 



40 

While the LTEL label was created to focus attention on an overlooked and underserved 
population, the label has been critiqued as perpetuating a deficit perspective.48 
However, Sanger and Firebaugh have taken a systemic approach to implementing 
classroom, school, and district practices that better support students’ language and 
content learning. Through the initiative, the districts have thought deeply about how to 
build on students’ assets. For example, informed by research showing that English 
learners in dual-language programs have better long-term language and content 
outcomes, Sanger has developed and launched a new dual-language program. In 
addition, based on internal data analysis showing that English learners who participated 
in the district’s preschool program were attaining English proficiency earlier, Sanger has 
committed to expanding its outreach to families to encourage more parents of English 
learners to enroll their children in preschool. 

Evidentiary Basis 
Standard 1 (supported by an existing research basis): There is little systematic research 
that speaks to the efficacy of cross-district collaboration,49 although there is a growing 
knowledge base on teacher professional collaboration and on research practice-
partnerships.50 Sanger’s approach to reform that supports its teacher professional 
learning culture and a focus on student learning has been well-documented.51 

Standard 2 (local metrics of system implementation and adult learning outcomes): In the 
context of Sanger’s collaborative district culture, school leaders formed professional 
learning communities (PLCs) that observed and examined ELD practices, leading to the 
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Standard 2a (local metrics of student learning supports and processes): Student work 
has always guided much of the work of teacher PLCs. More recently, through the 
partnership, Sanger and Firebaugh teachers have gath
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Standard 3 (student learning outcomes): Consistently strong student math scores on the 
CAASPP that exceeded expectations for Garden Grove were noted in a report that 
analyzed data for districts participating in I#6-!%)!"'22)
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days of training to learn about student eligibility to CSU and UC campuses so that they 
could better inform students about their post-secondary options.  

The combination of the C!#2!0/#1D packets and follow-up conversations by high school 
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Standard 3 (student learning outcomes): The district has looked at the four-year cohort 
graduation rate (increasing from 69 percent in 2009–10 to 79 percent in 2013
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The work envisioned in the implementation of the "=!*.!0'#12#3!evokes what district 
leaders at the Sanger Unified School District refer to as the “Golden Gate Bridge” 
metaphor — a continual repainting of the structure to constantly reinforce district values 
and provide educators with repeated learning opportunities to refresh their 
understanding and skills for the core initiatives, using data as their guide.59 With 
evi
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Appendix A: EL Roadmap Policy 
California English Learner Roadmap State Board of Education Policy:  
Educational Programs and Services for English Learners 
This policy is intended to assist the California Department of Education in providing 
guidance to local educational agencies (LEAs) in welcoming, understanding, and 
educating the diverse population of students who are English learners attending 
California public schools. Many English learners represent the newest members of our 



48 

The State Seal of Biliteracy encourages districts to recognize students’ biliterate 
proficiency. Developing assessments in languages other than English that are aligned 
to state academic standards (e.g., the California Spanish Assessment) are key to 
recognizing biliteracy and academic achievement in more than one language. The 
passage of the California Education for a Global Economy Initiative, known as 
Proposition 58 (amending Proposition 227), moves us beyond improvement efforts 
focused solely on language of instruction to programs and pathways that effectively 
develop academic content knowledge, discipline-specific practices and academic 
language uses, and bilingual-biliterate proficiency.  

California’s Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) is premised on local districts 
providing equitable learning conditions, pupil outcomes, and effective engagement of 
English learners. Districts are expected to set, with their parent and community 
partners, meaningful goals and outcomes that require full access to the curriculum, 
assure English learners’ meaningful progress toward attaining academic English 
proficiency, and closing gaps in academic achievement for students entering as English 
learners. LCFF provides districts additional resources to build local capacity to 
implement and support evidence-based practices. State-produced documents provide 
coherent guidance for districts on implementing more and better comprehensive, 
research evidence-based services for diverse groups of English learners via the Local 
Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) process, and provides support for continuous 
improvement.  

Our accountability system is state-determined, and is consistent with federal guidance 
provided for states to implement the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which 
supports our aligning federal and state policies to better integrate and leverage 
resources, services, assessment and accountability. Consonant with LCFF, ESSA 
elevates English language proficiency to a central indicator for Title I accountability. It 
values English language development, which California has identified as both, 
designated ELD equally with integrated ELD—as presaged in California’s English 
Language Arts (ELA)/ELD Curriculum Framework.  

Given ESSA’s Title III provisions, California will re-examine standardized, statewide EL 
entrance and exit procedures and criteria, and report academic performance of key 
subcategories of English learners, such as long-term English learners and students with 
disabilities. The broader federal stance on multiple indicators of performance also 
complements our system’s use of multiple state and locally-collected indicators on 
academic achievement, EL progress, high school graduation, chronic absenteeism and 
student suspension, school climate and parent engagement to advance a more 
complete picture of district program effectiveness.  
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This policy also reflects the current national research consensus on second language 
learning, bilingualism, program effectiveness, and policy research60, much of which is 
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• Appropriate assessment in various forms (e.g., formative, benchmark, 
summative) to understand and support student learning  

• Processes related to social emotional development and identity formation  

California is a state that welcomes newcomers and their families, and that addresses 
their linguistic diversity with a positive, additive orientation. Our schools need to reflect 
this orientation by affirming, welcoming and responding to a diverse range of student 
strengths, needs, and identities, and prepare graduates with the linguistic, academic 
and social skills and competencies needed for college, career and civic participation in a 
global, diverse and multilingual world. 

California’s Vision of Success for English Learners 
English learners fully and meaningfully access and participate in a 21st century 
education from early childhood through grade twelve that results in their attaining high 
levels of English proficiency, mastery of grade level standards, and opportunities to 
develop proficiency in multiple languages. 

Mission 
California schools affirm, welcome and respond to a diverse range of EL strengths, 
needs and identities. California schools prepare graduates with the linguistic, academic 
and social skills and competencies they require for college, career and civic 
participation in a global, diverse and multilingual world, thus ensuring a thriving future 
for California. 

Four Principles 
Four principles support our vision and provide the foundation of California’s English 
Learner Roadmap. These principles are intended to guide all levels of the system 
towards a coherent and aligned set of practices, services, relationships, and 
approaches to teaching and learning that together create a powerful, effective, 21st 
century education for our English learners. Underlying this systemic application of the 
Principles is the foundational understanding that simultaneously developing English 
learners’ linguistic and academic capacities is a shared responsibility of all educators, 
and that all levels of the schooling system have a role to play in ensuring the access 
and achievement of the 1.3 million English learners who attend our schools. 
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Principle #2: INTELLECTUAL QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION AND MEANINGFUL 
ACCESS 
English learners engage in intellectually rich, developmentally appropriate learning 
experiences that foster high levels of English proficiency. These experiences integrate 
language development, literacy, and content learning as well as provide access for 
comprehension and participation through native language instruction and scaffolding. 
English learners have meaningful access to a full standards-based and relevant 
curriculum and the opportunity to develop proficiency in English and other languages. 

Principle #3: SYSTEM CONDITIONS THAT SUPPORT EFFECTIVENESS 
Each level of the school system (state, county, district, school, pre-school) has leaders 
and educators who are knowledgeable of and responsive to the strengths and needs of 
English learners and their communities, and utilize valid assessment and other data 
systems that inform instruction and continuous improvement; resources and tiered 
support is provided to ensure strong programs and build the capacity of teachers and 
staff to build on the strengths and meet the needs of English learners. 
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• CAASPP: California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress  
• CA Ed.G.E. Initiative: The California Education for a Global Economy Initiative 
• "=!*.!0'#12#3: The California English Learner Roadmap: Strengthening 

Comprehensive Educational Policies, Programs, and Practices for English 
Learners  

• CAT: Conversation Analysis Tool  
• CDE: California Department of Education  
• CELDT: California English Language Development Test  
• CSA: California Spanish Assessment  
• CSU: California State University  
• EC: Education Code  
• EL: English learner (abbreviation used for adjectives only, not when used as a 

noun)  
• ELA: English language arts  
• ELAC: English Learner Advisory Committee  
• ELD: English language development  
• EL Roadmap Policy: California English Learner Roadmap State Board of 

Education Policy: Educational Programs and Services for English Learners 
• DELAC: District English Learner Advisory Committee  
• ELPAC: English Language Proficiency Assessments for California  
• ESEA: Elementary and Secondary Education Act  
• ESSA: Every Student Succeeds Act  
• IEP: Individualized education program  
• IHE: Institution of higher education  
• LCAP: Local Control and Accountability Plan  
• LCFF: Local Control Funding Formula  
• LEA: Local Educational Agency  
• 
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Local educational agency (LEA): As defined in ESEA, an LEA is a public board of 
education or other public authority legally constituted within a State for either 


